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SECTION 7.0
ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT
7.1

INTRODUCTION

Sections 15126.6(a) and (b) of the State CEQA Guidelines (14 California Code of Regulations
[CCR]) provide guidance on the scope of alternatives to a proposed project that must be
evaluated. The State CEQA Guidelines state:
(a) Alternatives to the Proposed Project. An EIR shall describe a range of
reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which
would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would
avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and
evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. An EIR need not consider
every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it must consider a
reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed
decision making and public participation. An EIR is not required to consider
alternatives, which are infeasible. The lead agency is responsible for
selecting a range of project alternatives for examination and must publicly
disclose its reasoning for selecting those alternatives. There is no ironclad
rule governing the nature or scope of the alternatives to be discussed other
than the rule of reason.
(b) Purpose. Because an EIR must identify ways to mitigate or avoid the
significant effects that a project may have on the environment (Public
Resources Code §21002.1), the discussion of alternatives shall focus on
alternatives to the project or its location which are capable of avoiding or
substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, even if these
alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the project
objectives, or would be more costly.
In selecting alternatives to the Newport Banning Ranch Project (proposed Project or Project),
the City of Newport Beach (City), as lead agency, is to consider alternatives that could feasibly
attain most of the basic objectives of the Project and avoid or substantially lessen one or more
of the significant effects.
7.2

SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

The proposed Project would allow for the development of the 401.1-acre operating oilfield with
residential, commercial, resort inn, recreational, and open space uses. Because the Project site
is an active oilfield, remediation is required in order to implement the proposed development
Project. The Project proposes 1,375 residential dwelling units (du), 75,000 square feet (sf) of
commercial uses, and a 75-room resort inn. Approximately 51.4 gross acres are proposed for
active and passive park uses. Approximately 252 acres (approximately 63 percent) of the
Project site are proposed for natural resources protection in the form of open space and habitat
restoration. Of the 252 acres, approximately 16.5 acres would be used for the consolidation of
oil facility operations in two locations. Once oil operations are completed in the future, the
16.5 acres would be remediated and restored for open space use.
The proposed Project includes a vehicular and a non-vehicular circulation system. Roadways
would be extended through the Project site to provide a north-south connection from West
Coast Highway to 19th Street; additional roadway connections would be provided at 15th Street,
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16th Street, and 17th Street. These roadways are depicted on the City’s Master Plan of Streets
and Highways.
7.3

CRITERIA FOR SELECTING ALTERNATIVES

Several criteria were used to select alternatives to the proposed Project. These criteria are
described below.
7.3.1

ABILITY TO ACHIEVE PROJECT OBJECTIVES

Section 15126.6(f) of the State CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR) states:
The range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by a ‘rule of reason’ that
requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a
reasoned choice. The alternatives shall be limited to ones that would avoid or
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project. Of those
alternatives, the EIR need examine in detail only the ones that the lead agency
determines could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project.
For purposes of the alternative analysis, each alternative assessed in this EIR was evaluated to
determine the extent to which it could attain the basic objectives set forth by the Applicant for
the proposed Project, which are as follows:
1. Provide a Project that implements the goals and policies that the Newport Beach
General Plan has established for the Banning Ranch area.
2. Preservation of a minimum of 50 percent of the Project site as open space without the
use of public funds to be used for habitat conservation, interpretive trails, and
development of public parks to meet the recreational needs of the community.
3. Development of a residential village of up to 1,375 residential units, offering a variety of
housing types in a range of housing prices, including the provision of affordable housing
to help meet the City’s Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA).
4. Development of up to 75 overnight accommodations in a small resort inn including
ancillary facilities and services such as a spa, meeting rooms, shops, bars, and
restaurants that would be open to the public.
5. Development of up to 75,000 square feet of retail commercial uses oriented to serve the
needs of local residents and visitors utilizing the resort inn and the coastal recreational
opportunities provided as part of the Project.
6. Development of a land use plan that (1) provides a comprehensive design for the
community that creates cohesive neighborhoods promoting a sense of identity with a
simple and understandable pattern of streets, a system of pedestrian walkways and
bikeways that connect residential neighborhoods, commercial uses, parks, open space
and resort uses; (2) reduces overall vehicle miles travelled; (3) integrates landscaping
that is compatible with the surrounding open space/habitat areas and that enhances the
pedestrian experience within residential areas; and (4) applies architectural design
criteria to orient residential buildings to the streets and walkways in a manner that
enhances the streetscape scene.
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7. Provide for roadway improvements to improve and enhance regional circulation,
minimize impacts of Project development on the existing circulation system, and
enhance public access while not developing more roadways than are needed for
adequate regional circulation and coastal access.
8. Provide enhanced public access in the Coastal Zone through a system of pedestrian
walkways, multi-use trails, and on-street bikeways designed to encourage walking and
biking as an alternative to the use of automobiles by providing connectivity among
residential, commercial, park, open space, and resort uses within the Project site and to
existing adjacent open space, hiking and biking trails, the beach, and the Pacific Ocean.
9. Provide for the consolidation of oil resource extraction and related recovery operations in
locations that minimize impacts to sensitive habitat areas and promote compatibility with
development of the remainder of the property for residential, resort, commercial, park,
and open space uses.
10. Provide for the restoration and permanent preservation of habitat areas through
implementation of a Habitat Restoration Plan (HRP) for the habitat conservation,
restoration, and mitigation areas (“Habitat Areas”) as depicted on the Master
Development Plan.
11. Provide for long-term preservation and management of the Habitat Areas through the
establishment of a conservation easement or deed restriction and the creation of an
endowment or other funding program.
12. Expand public recreational opportunities within the Coastal Zone through development
of a public community park and associated parking, and through development of publicly
accessible bluff parks, interpretive parks, and trails as part of the Project.
13. Improve the existing arroyo drainage courses located within the Project site to provide
for higher quality habitat conditions than exist prior to the time of Project implementation.
14. Implement a Water Quality Management Program within the Project site that will utilize
existing natural treatment systems and that will improve the quality of urban runoff from
off-site and on-site sources prior to discharging into the Santa Ana River and the
Semeniuk Slough.
15. Implement fire protection management solutions designed to protect development areas
from fire hazards, to preserve sensitive habitat areas, and to create fire-resistant habitat
restoration areas within currently denuded, invasive-species laden, and/or otherwise
degraded areas.
16. Provide compatibility between the Project and existing adjacent land uses.
The ability of each potential alternative to attain most of these objectives was one criterion for
selection and evaluation in this EIR.
7.3.2

ELIMINATION/REDUCTION OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

Section 15126.6(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR) states that “Because an EIR must
identify ways to mitigate or avoid the significant effects that a project may have on the
environment (Public Resources Code Section 21002.1), the discussion of alternatives shall
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focus on alternatives to the project or its location which are capable of avoiding or substantially
lessening any significant effects of the project, even if these alternatives would impede to some
degree the attainment of the project objectives, or would be more costly”.
Therefore, the alternatives evaluated in this EIR have been selected because they are
anticipated to reduce and/or eliminate one or more significant impacts associated with the
proposed Project. Potentially significant environmental impacts that would result from the
Project are evaluated in Sections 4.1 through 4.15 and Section 6.0 of this EIR. With
implementation of the respective Project Design Features (PDFs), standard conditions and
requirements (SCs), and mitigation measures (MMs) identified for each topical issue, many of
the potentially significant impacts resulting from the Project would be reduced to a level
considered less than significant. The proposed Project impacts listed below would remain
significant and unavoidable even after mitigation.
Land Use and Related Planning Programs
•

There would be a land use incompatibility with respect to night illumination associated
with the Community Park and long-term noise impacts on those Newport Crest
residences immediately contiguous to the Project site. In addition, there would be a
potential long-range noise impacts for residents on 17th Street west of Monrovia Avenue.
For noise, although mitigation is proposed, noise impacts would remain significant if the
affected residents of Newport Crest elect not to implement the mitigation measures to
reduce the increased interior noise levels and if the City of Costa Mesa does not
implement the recommended measure of resurfacing the street with rubberized asphalt
(Threshold 4.1–1).

Aesthetic and Visual Resources
•

The proposed Project would include a “dark sky” lighting regulations in the NBR-PC that
would apply to businesses (e.g., resort inn and neighborhood commercial uses) and
Homeowners Association-owned and operated land uses within 100 feet of the Open
Space Preserve.. However, the Project would introduce nighttime lighting into a currently
unlit area. The Community Park is anticipated to have night lighting of active sports
fields, which could result in light spillover onto adjacent properties. The Project would
result in night lighting impacts that are considered significant and unavoidable. The City
of Newport Beach General Plan Final EIR found that the introduction of new sources of
lighting associated with development of the site would be considered significant and
unavoidable. In certifying the General Plan Final EIR and approving the General Plan
project, the City Council approved a Statement of Overriding Considerations, which
notes that there are specific economic, social, and other public benefits that outweigh
the significant and unavoidable impacts associated with the General Plan project
(Threshold 4.2-3).

Transportation and Traffic
The Project would have impacts on intersections in the City of Costa Mesa.
Implementation of MM 4.9-2 would mitigate the Project’s impact to a level considered
less than significant. However, the City of Newport Beach cannot impose mitigation on
another jurisdiction. Therefore, if the Applicant is unable to reach an agreement with the
City of Costa Mesa that would ensure that Project impacts occurring in Costa Mesa
would be mitigated concurrent with or preceding the impact, for purposes of this EIR, the
impacts to be mitigated by the improvements would remain significant and unavoidable.
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Pursuant to Threshold 4.9-2, the following impacts were identified with the various traffic
scenarios evaluated:
–

Existing Plus Project. Intersections identified as deficient are: (1) Newport Boulevard
at Harbor Boulevard; (2) Newport Boulevard at 18th Street/ Rochester Street; and
(3) Superior Ave/17th Street. (This scenario assumes all development occurs at once,
which is not an accurate reflection the timing for development of the proposed
Project.)

–

Year 2016 With Project Transportation Phasing Ordinance (TPO). Intersections
identified as deficient are: (1) Monrovia Avenue and 19th Street; (2) Newport
Boulevard and 19th Street; (3) Newport Boulevard and Harbor Boulevard;
(4) Newport Boulevard at 18th Street/Rochester Street; (5) Pomona Avenue and
17th Street; (6) Newport Boulevard at 17th Street; (7) Superior Avenue and
17th Street; and (8) Newport Boulevard and West Coast Highway.

–

Year 2016 With Phase 1 Project TPO. Intersections identified as deficient are:
(1) Newport Boulevard and Harbor Boulevard; (2) Newport Boulevard at
18th Street/Rochester Street; and (3) Newport Boulevard and West Coast Highway.

–

Year 2016 Cumulative With Project. Intersections identified as deficient are:
(1) Monrovia Avenue and 19th Street; (2) Newport Boulevard and 19th Street;
(3) Newport Boulevard and Harbor Boulevard; (4) Newport Boulevard at
18th Street/Rochester Street; (5) Pomona Avenue and 17th Street; (6) Newport
Boulevard at 17th Street1; (7) Superior Avenue and 17th Street; and (8) Newport
Boulevard and West Coast Highway.

–

Year 2016 Cumulative With Phase 1 Project. Intersections identified as deficient are:
(1) Newport Boulevard at Harbor Boulevard and (2) Newport Boulevard at
18th Street/Rochester Street.

–

General Plan Buildout with Project. Intersections identified as deficient are:
(1) Newport Boulevard at Harbor Boulevard and (2) Newport Boulevard at
19th Street.

Air Quality

1

•

Without mitigation, regional (mass) emissions of nitrogen oxides (NOx) are forecasted to
exceed applicable thresholds in some construction years. Though MM 4.10-1 would
reduce the emissions to less than significant, the availability of sufficient Tier 4 diesel
engine construction equipment cannot be assured. Therefore, for purposes of this EIR,
the impacts are found to be significant and unavoidable impact (Threshold 4.10-2).

•

Long-term operational emissions of criteria pollutants would not exceed the SCAQMD
mass emissions thresholds from initial occupancy through 2020. However, as Project
development continues beyond 2020, emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOCs)
and carbon monoxide (CO) would exceed the significance thresholds, principally due to
vehicle operations. Therefore, the impacts remain significant and unavoidable
(Threshold 4.10-2).

•

The Project would have cumulatively considerable contributions to regional pollutant
concentrations of ozone (O3) (Threshold 4.10-3).

The Newport Boulevard and 17th Street intersection has a Project-related impact using the Highway Capacity
Manual (Caltrans methodology), as well as an impact using the Intersection Capacity Utilization methodology.
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions
•

The Project would emit quantities of greenhouse gases (GHGs) that would exceed the
City’s 6,000 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent per year (MTCO2e/yr) significance
threshold. The Project would make a cumulatively considerable contribution to the global
GHG inventory affecting global climate change (Threshold 4.11-1).

Noise
•

For the Existing Plus Project, 2016 with Project, and General Plan Buildout scenarios,
the increased traffic volumes on 17th Street west of Monrovia Avenue would expose
sensitive receptors to noise level increases in excess of the City of Newport Beach’s
standards for changes to the ambient noise levels. At buildout, noise levels would also
exceed significance thresholds in the City of Costa Mesa. MM 4.12-5 requires the
Applicant to provide funds to the City of Costa Mesa to resurface the street with
rubberized asphalt; however, the City of Newport Beach has no ability to ensuring that
the mitigation would be implemented. Therefore, the forecasted impact to residents of
17th Street west of Monrovia Avenue is considered significant and unavoidable
(Threshold 4.12-2).

•

For portions of the Newport Crest development, there would be a significant increase in
the ambient noise level due to the projected traffic volumes in the buildout condition.
MM 4.12-6 would reduce impacts to levels within the “Clearly Compatible” or “Normally
Compatible” classifications, but would remain above the General Plan’s 5 A-weighted
decibels (dBA) significance criterion. MM 4.12-7 would provide interior noise attenuation,
but because the City of Newport Beach does not have the authority to mandate the
implementation of mitigation on private property that is not on the Project site, the impact
would be significant and unavoidable (Threshold 4.12-4).

•

7.3.3

Use of construction equipment would result in a substantial temporary increase in
ambient noise levels to nearby noise-sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the Project. Due
to the low existing ambient noise levels, the proximity of the noise-sensitive receptors,
and duration of construction activities, the temporary noise increases would be significant
and unavoidable (Threshold 4.12-2).
FEASIBILITY

Section 15126.6(f)(1) of the State CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR) states:
Among the factors that may be taken into account when addressing the feasibility
of alternatives are site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure,
general plan consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional
boundaries (projects with a regionally significant impact should consider the
regional context), and whether the proponent can reasonably acquire, control or
otherwise have access to the alternative site (or the site is already owned by the
proponent). No one of these factors establishes a fixed limit on the scope of
reasonable alternatives (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990)
52 Cal.3d 553; see Save Our Residential Environment v. City of West Hollywood
(1992) 9 Cal.App.4th 1745, 1753, fn. 1).
Each alternative was evaluated for its feasibility, its ability to attain most of the proposed
Project’s objectives, and its ability to reduce and/or eliminate significant impacts associated with
the Project.
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7.4

DEVELOPMENT ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT NOT CARRIED FORWARD

The following alternatives have not been carried forward in this EIR because they do not provide
any substantial avoidance or minimization of impacts that are not already accommodated in the
other alternatives being evaluated. Various alternatives were evaluated as part of the City of
Newport Beach General Plan Update process. Since the City of Newport Beach City Council
already took action on the General Plan and provided direction on the development concept for
the site, the alternatives previously considered as part of the General Plan Update were not
carried forward. It should also be noted that the General Plan Update has also been approved
by a vote of the residents of the City of Newport Beach. The City’s General Plan identifies the
Community Park as containing active playfields that may be lighted. The elimination of the night
lighting at the Community Park would substantially lessen but not eliminate one of the impacts
of the Newport Banning Ranch Project. The remainder of the proposed Project has incorporated
a “dark skies” program, which would serve to minimize the night illumination impacts. In
certifying the General Plan Update Final EIR and approving the General Plan project, the City
Council approved a Statement of Overriding Considerations, which notes that there are specific
economic, social, and other public benefits that outweigh the significant and unavoidable
impacts associated with the General Plan project. Based on these findings, a policy decision
was made on the appropriateness of having night lighting at the Community Park, and an
alternative that eliminated the lighting was not carried forward.
The following provides a discussion of other alternatives considered and reasons for not
selecting them for further evaluation.
7.4.1

DEVELOPMENT OF THE PROJECT SITE CONSISTENT WITH THE COUNTY OF
ORANGE GENERAL PLAN AND ZONING DESIGNATIONS

Of the 401.1-acre Project site, 361 acres are located in unincorporated Orange County. The
County of Orange General Plan’s Land Use Element (adopted February 2000, as amended
April 2004), “…contains official County policies on the location and character of land uses
necessary for orderly growth and development”. The Land Use Element identifies policies and
programs in other General Plan elements that affect land use and that provide guidance for
future land use planning studies for the unincorporated portion of the County.
The County of Orange General Plan’s Land Use Element designates the Project site as “Open
Space (5)”. The County’s Land Use Element states, “The Open Space (5) category indicates the
current and near-term use of the land, most of which is zoned agricultural. It is not necessarily
an indication of long-term commitment to open space uses, except where one of the three
overlay categories applies”. No overlay category applies to the Project site.
The zoning for the 361 acres of the Project site within County jurisdiction would allow for
development of up to 2,510 multi-family du, 225 single-family du, 50,000 sf of general
commercial use, 235,600 sf of general office use, and 164,400 sf of industrial uses. Overlay
zones, including Oil Production, Sign Restriction, and Floodplain Zone 2, apply to portions of the
property. Development of property pursuant to the County zoning would generate approximately
22,075 average daily trips on the circulation network (Newport Beach 2006a, 2006b).
The level of development provided by the County zoning has been assumed in the long-range
planning documents, such as the Orange County Projections and the Master Plan of Arterial
Highways (MPAH). However, to develop the Project consistent with the County zoning and
approvals, a County of Orange General Plan Amendment would be required.
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This Alternative was not retained for detailed evaluation in the EIR for many reasons. First,
development under this Alternative would not reduce identified impacts of the project in any
obvious way. Second, this Alternative use would not achieve these two important project
objectives:
•

Objective No. 1: Provide a Project that implements the goals and policies that the
Newport Beach General Plan has established for the Banning Ranch area and

•

Objective No. 16: Provide compatibility between the Project and existing adjacent land
uses.

Finally, such development would not be consistent with the planning policies of the County or
the City.
Although the Project site is within the County of Orange’s jurisdiction, it has been the County’s
policy to encourage annexation of unincorporated areas where land has been designated within
a local city’s Sphere of Influence. The County General Plan’s Land Use Element Land Use Map
specifically states that “This map is for informational purposes depicting unincorporated areas
within city spheres of influence for which these cities have adopted General Plans. Please refer
to city plans for long-term land uses”. Because the Project site is within the City of Newport
Beach’s Sphere of Influence, the “long-term land uses” referenced in the County General Plan
would refer to the land uses designated in the City of Newport Beach’s General Plan.
The appropriateness of the development levels allowed by the County of Orange was
considered when the City of Newport Beach updated its General Plan in 2006. The City
determined that the mix of uses and densities were not consistent with their long-range plan for
the Project site. Because the Newport Banning Ranch EIR and development application are
being processed through the City of Newport Beach, with the City as lead agency, the County’s
General Plan and zoning designations on the Project site are not the guiding land use
designations for the property.
7.4.2

ALTERNATIVE SITE

Section 15126.6(f)(2) of the State CEQA Guidelines sets forth the following criteria for
determining whether to identify an alternative site because “An EIR need not consider an
alternative whose effect cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose implementation is remote
and speculative” (14 CCR §15126.6[f][3]). Section 15126.6(f)(2) of the State CEQA Guidelines
(14 CCR) states:
(A)

Key question. The key question and first step in analysis is whether any of
the significant effects of the project would be avoided or substantially
lessened by putting the project in another location. Only locations that
would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the
project need be considered for inclusion in the EIR.

(B)

None feasible. If the lead agency concludes that no feasible alternative
locations exist, it must disclose the reasons for this conclusion, and should
include the reasons in the EIR. For example, in some cases there may be
no feasible alternative locations for a geothermal plant or mining project
which must be in close proximity to natural resources at a given location.

(C)

Limited new analysis required. Where a previous document has sufficiently
analyzed a range of reasonable alternative locations and environmental
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impacts for projects with the same basic purpose, the lead agency should
review the previous document. The EIR may rely on the previous document
to help it assess the feasibility of potential project alternatives to the extent
the circumstances remain substantially the same as they relate to the
alternative (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors [1990] 52
Cal.3d 553, 573).
Development of the Project on an alternative site has been considered and eliminated from
detailed consideration due to the lack of available alternate sites and inability to meet any of the
objectives established for the proposed Project.
As described throughout previous sections of this EIR, Newport Beach is almost fully
developed, with no other unentitled property suitable for supporting a mixed-use project such as
Newport Banning Ranch.
The City underwent a process of evaluating existing and potential future land uses within the
City during the 2006 General Plan Update process. This evaluation process took into account
overall City goals; focused on conserving the existing pattern of land uses; and established
policies for the protection and long-term maintenance of future land uses. The General Plan
notes that there are a number of areas of the City that are not achieving their full potential, and
the General Plan establishes strategies for their enhancement and revitalization.
The General Plan Land Use Element identifies the following areas of the City for additional/new
development and enhanced environments for residents:
•

West Newport Corridor: consolidate retail and visitor-serving commercial uses, with
remaining areas developed for residential units.

•

West Newport Mesa: re-use underperforming commercial and industrial properties for
offices and other uses that support Hoag Hospital’s medical activities; improvement of
remaining industrial properties that adjoin the City of Costa Mesa; accommodation of
non-water marine-related industries; and development of residential areas near jobs and
services.

•

Santa Ana Heights: use properties consistent with the adopted Santa Ana Heights
Specific Plan and Redevelopment Plan.

•

John Wayne Airport Area: re-use underperforming industrial and office properties and
development of cohesive residential neighborhoods near jobs and services.

•

Fashion Island/Newport Center: expand retail uses, hotel rooms, and residential
development near jobs and services, while limiting increases in office development.

•

Balboa Peninsula: incorporate more efficient patterns of use that consolidate the
Peninsula’s visitor-serving and mixed uses within core commercial districts; encourage
marine-related uses, especially along the bay front; integrate residential with retail and
visitor-serving uses in Lido Village, McFadden Square, Balboa Village, and along
portions of the Harbor frontage; re-use interior parcels in Cannery Village for residential
and limited mixed-use and live/work buildings; and redevelop underperforming
properties outside the core commercial districts along the Balboa Boulevard corridor for
residential.

•

Mariners’ Mile: re-use of underperforming properties for retail, visitor-serving, and
marine-related uses, which are integrated with residential uses.

R:\Projects\Newport\J015\!Draft EIR\7.0 Alts-090311.doc

7-9

Newport Banning Ranch
Draft Environmental Impact Report

Section 7.0
Alternatives to the Proposed Project

•

Corona del Mar: enhance public improvements and parking.

Although there are no comparably sized parcels (401 acres) of land located within the City or its
Sphere of Influence that have not already been entitled for development. The General Plan
does identify opportunity sites for residential development within the airport area, and this area
could accommodate the additional housing units by intensifying the planned density for the
area. However, for the airport area to absorb the 1,375 housing units identified in the General
Plan (including the Housing Element) for the Newport Banning Ranch site, a General Plan
amendment for the airport area would be required. The City Charter, Section 423 requires a
vote for any General Plan amendment that increases the number of dwelling units in any
statistical area by more than 100, and the airport area is in a different statistical area than
Banning Ranch. Though the residential units may be able to be approved for the airport area,
the airport area would not support the General Plan or Project objectives identified, including
increased public access in the Coastal Zone and restoration of habitat. None of the other
potential development areas within the City are large enough to support a viable mixed-use
development or are located in areas that would allow for the fulfillment of project objectives.
Within the remainder of Orange County, it was determined that no other location exhibited the
basic site characteristics (e.g., size, coastal access, consistency with the applicable
jurisdiction’s General Plan land use designation) on which the proposed Project could be
constructed. There are four comparably sized properties within the Coastal Zone of Orange
County that provide a mix of land available for development and habitat protection/restoration:
Hellman Ranch in the City of Seal Beach, Bolsa Chica in the City of Huntington Beach,
Marblehead Coastal in the City of San Clemente, and Dana Point Headlands in the City of Dana
Point. Development has been previously approved on all four properties and all local jurisdiction
and California Coastal Commission (Coastal Commission) approvals have been obtained,
thereby eliminating these properties from further consideration. All four are either completed or
currently under development.
Although there may be sites within the inland areas of Orange County, one of the objectives of
the proposed Project is to facilitate coastal access through the provision of visitor-serving
coastal land uses including but not limited to trails and bikeways, overnight accommodations,
and a pedestrian and bicycle bridge over West Coast Highway. A non-coastal site would not be
able to achieve this objective and would not be able to provide visitor-serving coastal land uses,
which the City established as a goal for buildout of its coastal area. Further, the proposed
Project would allow for the restoration and enhancement of sensitive biological resources,
including wetlands, within the Coastal Zone.
7.4.3

CONSTRUCTION OF GENERAL PLAN ROADS

Both the City of Newport Beach General Plan Master Plan of Streets and Highways and the
Orange County MPAH depict two connections to West Coast Highway through the Project site.
One connection would extend south from 19th Street to West Coast Highway, and is proposed
as a part of the Project. The second roadway would extend from 15th Street beyond Bluff Road,
and would connect with West Coast Highway on the western edge of the Project site. These
connections are shown on Exhibit 3-19, Circulation Element Roadways, in Section 3.0, Project
Description. The need for these two primary roads was based on the environmental baseline
that the 2006 General Plan Update used, which assumes a maximum of 2,735 residential units,
235,600 sf of office, 50,000 sf of commercial, and 164,400 sf of industrial uses on the project
site. However, development on the project site was reduced in intensity as part of the 2006
General Plan Update and currently assumes a maximum of 1,375 residential units, 75,000 sf of
retail commercial, and 75 hotel rooms. Based on this reduced development intensity, the traffic
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analysis for the proposed Project determines that two roads through the project site are not
warranted. The alignment selected for the proposed Project would facilitate connection to West
Coast Highway from both 19th Street and 15th Street. Refer to Section 4.9, Transportation and
Circulation, for further discussion. Elimination of the second connection to West Coast Highway
reduces impacts because construction of both roadways would require more extensive
development in open space areas.
7.5

ALTERNATIVES FOR ANALYSIS

In accordance with Section 15126.6(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines, the discussion in this
section of the EIR focuses on a reasonable range of alternatives. The analysis provides a
comparison of the alternatives’ varying environmental effects and their merits and/or
disadvantages in relation to the proposed Project and to each other; their feasibility and ability to
achieve project objectives are also discussed. The environmentally superior alternative is
identified as required by CEQA.
The following alternatives are analyzed in this EIR:
•

Alternative A: No Project

•

Alternative B: General Plan Open Space Designation

•

Alternative C: Proposed Project without North Bluff Road Extension to 19th Street

•

Alternative D: Reduced Development and Reduced Development Area (No Resort Inn
and 1,200 units)

•

Alternative E: Reduced Development Area (No Resort Inn)

•

Alternative F: Increased Open Space/Reduced Development Area

The evaluation of each alternative uses the same thresholds of significance identified in
Sections 4.1 through 4.15. To facilitate the readers’ understanding, three tables have been
developed that provide an overview and summary comparison of the alternatives. Table 7-1
provides a comparison of the acres of development, acres of open space, and the level of
development. Table 7-2 provides a summary comparison of each of the alternatives to the
proposed Project. The level of comparison in the table is whether an alternative’s level of impact
is “less than”, the “same”, or “greater than” the proposed Project. The analysis is based on the
level of impact after mitigation. Table 7-3 is a matrix that provides a comparison of each
alternative’s ability to meet the project objectives.
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TABLE 7-1
CHARACTERISTIC COMPARISON OF THE ALTERNATIVES

Alternative B:
General Plan
Open Space
Designation

Alternative C:
Proposed Project
without North Bluff
Road Extension to
19th Street

Alternative D:
Reduced
Development and
Reduced
Development Area

Alternative E:
Reduced
Development
Area (No Resort
Inn)

Alternative F:
Increased Open
Space/Reduced
Development
Area

Proposed
Project

Alternative A:
No Project

Acres of
Developmenta

97.4

Oil extraction
only

0b

97.2

92.9

92.9

84.0

Acres of Open
Space/Resource
Protectionc

252.3

0

369.8

252.0

269.1

269.1

282.4

Acres of Parkland

51.4

0

31.3

51.9 d

39.1

39.1

34.7

Number of
Residential Units

1,375

0

0

1,375

1,200

1,375

1,375

Square Footage
of Commercial
Use

75,000

0

0

75,000

75,000

75,000

60,000

Number of
Overnight
Accommodations

75 rooms

0

0

75 rooms

0

0

0

a

In this context, the development area includes urban development (residential, visitor-serving uses, and mixed use) areas. For those alternatives proposing urban uses, roads are
th
included in the development footprint. The development area does not include parks, oil consolidation areas, or the right-of-way reserve for 19 Street. This is not intended to
represent the disturbed area, which would include trails and remediation area.

b

No development is proposed, but there would be public roads within the Open Space/Resource Protection Category.

c

For all the alternatives, except Alternative A, the interim oil facilities are included in the Open Space/Resource Protection classification because when oil extraction is complete the
ultimate use is to restore the area as open space.

d

Without the extension of North Bluff Road, the Bluff Park is extended, increasing the acreage in the Bluff Park by 0.5 acre when compared to the proposed Project.
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TABLE 7-2
SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVE IMPACTS COMPARED TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Topic

Proposed Project

Alternative A:
No Project

Alternative B:
General Plan Open Space
Designation

Alternative C:
Proposed Project without
North Bluff Road Extension
to 19th Street

Alternative D:
Reduced Development and
Reduced Development Area

Alternative E:
Reduced Development Area
(No Resort Inn)

Alternative F:
Increased Open
Space/Reduced
Development Area

SECTION 4.1 − LAND USE AND RELATED PLANNING PROGRAMS
Threshold 4.1-1:
Would the project physically divide
an established community?

No Impact – No established
communities are on site. The
Project would not divide an
established community.
Significant and Unavoidable –
Noise and lighting would
potentially result in an
incompatibility with adjacent
land uses.

Same as proposed Project – No
development proposed under this
Alternative.
Less than proposed Project–
Oilfield operations may result in
some incompatibility with
surrounding land uses; however,
there would be no change from
existing conditions.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative B would not divide
an established community.
Same as proposed Project–
Vehicular noise and park lighting
would potentially result in an
incompatibility with adjacent
land uses; however, the
magnitude of the impact would
be less because the park would
be further from the existing
homes and traffic volumes
would be less.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative C would not divide
an established community.
Same as proposed Project–
Vehicular noise and park
lighting would potentially result
in an incompatibility with
adjacent land uses.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative D would not divide
an established community.
Same as proposed Project–
Vehicular noise and park lighting
would potentially result in an
incompatibility with adjacent
land uses.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative E would not divide an
established community.
Same as proposed Project–
Vehicular noise and park lighting
would potentially result in an
incompatibility with adjacent
land uses.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative F would not divide
an established community.
Same as proposed Project–
Vehicular noise and park
lighting would potentially result
in an incompatibility with
adjacent land uses.

Threshold 4.1-2:
Would the project conflict with any
applicable land use plan, policy, or
regulation of an agency with
jurisdiction over the project
(including, but not limited to the
general plan, specific plan, local
coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating
an environmental effect.

No Impact – The Project is
consistent with applicable land
use policies.

Greater than proposed Project –
Alternative A would not meet all
applicable goals and policies of
the Coastal Act and General
Plan, which both assume either
residential development with
visitor-serving use or preservation
as open space.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative B is the primary land
use identified in the General
Plan. This alternative would be
considered consistent with the
Coastal Act and applicable local
land use policies.

Same as proposed Project –
This alternative would be
consistent with applicable land
use policies.

Greater than proposed Project –
Alternative D would generally
meet all applicable goals and
policies. However, without the
overnight accommodations
component, this alternative
would not provide the visitor
services or job opportunities to
the same extent as the
proposed Project.

Greater than proposed Project –
Alternative E would generally
meet all applicable goals and
policies. However, without the
overnight accommodations
component, this alternative
would not provide the visitor
services or job opportunities to
the same extent as the
proposed Project.

Greater than proposed Project
– Alternative F would generally
meet all applicable goals and
policies. However, without the
overnight accommodations
component, this alternative
would not provide the visitor
services or job opportunities to
the same extent as the
proposed Project.

SECTION 4.2 − AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES
Threshold 4.2-1:
Would the project have a
substantial adverse effect on a
scenic vista?

No Impact – The City does not
have any designated scenic
vistas on the General Plan and
West Coast Hwy is not a Stateor locally designated scenic
highway.

Same as proposed Project – The
City does not have any
designated scenic vistas on the
General Plan and West Coast
Hwy is not a State- or locally
designated scenic highway.

Same as proposed Project –
The City does not have any
designated scenic vistas on the
General Plan and West Coast
Hwy is not a State- or locally
designated scenic highway

Same as proposed Project –
The City does not have any
designated scenic vistas on
the General Plan and West
Coast Hwy is not a State- or
locally designated scenic
highway

Same as proposed Project –
The City does not have any
designated scenic vistas on the
General Plan and West Coast
Hwy is not a State- or locally
designated scenic highway.

Same as proposed Project –
The City does not have any
designated scenic vistas on the
General Plan and West Coast
Hwy is not a State- or locally
designated scenic highway

Same as proposed Project –
The City does not have any
designated scenic vistas on the
General Plan and West Coast
Hwy is not a State- or locally
designated scenic highway

Threshold 4.2-2:
Would the project substantially
degrade the existing visual
character or quality of the site and
its surroundings?

Less than Significant Impact –
Development of the proposed
Project would alter existing
views of the Project site;
however, the proposed project
would not substantially degrade
aesthetic character.

Less than proposed Project – No
changes to visual character
would occur. However, no
enhancement or restoration
would be provided and there
would be no public access to the
site.

Less than proposed Project –
Because development would be
limited to a Community Park and
roads, fewer structures would be
built and the open space
character of the site would be
retained.

Less than proposed Project –
Alternative C includes
development of the same land
uses. However, there would
be an incremental reduction in
impacts by not having
roadway through the open
space area.

Less than proposed Project –
Reduction of approximately 11%
of development area and an
incremental reduction in the
amount of development.
Grading is expected to be
reduced by 8 to 10%. Change in
site character would be the
same. Eliminates the resort inn
and the pedestrian bridge over
West Coast Highway, which
would reduce the change to the
visual character from certain
vantage points.

Less than proposed Project –
Reduction of approximately 11%
of development area and an
incremental reduction in the
amount of development.
Grading is expected to be
reduced by 8 to 10%. Change in
site character would be the
same. Eliminates the resort inn
and the pedestrian bridge over
West Coast Highway, which
would reduce the change to the
visual character from certain
vantage points.

Less than proposed Project –
Reduction of approximately
14% of development area and
an incremental reduction in the
amount of development.
Grading is expected to be
reduced by 25 to 35%. Change
in site character would be the
same. Eliminates the resort inn
and the pedestrian bridge over
West Coast Highway, which
would reduce the change to the
visual character from certain
vantage points.

R:\Projects\Newport\J015\!Draft EIR\7.0 Alts-090311.doc

7-13

Newport Banning Ranch
Draft Environmental Impact Report

Section 7.0
Alternatives to the Proposed Project

TABLE 7-2 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVE IMPACTS COMPARED TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Topic

Proposed Project

Alternative A:
No Project

Alternative B:
General Plan Open Space
Designation

Alternative C:
Proposed Project without
North Bluff Road Extension
to 19th Street

Alternative D:
Reduced Development and
Reduced Development Area

Alternative E:
Reduced Development Area
(No Resort Inn)

Alternative F:
Increased Open
Space/Reduced
Development Area

Threshold 4.2-3:
Would the project create a new
source of substantial light or glare
which would adversely affect day
or nighttime views in the area?

Significant and Unavoidable –
The proposed Project would
introduce new sources of light
on the Project site.

Less than proposed Project – No
new nighttime lighting would
occur.

Less than the proposed Project
but still Significant and
Unavoidable – less development
but the active sports park with
night lighting would be further
from the existing residential
uses, though closer to the open
space.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative C would include
the same land uses as the
proposed Project, including an
active sports park with night
lighting.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative D would include the
same land uses as the proposed
Project, including an active
sports park with night lighting.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative E would include the
same land uses as the proposed
Project, including an active
sports park with night lighting.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative F would include the
same land uses as the
proposed Project, including an
active sports park with night
lighting.

Threshold 4.2-4:
Would the project conflict with any
applicable plan, policy, or
regulation of an agency with
jurisdiction over the project
(including, but not limited to the
general plan, specific plan, local
coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating
an environmental effect?

No Impact – The proposed
Project is considered consistent
with policies of the Newport
Beach General Plan and the
California Coastal Act with
respect to aesthetic resources.

Greater than proposed Project –
Alternative A would not meet the
long-term goals of oilfield
consolidation or enhancement the
public viewsheds. Additionally,
this alternative would not provide
any coastal public access.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative B provides open
space and minimizes structures.
Consistent with goals and
policies of the City’s General
Plan and the California Coastal
Act.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative C would be
consistent with the intent of
the aesthetic resources goals
and policies of the City’s
General Plan and the
California Coastal Act.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative D would be
consistent with the intent of the
aesthetic resources goals and
policies of the City’s General
Plan and the California Coastal
Act.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative E would be
consistent with the intent of the
aesthetic resources goals and
policies of the City’s General
Plan and the California Coastal
Act.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative F would be
consistent with the intent of the
aesthetic resources goals and
policies of the City’s General
Plan and the California Coastal
Act.

SECTION 4.3 − GEOLOGY AND SOILS
Threshold 4.3-1:
Would the project expose people
or structures to potential
substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, injury, or
death from rupture of a known
earthquake fault, as delineated on
the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map
issued by the State Geologist for
the area or based on other
substantial evidence of a known
fault?
Threshold 4.3-2:
Would the project expose people
or structures to potential
substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, injury, or
death involving strong seismic
ground shaking?

Less than significant with
mitigation – Although the
Project site is not located within
an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake
Fault Zone, faults within the
proposed development site
could not be proven to be
inactive.

Less than proposed Project – No
new structures are proposed
under this Alternative.

Less than proposed Project –
limited structures are proposed
under this Alternative and fewer
people would be exposed to
impacts associated with these
thresholds.

Same as proposed Project –
Although the Project site is not
located within an Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zone, faults
within the proposed
development site could not be
proven to be inactive.

Less than proposed Project –
Although the Project site is not
located within an Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zone, faults
within the proposed
development site could not be
proven to be inactive. Though
the nature of the impacts would
be the same, a reduced
footprint, elimination of resort
inn, and reduction in dwelling
units would expose fewer people
and structures to impacts
associated with these
thresholds.

Less than proposed Project –
Although the Project site is not
located within an Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zone, faults
within the proposed
development site could not be
proven to be inactive. Though
the nature of the impacts would
be the same, a reduced footprint
and elimination of resort inn
would expose fewer people and
structures to impacts associated
with these thresholds.

Less than proposed Project –
Although the Project site is not
located within an Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zone, faults
within the proposed
development site could not be
proven to be inactive. Though
the nature of the impacts would
be the same, a reduced
footprint and elimination of
resort inn and visitor-serving
commercial would expose fewer
people and structures to
impacts associated with these
thresholds.

Threshold 4.3-3:
Would the project expose people
or structures to potential
substantial adverse effects
including the risk of loss, injury, or
death from seismic-related ground
failure, including liquefaction?
Threshold 4.3-4:
Would the project expose people
or structures to potential
substantial adverse effects
including the risk of loss, injury, or

Less than significant with
mitigation – The Project is
required to be consistent with
the applicable codes to protect
against potential seismic-related
ground failure, liquefaction,
lateral spreading, soil collapse,
and landslide impacts.

Less than proposed Project – No
structures are proposed under
this Alternative.

Less than proposed Project –
Limited facilities are proposed
under this Alternative.

Same as proposed Project –
Development would be
required to be consistent with
the applicable codes to protect
against potential seismicrelated ground failure,
liquefaction, lateral spreading,
soil collapse, and landslide
impacts.

Less than proposed Project –
Development would be required
to be consistent with the
applicable codes to protect
against potential seismic-related
ground failure, liquefaction,
lateral spreading, soil collapse,
and landslide impacts. Reduced
development would expose
fewer people and structures to
impacts associated with these
thresholds.

Less than proposed Project –
Development would be required
to be consistent with the
applicable codes to protect
against potential seismic-related
ground failure, liquefaction,
lateral spreading, soil collapse,
and landslide impacts. Reduced
development would expose
fewer people and structures to
impacts associated with these
thresholds.

Less than proposed Project –
Development would be required
to be consistent with the
applicable codes to protect
against potential seismicrelated ground failure,
liquefaction, lateral spreading,
soil collapse, and landslide
impacts. Reduced development
would expose fewer people and
structures to impacts
associated with these
thresholds.
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TABLE 7-2 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVE IMPACTS COMPARED TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Topic

Proposed Project

Alternative A:
No Project

Alternative B:
General Plan Open Space
Designation

Alternative C:
Proposed Project without
North Bluff Road Extension
to 19th Street

Alternative D:
Reduced Development and
Reduced Development Area

Alternative E:
Reduced Development Area
(No Resort Inn)

Alternative F:
Increased Open
Space/Reduced
Development Area

death from landslides?
Threshold 4.3-6:
Would the project be located on a
geologic unit or soil that is
unstable, or that would become
unstable as a result of the Project,
and potentially result in on- or offsite landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction, or
collapse?
Threshold 4.3-5:
Would the project result in
substantial soil erosion or the loss
of topsoil?

Less than significant impact –
Project incorporates
construction BMPs.

Less than proposed Project –
This Alternative would not involve
any construction and associated
potential erosion or loss of
topsoil.

Less than proposed Project –
Total grading would be reduced.
This Alternative would
incorporate construction BMPs.

Same as proposed Project –
Incremental reduction in
grading; but same magnitude
of development. This
Alternative would incorporate
construction BMPs.

Less than proposed Project –
Although the nature of the
impacts would be the same,
there would be an incremental
reduction in grading and
magnitude of development. This
Alternative would incorporate
construction BMPs.

Less than proposed Project –
Although the nature of the
impacts would be the same,
there would be an incremental
reduction in grading, but the
same magnitude of
development. This Alternative
would incorporate construction
BMPs.

Less than proposed Project –
Although the nature of the
impacts would be the same,
there would be an incremental
reduction in grading, but the
same magnitude of
development. This Alternative
would incorporate construction
BMPs.

Threshold 4.3-7:
Would the project be located on
expansive soil, as defined in Table
18-1-B of the Uniform Building
Code (1994), creating substantial
risks to life or property?

Less than significant with
mitigation – On-site soils have a
low to medium expansion
potential.

Less than proposed project – No
structures are proposed under
this Alternative.

Less than proposed Project –
Proposes less development.

Same as proposed Project –
On-site soils have a low to
medium expansion potential.
There would be incrementally
less grading, but the same
magnitude of development
under this Alternative.

Less than proposed Project –
The nature of the impacts would
be the same, but there would be
incrementally less grading and
magnitude of development
under this Alternative.

Less than proposed Project –
Although the nature of the
impacts would be the same,
there would be incrementally
less grading, but the same
magnitude of development
under this Alternative.

Less than proposed Project –
Although the nature of the
impacts would be the same,
there would be incrementally
less grading, but the same
magnitude of development
under this Alternative.

Threshold 4.3-8:
Would the project conflict with any
applicable plan, policy, or
regulation of an agency with
jurisdiction over the project
(including, but not limited to the
general plan, specific plan, local
coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating
an environmental effect?

No Impact – The Project is
consistent with applicable plans
and policies.

Same as proposed Project – No
development is proposed that
would conflict with applicable
geotechnical plans and policies.

Same as proposed Project –
This Alternative is consistent
with applicable geotechnical
plans and policies.

Same as proposed Project –
This Alternative is consistent
with applicable geotechnical
plans and policies.

Same as proposed Project –
This Alternative is consistent
with applicable geotechnical
plans and policies.

Same as proposed Project –
This Alternative is consistent
with applicable geotechnical
plans and policies

Same as proposed Project –
This Alternative is consistent
with applicable geotechnical
plans and policies

Greater than proposed Project –
No development is proposed
under this Alternative; however,
there would also be no decrease
of off-site runoff and no natural
treatment of off-site runoff.

Greater than proposed Project –
Less grading and less
development would minimize
the amount of impervious soils
and urban pollutants generated
by Alternative B; however, there
would also be no decrease of
off-site runoff and no natural
treatment of off-site runoff.

Less than proposed Project –
Incrementally less grading
would be required and
incrementally fewer
impervious surfaces would be
created. Remediation and
construction would be
compliant with the WQMP and
the NPDES permit. Alternative
C would provide for treatment
of off-site runoff.

Less than proposed Project –
Incrementally less grading would
be required and incrementally
fewer impervious surfaces would
be created. Remediation and
construction would be compliant
with the WQMP and the NPDES
permit. Alternative D would
provide for treatment of off-site
runoff.

Less than proposed Project –
Incrementally less grading would
be required and incrementally
fewer impervious surfaces would
be created. Remediation and
construction would be compliant
with the WQMP and the NPDES
permit. Alternative E would
provide for treatment of off-site
runoff.

Less than proposed Project –
Incrementally less grading
would be required and
incrementally fewer impervious
surfaces would be created.
Remediation and construction
would be compliant with the
WQMP and the NPDES permit.
Alternative F would provide for
treatment of off-site runoff.

SECTION 4.4 − HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
Threshold 4.4-1:
Would the project violate any
water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements?
Threshold 4.4-6:
Would the project otherwise
substantially degrade water
quality?
Threshold 4.4-11: Would the
project result in significant
alteration of receiving water quality
during or following construction?
Threshold 4.4-12: Would the
project result in a potential for

Less than significant impact –
The Project would comply with
the WQMP prepared for the
Project and NPDES permit. In
addition, the Project would
provide for treatment of off-site
runoff.
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TABLE 7-2 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVE IMPACTS COMPARED TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT
Alternative C:
Proposed Project without
North Bluff Road Extension
to 19th Street

Proposed Project

Alternative A:
No Project

Threshold 4.4-2:
Would the project substantially
deplete groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that
there would be a net deficit in
aquifer volume or a lowering of the
local groundwater table level (e.g.
the production rate of pre-existing
nearby wells would drop to a level
which would not support existing
land uses or planned uses for
which permits have been
granted)?

Less than significant impact –
The Project incorporates proper
design of structural BMPs and
LID features.

Less than proposed Project –
This Alternative would not change
the amount of impervious surface
compared to existing conditions.

Less than proposed Project –
This Alternative would result in
less impervious surface than the
proposed Project.

Less than proposed Project –
There would be an
incremental decrease in the
amount of impervious surface;
however, overall magnitude is
comparable. The Alternative
would incorporate proper
design of structural BMPs and
LID features.

Less than proposed Project –
There would be an incremental
decrease in the amount of
impervious surface. The
alternative would incorporate
proper design of structural
BMPs and LID features.

Less than proposed Project –
There would be an incremental
decrease in the amount of
impervious surface. The
alternative would incorporate
proper design of structural
BMPs and LID features.

Less than proposed Project –
There would be an incremental
decrease in the amount of
impervious surface. The
alternative would incorporate
proper design of structural
BMPs and LID features.

Threshold 4.4-3:
Would the project substantially
alter the existing drainage pattern
of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, in a
manner which would result in
substantial erosion or siltation onor off- site?
Threshold 4.4-15: Would the
project create significant increases
in erosion of the Project site or
surrounding areas?

Less than significant impact –
The Project would comply with
the General Construction Permit
and associated NPDES
regulations.

Less than proposed Project – No
change to existing drainage
would occur under Alternative A.

Less than proposed Project –
There would be a reduced scale
of land development under
Alternative B.

Same as proposed Project –
This Alternative would comply
with the General Construction
Permit and associated NPDES
regulations.

Less than proposed Project –
There would be a reduced scale
of land development under
Alternative D. This Alternative
would comply with the General
Construction Permit and
associated NPDES regulations.

Less than proposed Project –
There would be a reduced scale
of land development under
Alternative E. This Alternative
would comply with the General
Construction Permit and
associated NPDES regulations.

Less than proposed Project –
There would be a reduced scale
of land development under
Alternative F. This Alternative
would comply with the General
Construction Permit and
associated NPDES regulations.

Threshold 4.4-4:
Would the project substantially
alter the existing drainage pattern
of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, or
substantially increase the rate or
amount of surface runoff in a
manner in which would result in
flooding on- or off-site?
Threshold 4.4-14: Would the
project create the potential for
significant changes in the flow

Less than significant impact –
The Project incorporates
provisions of the Runoff
Management Plan.

Less than proposed Project – No
change to existing drainage
would occur under this
Alternative.

Less than proposed Project –
This Alternative would reduce
the magnitude of site alteration
compared to the proposed
Project.

Less than proposed Project –
This Alternative would
incorporate a Runoff
Management Plan and would
result in an incremental
reduction in the area
disturbed.

Less than proposed Project –
Less grading and development
would occur under this
Alternative. This Alternative
would incorporate a Runoff
Management Plan.

Less than proposed Project –
Less grading and development
would occur under this
Alternative. This Alternative
would incorporate a Runoff
Management Plan.

Less than proposed Project –
Less grading and development
would occur under this
Alternative. This Alternative
would incorporate a Runoff
Management Plan.

Topic

Alternative D:
Reduced Development and
Reduced Development Area

Alternative E:
Reduced Development Area
(No Resort Inn)

Alternative F:
Increased Open
Space/Reduced
Development Area

Alternative B:
General Plan Open Space
Designation

discharge of storm water
pollutants from areas of material
storage, vehicle or equipment
fueling, vehicle or equipment
maintenance (including washing),
waste handling, or storage,
delivery areas, loading docks or
other outdoor work areas?
Threshold 4.4-13:
Would the project result in the
potential for discharge of storm
water to affect the beneficial uses
of the receiving waters?
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TABLE 7-2 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVE IMPACTS COMPARED TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Topic

Proposed Project

Alternative A:
No Project

Alternative B:
General Plan Open Space
Designation

Alternative C:
Proposed Project without
North Bluff Road Extension
to 19th Street

Alternative D:
Reduced Development and
Reduced Development Area

Alternative E:
Reduced Development Area
(No Resort Inn)

Alternative F:
Increased Open
Space/Reduced
Development Area

Less than proposed Project –
Less grading and elimination
of a segment of roadway
would reduce the amount of
impervious soil associated
with Alternative C.

Less than proposed Project –
Less grading and development
would occur under this
Alternative, which would reduce
the amount of impervious soil
associated with Alternative D.

Less than proposed Project –
Less grading and development
would occur under this
Alternative; which would reduce
the amount of impervious soil
associated with Alternative E.

Less than proposed Project –
Less grading and development
would occur under this
Alternative; which would reduce
the amount of impervious soil
associated with Alternative F.

velocity or volume of storm water
runoff to cause environmental
harm?
Threshold 4.4-5:
Would the project create or
contribute runoff water which
would exceed the capacity of
existing or planned storm water
drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff?

Less than significant impact –
The Project design would
reduce flow rates exiting the site
through sections of the Caltrans
RCB.

Greater than proposed Project –
This Alternative would not provide
improvements that would reduce
the peak flood flows.

Threshold 4.4-7:
Would the project place housing
within a 100-year flood hazard
area as mapped on a federal
Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood
Insurance Rate Map or other flood
hazard delineation map?
Threshold 4.4-8:
Would the project place within a
100-year flood hazard area
structures which would impede or
redirect flood flows?

No impact – Project
development would be located
outside the 100-year flood
hazard area.

Same as proposed Project – With Same as proposed Project –
this Alternative, no new structures With this Alternative, no housing
are proposed.
is proposed.

Same as proposed Project –
Development would be
located outside the 100-year
flood hazard area.

Same as proposed Project –
Development would be located
outside the 100-year flood
hazard area.

Same as proposed Project –
Development would be located
outside the 100-year flood
hazard area.

Same as proposed Project –
Development would be located
outside the 100-year flood
hazard area.

Threshold 4.4-9:
Would the project expose people
or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury or death involving
flooding, including flooding as a
result of the failure of a levee or
dam?

Less than significant impact –
Development would be located
above the 100-year flood
elevation.

Less than proposed Project – No
structures are proposed under
this Alternative.

Less than proposed Project –
Fewer structures are proposed
under this Alternative.

Same as proposed Project –
Development would be
located above the 100-year
flood elevation.

Same as proposed Project –
Development would be located
above the 100-year flood
elevation.

Same as proposed Project –
Development would be located
above the 100-year flood
elevation.

Same as proposed Project –
Development would be located
above the 100-year flood
elevation.

Threshold 4.4-10: Would the
project be subject to inundation by
seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

Less than significant impact –
No standing water bodies or
high slopes exist. The Project
site is located at a high
elevation, and the Project is
consistent with City’s
Emergency Management Plan.

Less than proposed Project – No
standing water bodies or high
slopes exist, and no structures
are proposed under this
Alternative.

Less than proposed Project –
No standing water bodies or
high slopes exist, and no
structures are proposed under
this Alternative.

Same as proposed Project –
No standing water bodies or
high slopes exist. The Project
site is located at a high
elevation, and this Alternative
is consistent with City’s
Emergency Management
Plan.

Same as proposed Project – No
standing water bodies or high
slopes exist. The Project site is
located at a high elevation, and
this Alternative is consistent with
City’s Emergency Management
Plan.

Same as proposed Project – No
standing water bodies or high
slopes exist. The Project site is
located at a high elevation, and
this Alternative is consistent with
City’s Emergency Management
Plan.

Same as proposed Project – No
standing water bodies or high
slopes exist. The Project site is
located at a high elevation, and
this Alternative is consistent
with City’s Emergency
Management Plan.

Threshold 4.4-16: Would the
No impact – The Project is
project conflict with any applicable consistent with applicable plans
plan, policy, or regulation of an
and policies.
agency with jurisdiction over the
project (including, but not limited to
the general plan, specific plan,
local coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating
an environmental effect?

Greater than proposed Project –
This Alternative is inconsistent
with the provisions of the General
Plan regarding clean up of the
oilfield site.

Same as proposed Project –
This Alternative is consistent
with applicable plans and
policies.

Same as proposed Project –
This Alternative is consistent
with applicable plans and
policies.

Same as proposed Project –
This Alternative is consistent
with applicable plans and
policies.

Same as proposed Project –
This Alternative is consistent
with applicable plans and
policies.

Same as proposed Project –
This Alternative is consistent
with applicable plans and
policies.
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Less than proposed Project –
Less grading and development
would occur under this
Alternative; this Alternative
would not result in substantial
water runoff off site.
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SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVE IMPACTS COMPARED TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Topic

Proposed Project

Alternative A:
No Project

Alternative B:
General Plan Open Space
Designation

Alternative C:
Proposed Project without
North Bluff Road Extension
to 19th Street

Alternative D:
Reduced Development and
Reduced Development Area

Alternative E:
Reduced Development Area
(No Resort Inn)

Alternative F:
Increased Open
Space/Reduced
Development Area

SECTION 4.5 − HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
Threshold 4.5-1:
Would the project create a
significant hazard to the public or
the environment through the
routine transport, use, or disposal
of hazardous materials?
Threshold 4.5-2:
Would the project create a
significant hazard to the public or
the environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset and
accident conditions involving the
release of hazardous materials
into the environment?

Less than significant with
mitigation – The oilfield would
be consolidated, a final RAP
would be implemented and
ACMs and LBP would be
managed in accordance with
applicable State regulations.

Less than proposed Project – No
routine transport, use or disposal
of hazardous materials
associated with construction.
However, this alternative would
not involve oilfield consolidation
or site remediation.

Less than proposed Project –
The oilfield would be
consolidated, a final RAP would
be implemented, and ACMs and
LBP would be managed in
accordance with applicable
State regulations in order to
develop public open space
uses. There would be less soil
disturbance and potentially less
soil that would have to be
hauled off site because the site
remediation would not have to
comply with residential
standards.

Same as proposed Project –
The oilfield would be
consolidated, a final RAP
would be implemented, and
ACMs and LBP would be
managed in accordance with
applicable State regulations.
The absence of a portion of
North Bluff Rd would not affect
the need for, or
implementation of, the RAP.

Same as proposed Project –
The oilfield would be
consolidated, a final RAP would
be implemented, and ACMs and
LBP would be managed in
accordance with applicable
State regulations. The absence
of the resort inn would not affect
the need for, or implementation
of, the RAP.

Same as proposed Project –
The oilfield would be
consolidated, a final RAP would
be implemented, and ACMs and
LBP would be managed in
accordance with applicable
State regulations. The reduction
in site development would not
affect the need for, or
implementation of, the RAP.

Same as proposed Project –
The oilfield would be
consolidated, a final RAP would
be implemented, and ACMs
and LBP would be managed in
accordance with applicable
State regulations. The reduction
in site development would not
affect the need for, or
implementation of, the RAP.

Threshold 4.5-3:
Would the project emit hazardous
emissions or handle hazardous or
acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within onequarter mile of an existing or
proposed school?

Less than significant impact –
The oilfield would be
consolidated, a final RAP would
be implemented, and ACMs and
LBP would be managed in
accordance with applicable
State regulations. The Project
would not result in impacts on
adjacent schools.

Less than proposed Project – No
change in emissions because of
the continuation of oil extraction.
However, this alternative would
not involve oilfield consolidation
and site remediation.

Same as proposed Project – It
would involve less disturbance
of soils that require remediation.
However, there would also be
less opportunity to deep bury
contaminated soils or mix the
soil to uncontaminated soil,
thereby reducing the
concentration of contaminates.
As a result, there is the potential
that greater amounts of soil
would be hauled off site. Haul
routes may pass by schools.
Alternative B would not result in
impacts on adjacent schools.

Same as proposed Project –
The oilfield would be
consolidated, a final RAP
would be implemented in
accordance with applicable
State regulations. Alternative
C would not result in impacts
on adjacent schools.

Less than proposed Project –
The oilfield would be
consolidated, a final RAP would
be implemented, and ACMs and
LBP would be managed in
accordance with applicable
State regulations. The reduction
in the amount of grading would
potentially reduce the amount of
soil that would be hauled off site.
Haul routes may pass by
schools. Alternative D would not
result in impacts on adjacent
schools.

Less than proposed Project –
The oilfield would be
consolidated, a final RAP would
be implemented, and ACMs and
LBP would be managed in
accordance with applicable
State regulations. The reduction
in the amount of grading would
potentially reduce the amount of
soil that would be hauled off site.
Haul routes may pass by
schools. Alternative E would not
result in impacts on adjacent
schools.

Less than proposed Project –
The oilfield would be
consolidated, a final RAP would
be implemented, and ACMs
and LBP would be managed in
accordance with applicable
State regulations. The reduction
in the amount of grading would
potentially reduce the amount of
soil that would be hauled off
site. Haul routes may pass by
schools. Alternative F would not
result in impacts on adjacent
schools.

Threshold 4.5-4:
Would the project be located on a
site which is included on a list of
hazardous materials sites
compiled pursuant to Government
Code Section 65962.5 and, as a
result, would it create a significant
hazard to the public or the
environment?

No Impact – The Project site is
not identified on the Cortese
List, which is compiled pursuant
to California Government Code,
Section 65962.5.

Same as proposed Project – The
Project site is not identified on the
Cortese List, which is compiled
pursuant to California
Government Code, Section
65962.5.

Same as proposed Project –
The Project site is not identified
on the Cortese List, which is
compiled pursuant to California
Government Code, Section
65962.5.

Same as proposed Project –
The Project site is not
identified on the Cortese List,
which is compiled pursuant to
California Government Code,
Section 65962.5.

Same as proposed Project –
The Project site is not identified
on the Cortese List, which is
compiled pursuant to California
Government Code, Section
65962.5.

Same as proposed Project –
The Project site is not identified
on the Cortese List which is
compiled pursuant to California
Government Code, Section
65962.5.

Same as proposed Project –
The Project site is not identified
on the Cortese List which is
compiled pursuant to California
Government Code, Section
65962.5.

Threshold 4.5-5:
Would the project conflict with any
applicable land use plan, policy, or
regulation of an agency with
jurisdiction over the project
(including, but not limited to the
general plan, specific plan, local
coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating
an environmental effect?

No impact – The Project is
consistent with applicable plans
and policies.

Greater than proposed Project –
This Alternative would not provide
for the consolidation of oilfield
activities or the remediation of the
site; however, the majority of the
project site would remain as
unincorporated Orange County.

Same as proposed Project –
This Alternative would be
consistent with applicable plans
and policies.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative would be
consistent with applicable
plans and policies.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative would be consistent
with applicable plans and
policies.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative would be consistent
with applicable plans and
policies.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative would be consistent
with applicable plans and
policies.
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Topic

Proposed Project

Alternative A:
No Project

Alternative B:
General Plan Open Space
Designation

Alternative C:
Proposed Project without
North Bluff Road Extension
to 19th Street

Alternative D:
Reduced Development and
Reduced Development Area

Alternative E:
Reduced Development Area
(No Resort Inn)

Alternative F:
Increased Open
Space/Reduced
Development Area

SECTION 4.6 − BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Threshold 4.6-1:
Would the project have a
substantial adverse effect, either
directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate,
sensitive, or special status species
in local or regional plans, policies,
or regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish and Game or
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
Threshold 4.6-2:
Would the project have a
substantial adverse effect on any
riparian habitat or other sensitive
natural community identified in
local or regional plans, policies,
regulations, or by the
California Department of Fish and
Game or US Fish and Wildlife
Service?

Less than significant with
mitigation – The Project would
have direct and indirect impacts
on habitat that supports special
status species. The restoration
and Mitigation Program would
reduce these impacts to a level
considered less than significant.

Short-Term Impacts
Less than proposed Project – On
a short-term basis, there would
be fewer impacts because there
would be less disturbance of the
site.
Long-Term Impacts
Greater than proposed Project—
On a long-term basis, there would
be greater impacts than proposed
Project because of continued
degradation of the habitat and
because no Mitigation Program
would be provided.

Less than proposed Project –
Decreased development would
result in less area being
developed and greater
opportunity for habitat
restoration.

Less than proposed Project –
Elimination of the roadway
extension would result in more
open space and a greater
opportunity for habitat
restoration.

Less than proposed Project –
Decreased development would
result in less area being
developed and a greater
opportunity for habitat
restoration.

Less than proposed Project –
Decreased development would
result in less area being
developed and a greater
opportunity for habitat
restoration.

Less than proposed Project –
Decreased development would
result in less area being
developed and a greater
opportunity for habitat
restoration.

Threshold 4.6-3:
Would the project have a
substantial adverse effect on
federally protected wetlands as
defined by Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act (including, but not
limited to, marsh, vernal pool,
coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological
interruption, or other means?

Less than significant with
mitigation – The Project would
have direct and indirect impacts
on protected wetlands. The
Mitigation Program and permit
requirements would reduce
these impacts.

Less than proposed Project – No
impact due to lack of
development proposed with this
Alternative.

Less than proposed Project –
Decreased development would
reduce impacts.

Less than proposed Project –
Decreased development area
would incrementally reduce
impacts.

Less than proposed Project –
Decreased development area
would incrementally reduce
impacts

Less than proposed Project –
Decreased development area
would incrementally reduce
impacts.

Less than proposed Project –
Decreased development area
would incrementally reduce
impacts.

Threshold 4.6-4:
Would the project interfere
substantially with the movement of
any native resident or migratory
wildlife corridors, or impede the
use of native wildlife nursery sites?

Less than significant with
mitigation – New development
would reduce the habitat
available in the wildlife
movement corridor. The
restoration and Mitigation
Program would reduce this
impact.

Less than proposed Project – No
impacts.

Less than proposed Project –
The limited development area
under this Alternative would
result in a reduction of impacts.

Less than proposed Project –
The decreased development
area would reduce the amount
of lost open space due to
development.

Less than proposed Project –
The decreased development
area would reduce the amount
of lost open space due to
development.

Less than proposed Project –
The decreased development
area would reduce the amount
of lost open space due to
development.

Less than proposed Project –
The decreased development
area would reduce the amount
of lost open space due to
development.

Threshold 4.6-5: Would the
project conflict with any local
policies or ordinances protecting
biological resources, such as a
tree preservation policy or
ordinance?
Would the project conflict with the
provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or
other approved local, regional, or
state habitat conservation plan?

No impact – The Proposed
Project is consistent with the
provisions of the applicable
conservation plan and would
not conflict with applicable goals
or policies.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative A would be consistent
with policies. No habitat
disturbance.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative B would be
consistent with policies and
would have incrementally less
habitat disturbance.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative C would be
consistent with policies and
would have incrementally less
habitat disturbance.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative D would be
consistent with policies and
would have incrementally less
habitat disturbance.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative E would be
consistent with policies and
would have incrementally less
habitat disturbance.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative F would be
consistent with policies and
would have incrementally less
habitat disturbance.

R:\Projects\Newport\J015\!Draft EIR\7.0 Alts-090311.doc

7-19

Newport Banning Ranch
Draft Environmental Impact Report

Section 7.0
Alternatives to the Proposed Project

TABLE 7-2 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVE IMPACTS COMPARED TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Topic

Proposed Project

Alternative A:
No Project

Alternative B:
General Plan Open Space
Designation

Alternative C:
Proposed Project without
North Bluff Road Extension
to 19th Street

Alternative D:
Reduced Development and
Reduced Development Area

Alternative E:
Reduced Development Area
(No Resort Inn)

Alternative F:
Increased Open
Space/Reduced
Development Area

SECTION 4.7 − POPULATION, HOUSING, AND EMPLOYMENT
Threshold 4.7-1:
Would the project induce
substantial population growth in an
area, either directly (for example,
by proposed new homes and
businesses) or indirectly (for
example, through extension of
roads or other infrastructure)?

Less than significant impact –
Population and housing growth
under the proposed Project is
consistent with the General
Plan.

Less than proposed Project – No
growth.

Less than proposed Project –
No growth.

Same as proposed Project –
Population and housing
growth under Alternative C
would consistent with the
General Plan.

Same as proposed Project –
Population would not exceed
population projections.

Same as proposed Project –
Population would not exceed
population projections.

Same as proposed Project –
Population would not exceed
population projections. .

Threshold 4.7-2:
Would the project conflict with any
applicable plan, policy, or
regulation of an agency with
jurisdiction over the project
(including, but not limited to the
general plan, specific plan, local
coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating
an environmental effect?

No impact – The Project is
consistent with applicable plans
and policies.

Greater than proposed Project –
Alternative A would not satisfy
any of the City’s RHNA goals and
would not provide new visitor
accommodations in the Coastal
Zone. However, it should be
noted that the General Plan does
provide an option that assumes
no development on the Project
site.

Greater than proposed Project –
This Alternative is the preferred
General Plan option. However, it
would not help satisfy any of the
City’s RHNA requirements and
would not provide new visitor
accommodations in the Coastal
Zone.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative C would be
consistent with applicable
plans and policies.

Greater impact than proposed
Project – Alternative D would be
generally consistent with
applicable plans and policies;
however, since it would provide
fewer housing units, it would
contribute less to meeting RHNA
requirements. It would also not
provide new visitor
accommodations in the Coastal
Zone as called for in the General
Plan.

Greater than proposed Project –
Alternative E would be generally
consistent with applicable plans
and policies, but it would not
provide new visitor
accommodations in the Coastal
Zone as called for in the General
Plan.

Greater than proposed Project
– Alternative F would be
generally consistent with
applicable plans and policies,
but would not provide new
visitor accommodations or other
visitor commercial uses in the
Coastal Zone as called for in
the General Plan.

SECTION 4.8 − RECREATION AND TRAILS
Threshold 4.8-1:
Would the project include
recreational facilities or require the
construction or expansion of
recreational facilities that might
have an adverse physical effect on
the environment?
Threshold 4.8-2:
Would the project result in
substantial adverse physical
impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically
altered governmental facilities,
need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts,
in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios or other
performance objectives for parks?

Less than significant impact –
Project acreage exceeds local
Quimby Act and City’s General
Plan parkland requirements.
Impacts of new park
development are addressed as
component of Project.

Less than proposed Project –
Since there would be no project,
there would be no impacts
associated with construction.
However, no recreational facilities
would be provided.

Less than proposed Project –
This Alternative would provide
needed parkland in the West
Newport Beach area. With no
housing development, the
demand for facilities would not
increase.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative C would provide
new parkland. The impacts
associated with providing the
park are addressed as part of
the impacts of this Alternative.
The parkland acreage
exceeds local Quimby Act and
City’s General Plan parkland
requirements.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative D would provide new
parkland. The impacts
associated with providing the
park are addressed as part of
the impacts of this Alternative.
While this Alternative would
meet local Quimby Act and
City’s General Plan parkland
requirements, it would provide
less parkland and recreational
amenities than the proposed
Project.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative E would provide new
parkland. The impacts
associated with providing the
park are addressed as part of
the impacts of this Alternative.
While this Alternative would
meet local Quimby Act and
City’s General Plan parkland
requirements, it would provide
less parkland and recreational
amenities than the proposed
Project.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative F would provide new
parkland. The impacts
associated with providing the
park are addressed as part of
the impacts of this alternative.
While this alternative would
meet local Quimby Act and
City’s General Plan parkland
requirements, it would provide
less parkland and recreational
amenities than the proposed
Project.

Threshold 4.8-3:
Would the project increase the use
of the existing neighborhood and
regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that a
substantial physical deterioration
of the facilities would occur or be
accelerated?

Less than significant impact –
The proposed Project provides
parkland in excess of the City’s
requirements. The proposed
Project site would provide
parkland that would serve a
broader community than just the
Project residents.

Less than proposed Project – No
development would occur and no
increase to existing parks and
recreational facilities would occur.

Less than proposed Project –
This Alternative would result in a
decrease in use of existing
parks through provision of a new
Community Park and no
increase in population.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative C’s parkland
acreage would exceed local
Quimby Act and City’s
General Plan parkland
requirements.

Same as proposed Project –
Dedicated parkland acreage
under Alternative D would
exceed local Quimby Act
requirements and City’s General
Plan parkland requirements.

Same as proposed Project –
Dedicated parkland acreage
under Alternative E would
exceed local Quimby Act
requirements and City’s General
Plan parkland requirements.

Same as proposed Project –
Dedicated parkland acreage
under Alternative F would
exceed local Quimby Act
requirements and City’s
General Plan parkland
requirements.
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Topic

Proposed Project

Threshold 4.8-4:
Would the project conflict with any
applicable plan, policy, or
regulation of an agency with
jurisdiction over the project
(including, but not limited to the
general plan, specific plan, local
coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating
an environmental effect?

No impact – The Project is
consistent with applicable plans
and policies.

Alternative A:
No Project
Greater than proposed Project –
Alternative A would not meet
City’s General Plan requirement
for a Community Park.

Alternative B:
General Plan Open Space
Designation

Alternative C:
Proposed Project without
North Bluff Road Extension
to 19th Street

Alternative D:
Reduced Development and
Reduced Development Area

Alternative E:
Reduced Development Area
(No Resort Inn)

Alternative F:
Increased Open
Space/Reduced
Development Area

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative B would be
consistent with applicable plans
and policies.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative C would be
consistent with applicable
plans and policies.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative D would be
consistent with applicable plans
and policies.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative E would be
consistent with applicable plans
and policies.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative F would be
consistent with applicable plans
and policies.

Significant and unavoidable
Less than proposed Project – No
impact – The Project would
new traffic would be generated by
significantly impact intersections this Alternative.
in the Cities of Newport Beach
and Costa Mesa. The
intersection in Newport Beach
can be mitigated to a less than
significant level. However, the
City of Newport Beach cannot
impose mitigation on another
jurisdiction. Although mitigation
is proposed for the impacted
intersections in Costa Mesa, it is
unknown as to whether these
measures would be imposed by
the City of Costa Mesa.
Therefore, for purposes of
CEQA, these impacts are
considered significant and
unavoidable.

Less than proposed Project –
Alternative B would not result in
significant levels of traffic
associated with a Community
Park. The construction of roads
through the Project site would
allow for the redistribution of
traffic in the area.

Greater than proposed Project
(Existing Plus Alternative C
and General Plan Buildout
with Alternative C) –
Alternative C would
significantly impact one more
intersection in Costa Mesa in
the Existing Plus Alternative C
scenario and two more
intersections in the General
Plan Buildout with Alternative
C scenario than the proposed
Project in these time frames.

Greater than proposed Project –
Although this Alternative would
generate slightly less average
daily traffic and peak hour traffic,
the same intersections as the
proposed Project would be
significantly impacted. The
intersection in Newport Beach
can be mitigated to a less than
significant level. As with the
proposed Project, mitigation for
intersections in Costa Mesa is
proposed but the City cannot
impose mitigation on another
jurisdiction.

Greater than proposed Project –
Although this Alternative would
generate slightly greater
average daily traffic and peak
hour traffic due to the visitor
commercial uses, the same
intersections as the proposed
Project would be significantly
impacted. The intersection in
Newport Beach can be mitigated
to a less than significant level.
As with the proposed Project,
mitigation for intersections in
Costa Mesa is proposed but the
City cannot impose mitigation on
another jurisdiction.

Less than proposed Project –
This Alternative would have
incrementally less development
(no resort inn) and would not
propose the visitor commercial
uses, which have a higher
traffic generation rate. Although
there would be fewer trips, the
reduction is not expected to be
sufficient to eliminate the
significant impacts on local
intersections.

Less than significant impact –
Project would not significantly
impact any CMP intersections in
the traffic study area.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative B would not
significantly impact any CMP
intersections in the traffic study
area.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative D would not
significantly impact any CMP
intersections in the traffic study
area.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative E would not
significantly impact any CMP
intersections in the traffic study
area.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative F would not
significantly impact any CMP
intersections in the traffic study
area.

SECTION 4.9 − TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION
Threshold 4.9-1:
Would the project cause an
increase in traffic which is
substantial in relation to the
existing traffic load and capacity of
the street system (i.e., result in a
substantial increase in either the
number of vehicle trips, the
volume-to-capacity ratio on roads,
or congestion at intersections)?

Threshold 4.9-2:
Would the project conflict with an
applicable congestion
management program, including,
but not limited to level of service
standards and travel demand
measures, or other standards
established by the County
congestion management agency
for designated roads or highways?
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Less than proposed Project –
Alternative A would not generate
any new traffic. Therefore, no
CMP intersections in the traffic
study area would be impacted.

Less than proposed Project
(Year 2016 With Alternative C
Transportation Phasing
Ordinance and Year 2016
Cumulative With Alternative C)
– Alternative C would
significantly impact two fewer
intersections in Costa Mesa in
the Year 2016 With Alternative
C Transportation Phasing
Ordinance (TPO) scenario and
one fewer intersection with the
Year 2016 Cumulative With
Alternative C scenario than
the proposed Project in these
time frames.
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Same as proposed Project –
Alternative C would not
significantly impact any CMP
intersections in the traffic
study area.
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Alternative A:
No Project

Alternative B:
General Plan Open Space
Designation

Alternative C:
Proposed Project without
North Bluff Road Extension
to 19th Street

Alternative D:
Reduced Development and
Reduced Development Area

Alternative E:
Reduced Development Area
(No Resort Inn)

Alternative F:
Increased Open
Space/Reduced
Development Area

Topic

Proposed Project

Threshold 4.9-3:
Substantially increase hazards
due to a design feature (e.g.,
sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses
(e.g. farm equipment), or result in
inadequate emergency access?

Less than significant impact –
The proposed roadway system
would not create any significant
safety hazards.

Less than proposed Project – No
roads would be constructed as a
part of Alternative A.

Same as proposed Project –
The proposed roadway system
would not create any significant
safety hazards.

Same as proposed Project –
The Alternative C roadway
system would not create any
significant safety hazards.

Same as proposed Project –
The Alternative D roadway
system would not create any
significant safety hazards.

Same as proposed Project –
The Alternative E roadway
system would not create any
significant safety hazards.

Same as proposed Project –
The Alternative F roadway
system would not create any
significant safety hazards.

Threshold 4.9-4:
Result in inadequate parking
capacity?

Less than significant impact
with mitigation – The extension
th
of 15 St consistent with the
General Plan would displace
parking at an existing office
building. Replacement parking
would be provided. The
proposed land uses would be
required to provide adequate
on-site parking in compliance
with City requirements and the
NBR-PC.

Less than proposed Project – No
development would occur as a
part of this Alternative. No
parking would be required.

Same as proposed Project –
Replacement parking would be
provided with the extension of
15th St. The proposed
Community Park would be
required to provide adequate
on-site parking in compliance
with City requirements.

Same as proposed Project –
As with the proposed Project,
Alternative C would be
required to provide adequate
on-site parking in compliance
with City requirements and the
NBR-PC; replacement parking
would be provided with the
th
extension of 15 St.

Same as proposed Project – As
with the proposed Project,
Alterative D would be required to
provide adequate on-site
parking in compliance with City
requirements and the NBR-PC;
replacement parking would be
provided with the extension of
15th St.

Same as proposed Project – As
with the proposed Project,
Alternative E would be required
to provide adequate on-site
parking in compliance with City
requirements and the NBR-PC;
replacement parking would be
provided with the extension of
15th St.

Same as proposed Project – As
with the proposed Project,
Alternative F would be required
to provide adequate on-site
parking in compliance with City
requirements and the NBR-PC;
replacement parking would be
provided with the extension of
15th St.

Threshold 4.9-5:
Conflict with any applicable plan,
policy, or regulation of an agency
with jurisdiction over the project
(including, but not limited to the
general plan, specific plan, local
coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating
an environmental effect. Conflict
with adopted policies, plans, or
programs regarding public transit,
bicycle, or pedestrian facilities or
otherwise decrease the
performance or safety of such
facilities (e.g., bus turnouts,
bicycle racks)?
Conflict with an applicable plan,
ordinance or policy establishing
measures of effectiveness for the
performance of the circulation
system, taking into account all
modes of transportation including
mass transit and non-motorized
travel and relevant components of
the circulation system, including
but not limited to intersections,
streets, highways and freeways,
pedestrian and bicycle paths, and
mass transit?

No impact – The proposed
Project would be consistent with
the intent of the transportationrelated goals and policies of
SCAG, the City of Newport
Beach General Plan, and the
California Coastal Act. The
Project is requesting
modifications to the General
Plan Circulation Element Master
Plan of Streets and Highways
and the Orange County MPAH.
As amended, the Project would
still provide a north-south road
connection through the Project
site, but would delete a second
connection to West Coast Hwy.
The Traffic Study demonstrates
that the second connection is
not needed for the Project or
regional forecasted traffic.

Greater than proposed Project –
This Alternative would not
preclude the future
implementation of the roadway
system through the Project site;
however, it would have greater
impacts with policy consistency
than the Project, because it would
result in substantial delays in the
implementation of the
improvements proposed in
circulation planning documents.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative B assumes the same
road system as proposed for the
Project. This Alternative would
be consistent with the intent of
the transportation-related goals
and policies of SCAG, the City
of Newport Beach General Plan,
and the California Coastal Act.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative C would be
consistent with the intent of
the transportation-related
goals and policies of SCAG,
the City of Newport Beach
General Plan, and the
California Coastal Act. This
Alternative would construct
North Bluff Rd only to just
th
north of 17 St. The Traffic
Study demonstrates that the
extension of Bluff Rd is not
needed for Project traffic .This
Alternative does not propose
to delete the segment
between 17th St and 19th St
from either the Newport Beach
General Plan Circulation
Element or the Orange County
MPAH. As with the proposed
Project, Alternative C would
require amendments to the
General Plan Circulation
Element Master Plan of
Streets and Highways and the
Orange County MPAH to
delete a second connection to
West Coast Hwy. The Traffic
Study demonstrates that the
second connection is not
needed for Alternative C or
regional forecasted traffic.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative D would be
consistent with the intent of the
transportation-related goals and
policies of SCAG, the City of
Newport Beach General Plan,
and the California Coastal Act.
As with the proposed Project,
Alternative D would modify
roads as set forth in the General
Plan Circulation Element Master
Plan of Streets and Highways
and the Orange County MPAH.
Alternative D and the proposed
Project would still provide a
north-south road connection
through the Project site but
would delete a second
connection to West Coast Hwy.
The Traffic Study demonstrates
that the second connection is
not needed for Alternative D or
regional forecasted traffic.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative E would be
consistent with the intent of the
transportation-related goals and
policies of SCAG, the City of
Newport Beach General Plan,
and the California Coastal Act.
As with the proposed Project,
Alternative E would modify
roads as set forth in the General
Plan Circulation Element Master
Plan of Streets and Highways
and the Orange County MPAH.
Alternative E and the proposed
Project would still provide a
north-south road connection
through the Project site but
would delete a second
connection to West Coast Hwy.
The traffic study demonstrates
that the second connection is
not needed for Alternative E or
regional forecasted traffic.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative F would be
consistent with the intent of the
transportation-related goals and
policies of SCAG, the City of
Newport Beach General Plan,
and the California Coastal Act.
As with the proposed Project,
Alternative F would modify
roads as set forth in the
General Plan Circulation
Element Master Plan of Streets
and Highways and the Orange
County MPAH Alternative F and
the proposed Project would still
provide a north-south road
connection through the Project
site but would delete a second
connection to West Coast Hwy.
The Traffic Study demonstrates
that the second connection is
not needed for Alternative F or
regional forecasted traffic.
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Topic

Proposed Project

Alternative A:
No Project

Alternative B:
General Plan Open Space
Designation

Alternative C:
Proposed Project without
North Bluff Road Extension
to 19th Street

Alternative D:
Reduced Development and
Reduced Development Area

Alternative E:
Reduced Development Area
(No Resort Inn)

Alternative F:
Increased Open
Space/Reduced
Development Area

SECTION 4.10 − AIR QUALITY
Threshold 4.10-1: Conflict with or
obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan?

No impact – The Project does
not exceed the assumptions in
the SCAQMD AQMP.

Same as proposed Project – This
alternative would not exceed the
assumptions in the SCAQMD
AQMP.

Same as proposed Project –
This alternative would not
exceed the assumptions in the
SCAQMD AQMP.

Same as proposed Project –
This alternative would not
exceed the assumptions in the
SCAQMD AQMP.

Same as proposed Project –
This alternative would not
exceed the assumptions in the
SCAQMD AQMP.

Same as proposed Project –
This alternative would not
exceed the assumptions in the
SCAQMD AQMP.

Same as proposed Project –
This alternative would not
exceed the assumptions in the
SCAQMD AQMP.

Threshold 4.10-2: Violate any air
quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation?

Construction

Less than proposed Project –
Emissions from any possible
expansion of oilfield activities
would be less than significant.

Construction

Construction
Same as proposed Project.
Operations
Greater than proposed
Project. An increase in VMT
would incrementally increase
pollutant emissions.

Construction
Less than proposed Project—
Construction maximum daily
emissions would be essentially
the same as for the proposed
Project, although the
construction duration may be
slightly less.
Operations
Less than proposed Project.
Although there would be an
approximate 1.6% reduction in
VMT, impacts would still be
significant and unavoidable.

Construction
Less than proposed Project—
Construction maximum daily
emissions would be essentially
the same as for the proposed
Project, although the
construction duration may be
slightly less.
Operations
Greater than proposed Project.
There would be an approximate
5.2% increase in VMT with
similar increase in long range
vehicle emissions.

Construction
Less than proposed Project—
Construction maximum daily
emissions would be essentially
the same as for the proposed
Project, although the
construction duration may be
slightly less.
Operations
Less than proposed Project.
Though still Significant and
Unavoidable, Alternative F
would have an approximately
9% reduction in VMT.

Significant and unavoidable
impact –Without mitigation,
regional (mass) emissions of
NOx are forecasted to exceed
applicable thresholds in some
construction years. Though MM
4.10-1 would reduce the
emissions to less than
significant, the availability of
sufficient Tier 4 diesel engine
construction equipment cannot
be assured. Therefore, for
purposes of this EIR, the
impacts are found to be a
significant and unavoidable
impact.

Less than proposed Project –
Short-term air quality emissions
associated with this alternative
would be less than with the
proposed Project but would be
significant prior to mitigation.
Operations
Less than proposed Project –
Long-term emissions from park
use would be less than
significant.

Operations
Long-term operational
emissions of criteria pollutants
would not exceed the SCAQMD
mass emissions thresholds from
initial occupancy through 2020.
However, as Project
development continues beyond
2020, emissions of VOC and
CO would exceed the
significance thresholds,
principally due to vehicle
operations.
Threshold 4.10-3: Result in a
cumulatively considerable net
increase of any criteria pollutant
for which the project region is in
nonattainment under an applicable
NAAQS or CAAQS (including
releasing emissions that exceed
quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors)?

Significant and unavoidable
impact –The Project would have
cumulatively considerable
contributions to regional
pollutant concentrations of O3.

Less than proposed Project (Less
than significant). Emissions from
possible expansion of oilfield
activities would not be
cumulatively considerable.

Less than proposed Project
(Less than significant). Longterm emissions from park use
would not be cumulatively
considerable.

Greater than proposed Project
(significant and unavoidable).
Impacts would be
incrementally greater due to
an increase in VMT would
increase pollutant emissions.

Same as proposed Project
(significant and unavoidable).
Impacts would be incrementally
less due to a decrease in VMT
that would result a negligible
decrease pollutant emissions
compared to the proposed
Project.

Greater than proposed Project
(Significant and Unavoidable).
Impacts would be incrementally
greater due to an increase in
VMT that would increase
pollutant emissions

Less than proposed Project
(significant and unavoidable).
Impacts would be incrementally
less due to a decrease in VMT
that would decrease pollutant
emissions.

Threshold 4.10-4: Expose
sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations?

Less than significant impact –
TAC emissions would be less
than thresholds for both off-site
and on-site receptors.

Less than proposed Project –
There would be no TAC
emissions from on-site residential
or commercial uses or exposure
of on-site residents to oilfield
emissions.

Less than proposed Project –
There would be no TAC
emissions from on-site
residential or commercial uses
or from exposure of on-site
residents to oilfield emissions.

Same as proposed Project –
TAC emissions would be less
than thresholds for both offsite and on-site receptors.

Same as proposed Project –
TAC emissions would be less
than thresholds for both off-site
and on-site receptors.

Same as proposed Project –
TAC emissions would be less
than thresholds for both off-site
and on-site receptors.

Same as proposed Project –
TAC emissions would be less
than thresholds for both off-site
and on-site receptors.
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Alternative B:
General Plan Open Space
Designation

Alternative C:
Proposed Project without
North Bluff Road Extension
to 19th Street

Alternative D:
Reduced Development and
Reduced Development Area

Alternative E:
Reduced Development Area
(No Resort Inn)

Alternative F:
Increased Open
Space/Reduced
Development Area

Proposed Project

Alternative A:
No Project

Threshold 4.10-5:
Create objectionable odors
affecting a substantial number of
people?

Less than significant impact –
The proposed Project would not
create odors affecting a
substantial number of people.

Same as proposed Project – This
Alternative would not create
odors affecting a substantial
number of people.

Same as proposed Project –
This Alternative would not
create odors affecting a
substantial number of people.

Same as proposed Project –
The proposed Project would
not create odors affecting a
substantial number of people.

Same as proposed Project –
The proposed Project would not
create odors affecting a
substantial number of people.

Same as proposed Project –
The proposed Project would not
create odors affecting a
substantial number of people.

Same as proposed Project –
The proposed Project would not
create odors affecting a
substantial number of people.

Threshold 4.10-6 : Conflict with
any applicable plan, policy, or
regulation of an agency with
jurisdiction over the project
(including, but not limited to the
general plan, specific plan, local
coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating
an environmental effect?

No Impact –The Proposed
Project is consistent with
applicable plans and policies.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative A would be consistent
with applicable plans and
policies.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative B would be
consistent with applicable plans
and policies.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative C would be
consistent with applicable
plans and policies.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative D would be
consistent with applicable plans
and policies.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative E would be
consistent with applicable plans
and policies.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative F would be
consistent with applicable plans
and policies.

Topic

SECTION 4.11 − GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
Threshold 4.11-1: Generate
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions,
either directly or indirectly, that
may have a significant impact on
the environment, i.e. emit more
than 6,000 MTCO2e/yr of GHG?

Cumulatively Significant and
Unavoidable – Long-term
Project GHG emissions are
estimated at 19,392 MTCO2e/yr,
substantially exceeding the
6,000 MTCO2e/yr significance
threshold.

Less than proposed Project –
This Alternative would allow for
the expansion of oil production
facilities, which would result in
temporary and long-term GHG
emissions. However, emissions
would be substantially less than
6,000 MTCO2e/yr.

Less than proposed Project –
This Alternative would result in
temporary construction GHG
emissions and long-term GHG
emissions associated with
operation and maintenance of
the park. However, emissions
would be substantially less than
6,000 MTCO2e/yr.

Greater than proposed Project
– This impact would be
significant and unavoidable
and slightly greater than the
proposed Project under this
Alternative. Long-term Project
GHG emissions are estimated
to exceed 6,000 MTCO2e/yr.

Less than proposed Project –
This impact would be significant
and unavoidable, but slightly
less than the proposed Project
because of the reduced
development. GHG emissions
would substantially exceed
6,000 MTCO2e/yr.

Greater than proposed Project –
This impact would be significant
and unavoidable and greater
than the proposed Project
because of the increased VMT.

Less than proposed Project –
This impact would be significant
and unavoidable, but less than
the proposed Project because
of the reduced development
and reduced VMT. GHG
emissions would substantially
exceed 6,000 MTCO2e/yr.

Threshold 4.11-2: Conflict with an
applicable plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose
of reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gases?

No impact – The Project is
consistent with applicable plans
and policies.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative A would not conflict
with applicable plans and
policies.

Same as proposed Project. –
Alternative B would be
consistent with applicable plans
and policies.

Same as proposed Project. –
Alternative C would be
consistent with applicable
plans and policies.

Same as proposed Project. –
Alternative D would be
consistent with applicable plans
and policies.

Same as proposed Project. –
Alternative E would be
consistent with applicable plans
and policies.

Same as proposed Project. –
Alternative F would be
consistent with applicable plans
and policies.

Significant and Unavoidable
Impacts
1. Cumulative increase in
traffic noise on 17th St
2. Cumulative noise increase
at Newport Crest.
Less than Significant with
Mitigation
3. Cumulative increase in
traffic noise on 15th St
4. Internal compatibility of
proposed land uses.
5. Noise impacts from
stationary sources.
Less than Significant
6. Cumulative and Project
traffic noise to California
Seabreeze/ Parkview Circle
and Carden Hall School.

Less than proposed Project –
Since there would be no
development, there would be no
increase in noise levels
associated with Alternative A.

Less than proposed Project –
Significant and Unavoidable
1. Cumulative traffic noise
increase on 17th St.
2. Cumulative Noise level
approx. 1 dBA less than with
proposed Project at Newport
Crest.
Less than Significant with
Mitigation
3. Cumulative increase in
traffic noise on 15th St
4. Internal compatibility of
proposed land uses.
5. Noise impacts from
stationary sources.
Less than Significant
6. Cumulative and Project
traffic noise to California
Seabreeze/ Parkview Circle

Same as proposed Project –
Significant and Unavoidable
1. Cumulative traffic noise
increase on 17th St.
Greater than proposed
Project–
Significant and Unavoidable
2. Significant and
Unavoidable t at Newport
Crest— noise level
approx. 0.4 dBA greater.
Same as proposed Project –
Less than Significant with
Mitigation
3. Cumulative increase in
traffic noise on 15th St
4. Internal compatibility of
proposed land uses.
5. Noise impacts from
stationary sources.

Same as proposed Project –
Significant and Unavoidable
1. Cumulative traffic noise
increase on 17th St.
Greater than proposed Project –
Significant and Unavoidable
2. Significant and
Unavoidable at Newport
Crest—noise level less
than 1 dBA greater.
Less than Significant with
Mitigation
3. Cumulative increase in
traffic noise on 15th St
slightly greater.
Same as proposed Project –
Less than Significant with
Mitigation
4. Internal compatibility of
proposed land uses.

Greater than proposed Project –
Significant and Unavoidable
1. Slight increase in
cumulative traffic noise
increase on 17th St.
2. Significant and
Unavoidable at Newport
Crest—noise level less
than 1 dBA greater.
Less than Significant with
Mitigation
3. Cumulative increase in
th
traffic noise on 15 St
slightly greater.
Same as proposed Project –
Less than Significant with
Mitigation
4. Internal compatibility of
proposed land uses.
5. Noise impacts from

Less than proposed Project –
Significant and Unavoidable
1. Slight reduction in
cumulative traffic noise
increase on 17th St.
2. Slight reduction in traffic
noise at Newport Crest.
Less than Significant with
Mitigation
3. Slight reduction in
cumulative increase in
th
traffic noise on 15 St
4. Slight reduction in internal
noise levels.
Same as proposed Project –
Less than Significant with
Mitigation
5. Noise impacts from
stationary sources.
Less than Significant

SECTION 4.12 − NOISE
Threshold 4.12-1: Would the
project expose persons to or
generate noise levels in excess of
standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other
agencies?
Threshold 4.12-4: Would the
project result in a substantial
permanent increase in ambient
noise levels in the project vicinity
above levels existing without the
project?
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Topic

Proposed Project

Alternative A:
No Project

Alternative B:
General Plan Open Space
Designation
and Carden Hall School.

Alternative C:
Proposed Project without
North Bluff Road Extension
to 19th Street

Alternative D:
Reduced Development and
Reduced Development Area

Alternative E:
Reduced Development Area
(No Resort Inn)

Less than Significant
6. Cumulative and Project
traffic noise to California
Seabreeze/Parkview
Circle and Carden Hall
School.

5. Noise impacts from
stationary sources.
Less than Significant
6. Cumulative and Project
traffic noise to California
Seabreeze/ Parkview
Circle and Carden Hall
School.

stationary sources.
Less than Significant
6. Cumulative and Project
traffic noise to California
Seabreeze/ Parkview
Circle and Carden Hall
School.

Alternative F:
Increased Open
Space/Reduced
Development Area
6. Cumulative and Project
traffic noise to California
Seabreeze/ Parkview Circle
and Carden Hall School.

Threshold 4.12-2: Would the
project result in a temporary or
periodic increase in ambient noise
levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project?

Significant and Unavoidable
Impact – Construction noise
would cause substantial
temporary noise increases at
nearby residential and school
receptors.

Less than proposed Project –
This alternative would allow for
expansion of oil production
facilities, which would result in
periodic noise from drilling and
construction. However, noise
levels would be substantially less
than the proposed Project.

Less than proposed Project –
The impact under this
Alternative would be significant
and unavoidable, but less than
proposed Project because the
duration of impacts would be
less due to less construction.

Less than proposed Project –
The impact under this
Alternative would be
significant and unavoidable
but less than proposed
Project. Construction noise
would cause substantial
temporary noise increases at
nearby residential and school
receptors, but there would be
fewer impacts to receptors
near and north of 17th St.

Same as proposed Project –
Construction noise would cause
substantial temporary noise
increases at nearby residential
and school receptors.

Same as proposed Project –
Construction noise would cause
substantial temporary noise
increases in nearby residential
and school receptors.

Same as proposed Project –
Construction noise would cause
substantial temporary noise
increases in nearby residential
and school receptors.

Threshold 4.12-3: Would the
project expose people to or
generate excessive groundborne
vibration or groundborne noise
levels?

Less than significant with
mitigation – Vibration may be
noticeable for short periods
during construction, but it would
be temporary and periodic and
would not be excessive.

Less than proposed Project – No
exposure of persons to or
generation of noise vibration
levels in excess of standards.

Less than proposed Project –
Nature of vibration impacts
would be the same as the
proposed Project but duration of
construction activity would be
reduced.

Same as proposed Project –
Short-term vibration impacts
would occur during
construction activities.

Same as proposed Project –
Short-term vibration impacts
would occur during construction
activities.

Same as proposed Project –
Short-term vibration impacts
would occur during construction
activities.

Same as proposed Project –
Short-term vibration impacts
would occur during construction
activities.

Threshold 4.12-5: Would the
project be located within an airport
land use plan or, where such a
plan has not been adopted, within
two miles of a public airport or
public use airport, expose people
residing or working in the project
area to excessive noise levels.
Threshold 4.12-6: Would the
project be within the vicinity of a
private airstrip and expose people
residing or working in the project
area to excessive noise levels?

No Impact – The Project site is
located outside the 60 dBA
CNEL from John Wayne Airport
and no significant noise impacts
from aircraft activities would
occur.

Same as proposed Project – The
Project site is located outside the
60 dBA CNEL from John Wayne
Airport and no significant noise
impacts from aircraft activities
would occur

Same as proposed Project –
The Project site is located
outside the 60 dBA CNEL from
John Wayne Airport and no
significant noise impacts from
aircraft activities would occur

Same as proposed Project –
The Project site is located
outside the 60 dBA CNEL
from John Wayne Airport and
no significant noise impacts
from aircraft activities would
occur

Same as proposed Project –
The Project site is located
outside the 60 dBA CNEL from
John Wayne Airport and no
significant noise impacts from
aircraft activities would occur

Same as proposed Project –
The Project site is located
outside the 60 dBA CNEL from
John Wayne Airport and no
significant noise impacts from
aircraft activities would occur

Same as proposed Project –
The Project site is located
outside the 60 dBA CNEL from
John Wayne Airport and no
significant noise impacts from
aircraft activities would occur

Threshold 4.12-7: Would the
project conflict with any applicable
land use plan, policy, or regulation
of an agency with jurisdiction over
the project (including, but not
limited to the general plan, specific
plan, local coastal program, or
zoning ordinance) adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating
an environmental effect?

No impact – The Project is
consistent with the applicable
plans and policies related to
noise.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative A would be consistent
with applicable plans and
policies.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative B would be
consistent with applicable plans
and policies.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative C would be
consistent with applicable
plans and policies.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative D would be
consistent with applicable plans
and policies.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative E would be
consistent with applicable plans
and policies.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative F would be
consistent with applicable plans
and policies.
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Topic

Alternative A:
No Project

Proposed Project

Alternative B:
General Plan Open Space
Designation

Alternative C:
Proposed Project without
North Bluff Road Extension
to 19th Street

Alternative D:
Reduced Development and
Reduced Development Area

Alternative E:
Reduced Development Area
(No Resort Inn)

Alternative F:
Increased Open
Space/Reduced
Development Area

SECTION 4.13 − CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Threshold 4.13-1: Would the
project cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance
of a historical resource as defined
in §15064.5?

Less than significant with
mitigation – The Project would
not impact any known historical
resources. If any unknown
resources are identified, the
standard conditions would
require compliance with rules
and regulations.

Less than proposed Project –
Under this Alternative, the Project
site would not be disturbed.

Less than proposed Project –
The decreased land disturbance
under Alternative B would
reduce potential for discovery of
unknown resources.

Same as proposed Project –
The magnitude of
development under Alternative
C would be similar to the
Project with the potential for
discovery of unknown
resources.

Same as proposed Project –
The general magnitude of
development under Alternative
D would be similar with the
potential for discovery of
unknown resources.

Same as proposed Project –
The general magnitude of
development under Alternative E
would be similar with the
potential for discovery of
unknown resources.

Same as proposed Project –
The general magnitude of
development under Alternative
F would be similar with the
potential for discovery of
unknown resources.

Threshold 4.13-2: Would the
project cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance
of an archaeological resource as
defined in §15064.5?

Less than significant with
mitigation – The Project would
impact known archaeological
resources; however,
compliance with rules and
regulations would reduce
impacts.

Less than proposed Project –
Under Alternative A, the project
site would not be disturbed.

Less than proposed Project –
Decreased land use
development under Alternative
B would help avoid some
resources. Impacts to sites CAORA-839 and CA-ORA-844B
would be reduced.

Less than proposed Project –
There would be impacts to
known archaeological
resources under this
Alternative, but CA-ORA-906
would be preserved.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative D would impact
known archaeological
resources. Compliance with
rules and regulations would
reduce impacts.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative E would impact
known archaeological
resources. Compliance with
rules and regulations would
reduce impacts.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative F would impact
known archaeological
resources. Compliance with
rules and regulations would
reduce impacts.

Threshold 4.13-3: Would the
project directly or indirectly destroy
a unique paleontological resource
or site or unique geologic feature?

Less than significant with
mitigation – Although there are
potential resources on Project
site, compliance with rules and
regulations would reduce
impacts.

Less than proposed Project –
Limited site disturbance under
Alternative A would reduce the
potential for impacts to
paleontological resources.

Less than proposed Project –
There are potential resources on
Project site, but decreased land
disturbance would reduce
impacts.

Same as proposed Project –
There are potential resources
on Project site, but compliance
with rules and regulations
would reduce impacts.

Same as proposed Project –
There are potential resources on
Project site, but compliance with
rules and regulations would
reduce impacts.

Same as proposed Project –
There are potential resources on
Project site, but compliance with
rules and regulations would
reduce impacts.

Same as proposed Project –
There are potential resources
on Project site, but compliance
with rules and regulations would
reduce impacts.

Threshold 4.13-4: Would the
project disturb any human
remains, including those interred
outside of formal cemeteries?

Less than significant with
mitigation – No indication of
burials on site. If discovered
during grading, rules and
regulations would be
implemented.

Less than proposed Project – Site Less than proposed Project –
would not be disturbed.
Decreased land disturbance
would minimize likelihood of
discovery of internment.

Same as proposed Project –
Magnitude of development is
similar.

Same as proposed Project –
Magnitude of development is
similar.

Same as proposed Project –
Magnitude of development is
similar.

Same as proposed Project –
Magnitude of development is
similar.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative A would be consistent
with applicable plans and
policies.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative would be
consistent with applicable
plans and policies.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative would be consistent
with applicable plans and
policies.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative would be consistent
with applicable plans and
policies.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative would be consistent
with applicable plans and
policies.

Threshold 4.13-5: Would the
No impact – The Project is
project conflict with any applicable consistent with applicable plans
plan, policy, or regulation of an
and policies.
agency with jurisdiction over the
project (including, but not limited to
the general plan, specific plan,
local coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating
an environmental effect?
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TABLE 7-2 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVE IMPACTS COMPARED TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Topic

Proposed Project

Alternative A:
No Project

Alternative B:
General Plan Open Space
Designation

Alternative C:
Proposed Project without
North Bluff Road Extension
to 19th Street

Alternative D:
Reduced Development and
Reduced Development Area

Alternative E:
Reduced Development Area
(No Resort Inn)

Alternative F:
Increased Open
Space/Reduced
Development Area

SECTION 4.14 − PUBLIC SERVICES AND FACILITIES
Fire Protection
Threshold 4.14-1:
Result in substantial adverse
physical impacts associated with
the provision of new or physically
altered governmental facilities,
need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts,
in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times or
other performance objectives for
fire protection.

Less than significant with
mitigation – Site Planning Area
12b, the northerly block of Site
Planning Area 10a, and the
northerly block of Site Planning
Area 10b cannot be served by
Station Number 2 within the
established response time.
Implementation of the Mitigation
Program would adequately
reduce response times.

Less than proposed Project –
Since there would be no
development on site, the need for
fire protection service would
remain the same as it is currently.

Less than proposed Project –
The less intense uses (park and
recreational uses) under
Alternative B would require less
demand for fire protection
services. No physical
improvements would be
required to maintain an
acceptable level of service.

Same as proposed Project –
The same land use areas
would not be able to be served
by Station Number 2 within the
established response time.
Implementation of the
Mitigation Program would
adequately reduce response
times.

Same as proposed Project –
Incrementally less development
under Alternative D would
reduce the level of demand.
However, the same land use
areas would not be able to be
served by Station Number 2
within the established response
time. Implementation of the
Mitigation Program would
adequately reduce response
times.

Same as proposed Project –
Incrementally less development
under Alternative E would
reduce the level of demand.
However, the same land use
areas would not be able to be
served by Station Number 2
within the established response
time. Implementation of the
Mitigation Program would
adequately reduce response
times.

Less than proposed Project –
Incrementally less development
under Alternative F would
reduce the level of demand.
The development area that
could not be served by Station
Number 2 within the established
response time would be
reduced compared to the
proposed Project.
Implementation of the Mitigation
Program would adequately
reduce response times.

Police Protection
Threshold 4.14-3:
Result in substantial adverse
physical impacts associated with
the provision of new or physically
altered governmental facilities,
need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts,
in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times or
other performance objectives for
police protection.

Less than significant impact –
Police protection services can
be provided without the need for
new or physically altered
facilities.

Less than proposed Project –
Since there would be no
development on site, the need for
police protection service would
remain the same as it is currently.

Less than proposed Project –
The less intense uses (park
uses) under Alternative B would
require less demand for police
protection services. No physical
improvements required to
maintain an acceptable level of
service.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative C proposes the
same land uses as proposed
Project. No physical
improvements would be
required to maintain an
acceptable level of service.

Less than proposed Project –
Alternative D would include
fewer dwelling units and no
overnight accommodations,
which would reduce the level of
demand for police protection
services. No physical
improvements would be required
to maintain an acceptable level
of service.

Less than proposed Project –
The fact that there are no
overnight accommodations
under Alternative E would
reduce the level of demand for
police protection services. No
physical improvements would be
required to maintain an
acceptable level of service.

Less than proposed Project –
The fact that there are no
overnight accommodations or
visitor-serving commercial
under Alternative F would
reduce the level of demand for
police protection services. No
physical improvements would
be required to maintain an
acceptable level of service.

Schools
Threshold 4.14-5:
Result in substantial adverse
physical impacts associated with
the provision of new or physically
altered school facilities, need for
new or physically altered school
facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to
maintain acceptable levels of
service ratios or other
performance objectives for public
school facilities.

Less than significant impact –
Project-generated students
would attend Newport Mesa
Unified School District which
has capacity for all class levels
(K–12).

Less than proposed Project –
Since there would be no
development on site, the need for
schools would remain the same
as it is currently.

Less than proposed Project –
Park uses would not generate
students.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative C would have the
same student generation as
the proposed Project.

Less than proposed Project –
Fewer dwelling units under
Alternative D would generate
fewer students.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative E would have the
same student generation as the
proposed Project.

Same or similar to as proposed
Project – Alternative F would
have the same student
generation as the proposed
Project. Fewer students could
be generated based on the
School District’s distinction
between single-family attached
and single-family detached
units.
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TABLE 7-2 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVE IMPACTS COMPARED TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Topic

Proposed Project

Alternative A:
No Project

Alternative B:
General Plan Open Space
Designation

Alternative C:
Proposed Project without
North Bluff Road Extension
to 19th Street

Alternative D:
Reduced Development and
Reduced Development Area

Alternative E:
Reduced Development Area
(No Resort Inn)

Alternative F:
Increased Open
Space/Reduced
Development Area

Library Services
Threshold 4.14-7:
Result in substantial adverse
physical impacts associated with
the provision of new or physically
altered governmental facilities, or
need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts,
in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times or
other performance objectives for
library services.

No impact – Project would not
significantly impact library
services or create the need for
new or expanded library
facilities.

Less than proposed Project –
Since there would be no
development on site, the need for
library services would remain the
same as it is currently.

Less than proposed Project –
Park uses would not impact
library services.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative C would have the
same land uses as proposed
Project would have same
demand for library services.

Less than proposed Project –
Fewer dwelling units under
Alternative D would reduce the
demand on library services.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative E would have the
same number of residential units
as the proposed Project;
therefore, Alternative E would
have same demand for library
services.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative F would have the
same number of residential
units as proposed Project;
therefore, Alternative F would
have same demand for library
services.

Solid Waste
Threshold 4.14-9:
Result in substantial adverse
physical impacts associated with
the provision of new or physically
altered governmental facilities, or
need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts,
in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times or
other performance objectives for
solid waste services.

Less than significant impact –
The Project would not
significantly impact solid waste
services or create the need for
new or expanded solid waste
facilities.

Less than proposed Project –
Since there would be no
development on site, the need for
solid waste services would
remain the same as it is currently.

Less than proposed Project –
The less intense uses (park
uses) under Alternative B would
generate less demand for solid
waste services.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative C would have the
same land uses as the
proposed Project and would
generate the same amount of
solid waste.

Less than proposed Project –
Fewer dwelling units and no
overnight accommodations
under Alternative D would create
less demand for solid waste
services.

Less than proposed Project –
No overnight accommodations
under Alternative E would create
less demand for solid waste
services.

Less than proposed Project –
No overnight accommodations
and visitor-serving commercial
uses under Alternative F would
create less demand for solid
waste services.

Thresholds 4.14-2, 4.14-4, 4.146, 4.14-8, and 4.14-10:
Conflict with any applicable plan,
policy, or regulation of an agency
with jurisdiction over the project
(including, but not limited to the
general plan, specific plan, local
coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating
an environmental effect?

No impact – The Project is
consistent with applicable plans
and policies.

Same as proposed Project –The
City General Plan policies would
not be applicable because with
this Alternative the site would not
be annexed into the City.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative B would be
consistent with applicable plans
and policies.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative C would be
consistent with applicable
plans and policies.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative D would be
consistent with applicable plans
and policies.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative E would be
consistent with applicable plans
and policies.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative F would be
consistent with applicable plans
and policies.

Less than significant impact –
The Project would provide new
water lines and connections, the
impacts of which are addressed
as part of the development
project. No new or expanded
water treatment facilities would
be required.

Less than proposed Project –
Since there would be no
development on site, no new
infrastructure would be required.

Less than proposed Project –
Alternative B would have less
intense uses (park and
recreational uses) and would
require less water-related
infrastructure; however,
backbone infrastructure would
still be required.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative C would have the
same land uses as the
proposed Project and would
require the same
infrastructure. Impacts
associated with the provision
of infrastructure have been
included as part of the
analysis for the development.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative D would have fewer
dwelling units and no overnight
accommodations, which would
reduce the demand for water;
however, impacts related
infrastructure to distribute water
would be similar to the proposed
Project.

Same as proposed Project –
Since Alternative E would have
no overnight accommodations,
the demand for water would be
reduced; however, impacts
related infrastructure to
distribute water would be similar
to the proposed Project.

Same as proposed Project –
Since Alternative F would have
no overnight accommodations
or visitor-serving commercial,
the demand for water would be
reduced; however, impacts
related infrastructure to
distribute water would be similar
to the proposed Project.

SECTION 4.15 − UTILITIES
Water Supply
Threshold 4.15-1:
Require or result in the
construction of new water
treatment facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction
of which could cause significant
environmental effects?
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TABLE 7-2 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVE IMPACTS COMPARED TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Topic

Proposed Project

Alternative A:
No Project

Alternative B:
General Plan Open Space
Designation

Alternative C:
Proposed Project without
North Bluff Road Extension
to 19th Street

Alternative D:
Reduced Development and
Reduced Development Area

Alternative E:
Reduced Development Area
(No Resort Inn)

Alternative F:
Increased Open
Space/Reduced
Development Area

Threshold 4.15-2:
Have insufficient water supplies
available to serve the project from
existing entitlements and
resources, or are new or
expanded entitlements needed?

Less than significant impact –
The Project would increase
demand for water supply, but
the Water Supply Assessment
demonstrates that water
supplies are sufficient for
Project and other projected
growth.

Less than proposed Project –
Since there would be no
development on site, the site’s
current water needs would
remain the same.

Less than proposed Project –
The less intense uses (park and
recreational uses) under
Alternative B would result in less
water demand than the
proposed Project.

Same as proposed Project –
Since Alternative C would
have same land uses as
proposed Project, the water
demand would be the same as
for the proposed Project.

Less than proposed Project –
Alternative D would have fewer
dwelling units and no overnight
accommodations, which would
reduce the demand for water
compared to the proposed
Project.

Less than proposed Project –
Since Alternative E would have
no overnight accommodations,
the demand for water would be
reduced compared to the
proposed Project.

Less than proposed Project –
Since Alternative F would have
no overnight accommodations
or visitor-serving commercial,
the demand for water would be
reduced compared to the
proposed Project.

Wastewater Facilities
Threshold 4.15-4: Exceed
wastewater treatment
requirements of the applicable
Regional Water Quality Control
Board?
Threshold 4.15-5:
Result in a determination by the
wastewater treatment provider
which serves or may serve the
project that it has adequate
capacity to serve the project’s
projected demand in addition to
the provider’s existing
commitments?

Less than significant impact –
The Project would be subject to
RWQCB treatment
requirements, and Project flows
would not exceed the
established wastewater
treatment capacity.

Less than proposed Project –
Since there would be no
development on site, the
wastewater needs would remain
the same as current conditions.

Less than proposed Project –
Since there would be less
intense uses (park and
recreational uses) there would
be less wastewater generated
for treatment, However,
Alternative B would be subject
to the same requirements as the
proposed Project.

Same as proposed Project –
Wastewater generation under
Alternative C would be the
same as the proposed Project,
and Alternative C would be
subject to the same
requirements as the proposed
Project.

Less than proposed Project –
Since Alternative D would have
fewer dwelling units and no
overnight accommodations, the
demand for wastewater
treatment would be reduced
compared to the proposed
Project. However, Alternative D
would be subject to the same
requirements as the proposed
Project.

Less than proposed Project –
Since Alternative E would have
no overnight accommodations,
the demand for wastewater
treatment would be reduced
compared to the proposed
Project. However, Alternative E
would be subject to the same
requirements as the proposed
Project.

Less than proposed Project –
Since Alternative F would have
no overnight accommodations
or visitor-serving commercial,
the demand for wastewater
treatment would be reduced
compared to the proposed
Project. However, Alternative F
would be subject to the same
requirements as the proposed
Project.

Energy
Threshold 4.15-7:
Result in substantial adverse
physical impacts associated with
the provision of new or physically
altered energy transmission
facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to
maintain acceptable levels of
service?

Less than significant impact –
The electrical and natural gas
utility providers have indicated
their ability to serve the
proposed Project without
adversely affecting their ability
to continue serving the Project
area. Physical impacts related
to installation and/or relocation
of necessary infrastructure
includes air quality and noise
impacts addressed as part of
the Project.

Less than proposed Project –
Since there would be no
development on site, the utility
service needs would remain the
same as current conditions.

Less than proposed Project –
Less intense uses (park and
recreational uses) under
Alternative B would generate
less demand for electrical and
natural gas service compared to
the proposed Project.

Same as proposed Project –
Since Alternative C would
have the same land uses as
proposed Project, the same
demand would result.

Same as proposed Project –
Since Alternative D would have
fewer dwelling units and no
overnight accommodations, the
demand for electrical and
natural gas service would be
reduced compared to the
proposed Project. However, the
impacts associated with
provision of energy transmission
facilities would be the same as
the proposed Project.

Same as proposed Project –
Since Alternative E would have
no resort inn, the demand for
electrical and natural gas
service would be reduced
compared to the proposed
Project. However, the impacts
associated with provision of
energy transmission facilities
would be the same as the
proposed Project.

Same as proposed Project –
Since Alternative F would have
no resort inn or visitor-serving
commercial, the demand for
electrical and natural gas
service would be reduced
compared to the proposed
Project. However, the impacts
associated with provision of
energy transmission facilities
would be the same as the
proposed Project.

Thresholds 4.15-3, 4.15-6, and
4.15-8:
Conflict with any applicable plan,
policy, or regulation of an agency
with jurisdiction over the project
(including, but not limited to the
general plan, specific plan, local
coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating
an environmental effect?

No impact – The Project is
consistent with applicable plans
and policies.

Same as proposed Project –
Though Alternative A would not
implement improvements
identified in the General Plan
policies associated with utilities,
there would be no impact since
this alternative would not involve
annexation.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative B would implement
the Open Space concept in the
General Plan and would be
consistent with the applicable
policies.

Same as Proposed Project –
Alternative C would be
consistent with applicable
plans and policies.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative D would be
consistent with applicable plans
and policies.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative E would be
consistent with applicable plans
and policies.

Same as proposed Project –
Alternative F would be
consistent with applicable plans
and policies.

BMP: Best Management Practice; WQMP: Water Quality Management Plan; NPDES: National Pollutant Discharge Elimination Systems; LID: Low Impact Development; Caltrans: California Department of Transportation; RCB: reinforced concrete box; RAP: Remedial Action Plan; ACM: asbestos-containing
materials; LBP: lead-based paint; RHNA: Regional Housing Needs Assessment; NBR-PC: Newport Banning Ranch Planned Community Development Plan; SCAG: Southern California Association of Governments; MPAH: Orange County Master Plan of Arterial Highways; SCAQMD: South Coast Air Quality
Management District; AQMP: Air Quality Management Plan; NOx: nitrogen oxide; MM: mitigation measure; VOC: volatile organic compound; CO: carbon monoxide; VMT: vehicle miles traveled;O3 ozone; TAC: toxic air contaminants; GHG: greenhouse gas; MTCO2e/yr: metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent per
year; dBA: A-weighted decibels; CNEL: Community Noise Equivalent Level; RWQCB: Regional Water Quality Control Board.
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TABLE 7-3
COMPATIBILITY COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES WITH PROJECT OBJECTIVES

Project Objective

Alternatives
D

A

B

C

E

Project
z

No Build
{

Open Space &
Community
Park
z

No North
Bluff Road
Extension
z

Reduced
Footprint &
1,200 DU
z

Reduced
Footprint &
1,375 DU
z

F
Increased
Open Space/
Reduced
Footprint
z

1.

Provide a Project that implements the goals and policies that the Newport Beach General Plan has established for the Banning Ranch area.

2.

Preservation of a minimum of 50 percent of the Project site as open space to be used for habitat conservation, interpretive trails, and development
of public parks to meet the recreational needs of the community without the use of public funds.

z

{

z

z

z

z

z

3.

Development of a residential village of 1,375 residential units, offering a variety of housing types in a range of housing prices, including provision of
affordable housing to help meet the City’s Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA).

z

{

{

z



z

z

4.

Development of 75 overnight accommodations in a small resort inn including ancillary facilities and services such as a spa, meeting rooms, shops,
bars, and restaurants that would be open to the public.

z

{

{

z

{

{

{

5.

Development of 75,000 square feet of retail commercial uses oriented to serve the needs of local residents and visitors utilizing the resort inn and
the coastal recreational opportunities provided as part of the Project.

z

{

{

z

z

z



6.

Development of a land use plan that (1) provides a comprehensive design for the community that creates cohesive neighborhoods promoting a
sense of identity with a simple and understandable pattern of streets, a system of pedestrian walkways and bikeways that connect residential
neighborhoods, commercial uses, parks, open space and resort uses; (2) reduces overall vehicle miles travelled; (3) integrates landscaping that is
compatible with the surrounding open space/habitat areas and that enhances the pedestrian experience within residential areas; and (4) applies
architectural design criteria to orient residential buildings to the streets and walkways in a manner that enhances the streetscape scene.

z

{

{

z

z

z

z

7.

Provide for roadway improvements to improve and enhance regional circulation, minimize impacts of Project development on the existing
circulation system, and enhance public access while not developing more roadways than are needed for adequate regional circulation and coastal
access.

z

{

z

z

z

z

z

8.

Provide enhanced public access in the Coastal Zone through a system of pedestrian walkways, multi-use trails, and on-street bikeways designed
to encourage walking and biking as an alternative to the use of automobiles by providing connectivity among residential, commercial, park, open
space, and resort uses within the Project site and to existing adjacent open space, hiking and biking trails, the beach, and the Pacific Ocean.

z

{



z







Provide for the consolidation of oil resource extraction and related recovery operations in locations that minimize impacts to sensitive habitat areas
and promote compatibility with development of the remainder of the property for residential, resort, commercial, park, and open space uses.

z

{

z

z

z

z

z

10. Provide for the restoration and permanent preservation of habitat areas through implementation of a Habitat Restoration Plan (HRP) for the habitat
conservation, restoration, and mitigation areas (“Habitat Areas”) as depicted on the Master Development Plan.

z

{



z

z

z

z

11. Provide for long-term preservation and management of the Habitat Areas through the establishment of a conservation easement or deed restriction
and the creation of an endowment or other funding program.

z

{



z

z

z

z

12. Expand public recreational opportunities within the Coastal Zone, by providing sites suitable for development by the City of a public Community
Park and associated parking, and through development of publicly accessible parks and trails as part of the Project.

z

{

z

z

z

z

z

13. Improve the existing arroyo drainage courses located within the Project site to provide for higher quality habitat conditions than exist prior to the
time of Project implementation.

z

{



z

z

z

z

14. Implement a Water Quality Management Program within the Project site that will utilize existing natural treatment systems and that will improve the
quality of urban runoff from off-site and on-site sources prior to discharging into the Santa Ana River and the Semeniuk Slough.

z

{

{

z

z

z

z

15. Implement fire protection management solutions designed to protect development areas from fire hazards, to preserve sensitive habitat areas, and
to create fire-resistant habitat restoration areas within currently denuded, invasive-species laden, and/or otherwise degraded areas.

z

{



z

z

z

z

16. Provide compatibility between the Project and existing adjacent land uses.

z

{

z

z

z

z

z

9.

Legend:
z = Fully Implements
 = Partially Implements
{ = Does Not Implement
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7.5.1

ALTERNATIVE A: NO PROJECT

Description of the Alternative
Section 15126.6(e)(2) of the State CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR) specifies the following:
The “no project” analysis shall discuss the existing conditions at the time the
Notice of Preparation [NOP] is published, at the time environmental analysis is
commenced, as well as what would be reasonably expected to occur in the
foreseeable future if the project were not approved, based on current plans and
consistent with available infrastructure and community services.
Section 15126.6(e)(3)(B) of the State CEQA Guidelines indicates that when the project is not a
land use or regulatory plan, the “no project’ alternative
is the circumstance under which the project does not proceed. Here the
discussion would compare the environmental effects of the property remaining in
its existing state against environmental effects which would occur if the project is
approved. If disapproval of the project under consideration would result in
predictable actions by others … this “no project” consequence should be
discussed.
Alternative A assumes existing conditions on the Project site and the continuation and possible
expansion of oil exploration and oil production operations within the constraints of the existing
California Coastal Act regulatory exemption for petroleum production.2 No uses other than oil
operations would occur on the Project site. Further oil consolidation, clean up, and remediation
would not occur for the foreseeable future, and public access would not be provided. At the
eventual cessation of oil production operations, well abandonment and removal of certain
surface equipment and pipelines would occur in accordance with applicable State and local
requirements. This Alternative would not require any of the following: (1) an amendment to the
City of Newport Beach General Plan or Orange County MPAH; (2) a zone change; (3) a Coastal
Development Permit; or (4) any of the other actions associated with the proposed Newport
Banning Ranch Project. Approximately 361 acres of the 401.1-acre site within the City’s Sphere
of Influence would not be annexed into the City of Newport Beach.
The Project site is an active oilfield operation that has been in active operation since the
mid-1940s. Existing oil operations include 489 oil well sites and related oil facility infrastructure,
including pipelines, storage tanks, power poles, machinery, improved and unimproved
roadways, buildings, and oil processing facilities. Of the approximately 489 oil well sites, the City
operates 16 wells and an oil processing facility near the southwestern boundary of the Project
site, as accessed from West Coast Highway near the southwest corner of the Project site. The
remainder of the oil wells are operated by West Newport Oil Company.
Oil operations are subject to existing Coastal Commission Exemption E-7-27-73-144. It is
anticipated that oil production would continue on the Project site for an additional 30 to 40 years.

2

The majority of the Project site is within the County of Orange jurisdiction, which does not have any restrictions
on expanded oil exploration. With the No Project/No Development Alternative the site would not be annexed into
the City of Newport Beach; therefore, the City restrictions on new oil exploration would not be applicable. New
and replacement wells are drilled, as necessary, as part of ongoing oil operations. Though the precise number
and location of new and replacement wells is not known, it is reasonable to assume that continued drilling would
occur as part of the No Project Alternative within the parameters of the Coastal Development Permit Exemption.
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It is also assumed that no permits or approvals would be required for this Alternative since it
reflects a continuation of the existing uses.
Comparative Analysis of Environmental Impacts
Land Use and Related Planning Programs
The No Project Alternative (Alternative A) would not create any new development or cause
increases in the resident population of the City. Therefore, there would be no impact associated
with Threshold 4.1-1, which pertains to physically dividing an established community. As with
the proposed Project, this impact is considered less than significant for Alternative A. However,
this Alternative does avoid the significant and unavoidable land use compatibility impacts
associated noise and night lighting associated with the proposed Project.
Alternative A assumes the 361 acres within County jurisdiction would not be annexed to the City
of Newport Beach. Therefore, the City General Plan policies would not be applicable to the
majority of the Project site. However, since the Project site is within the City’s Sphere of
Influence, the City General Plan has been developed with the vision that the Newport Banning
Ranch property would be developed consistent with City land use designations and zoning. Not
annexing the Project site would conflict with applicable land use policies that have assumed that
Newport Banning Ranch would become part of the City. In addition, it would conflict with the
Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) policy that encourages the elimination of
unincorporated islands through annexation. The Project site would not provide for visitor-serving
or recreational land uses that have been assumed in the General Plan. This Alternative would
be inconsistent with the land use policies of the General Plan. For Threshold 4.1-2, Alternative A
would have greater impacts than the proposed Project.
Aesthetics and Visual Resources
Under the Alternative A scenario, the existing land uses would continue, with possible
expansion of oil exploration and oil production operations within the constraints of the Project
site’s existing California Coastal Act regulatory exemption for petroleum production. The City
does not have any designated scenic vistas, and West Coast Highway is not a State- or locally
designated scenic highway. Therefore, Alternative A would not result in an adverse effect on a
scenic vista (Threshold 4.2-1). As determined in Section 4.2, Aesthetics, the proposed Project
would have no impact on a scenic vista.
Under this Alternative, the aesthetic character of the Project site would not change substantially.
Alternative A would not result in topographical changes or modifications to the Project site.
There would be fewer visual changes to the Project site than those anticipated to occur under
the proposed Project. While there could be areas that may convert from natural vegetation to oil
exploration/production as a result of ongoing oilfield operations, the overall character of the area
would remain the same. While Alternative A would reduce the change to visual character of the
Project site compared to the proposed Project, the impact for both the proposed Project and
Alternative A would remain less than significant (Threshold 4.2-2). Additionally, it should be
noted that Alternative A does not provide for enhancement or restoration of the Project site.
Because Alternative A would not involve development of the Project site, no impacts related to
light and glare would occur, and no impacts associated with Threshold 4.2-3 would occur. The
proposed Project would result in increased lighting on the Project site; this is considered a
significant and unavoidable impact. Since there would be no light or glare introduced as part of
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Alternative A, this Alternative would eliminate the significant, unavoidable night lighting impact
associated with the proposed Project.
This Alternative would not meet the goals and policies as well as the proposed Project would.
Though Alternative A would not alter the existing conditions on site, it would not meet the
long-term goals of enhancing the public viewsheds. The site would remain relatively
undeveloped; it would continue to operate as an oilfield, and would not be publically accessible.
Though City General Plan policies would not be applicable to this Alternative because the
majority of the Project site would remain within County jurisdiction, overall it could marginally be
found to be consistent with the intent of the aesthetic resources goals and policies of the City of
Newport Beach General Plan and the California Coastal Act (Threshold 4.2-4).
Geology and Soils
With Alternative A, some on-site grading would occur associated with ongoing oilfield operations
and potential new drilling. However, substantially less grading would occur under Alternative A
than would be associated with the proposed Project. This Alternative would not expose people
or structures to substantial adverse effects from rupture of a known earthquake fault
(Threshold 4.3-1); seismic ground shaking (Threshold 4.3-2); seismic-related ground failure,
including liquefaction (Threshold 4.3-3); landslides (Threshold 4.3-4). Additionally, it would not
be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable (Threshold 4.3-6). Because there would be
limited on-site grading and no new development on the Project site, minimal soil erosion or the
loss of topsoil (Threshold 4.3-5), except to the extent occasioned by permitted oil operations
and exploration, would be expected. Though the proposed Project would utilize Best
Management Practices (BMPs) to minimize soil erosion and loss of topsoil, Alternative A would
result in less impacts of this nature than the proposed Project.
On-site soils have a low to medium expansion potential; however, because there would be such
limited on-site grading, this Alternative would not create substantial risks to life or property from
expansive soils (Threshold 4.3-7). Impacts with Alternative A would be less than those
associated with the proposed Project, which would minimize impacts through compliance with
the proposed Mitigation Program.
Though with this alternative scenario, the majority of the Project site would not be within the
jurisdictional boundaries of the City of Newport Beach, to ensure the analysis is comparable to
that done for the other alternatives, a consistency evaluation with applicable General Plan
policies from the Natural Resources Element and Safety Element and the California Coastal Act
was conducted (Threshold 4.3-8). The applicable policies pertain to requirements associated
with siting new development on the Project site and preserving the site’s natural topography and
features as a visual resource. This Alternative would only result in on-site grading associated
with ongoing oilfield operations, and it would not create new development on the Project site.
Both Alternative A and the proposed Project would be consistent with applicable policies.
The geotechnical impacts associated with the proposed Project would be reduced to less than
significant levels; the impacts with Alternative A would be less than with the proposed Project
because no construction activities are proposed.
Hydrology and Water Quality
Alternative A assumes that limited on-site grading would occur associated with ongoing oilfield
operations and potential new drilling. However, substantially less grading would occur under
Alternative A than would be associated with the proposed Project. Although not to the same
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extent as the proposed Project, there may be an increase in impervious surface or runoff and
the concentration of pollutants in storm water runoff may occur with Alternative A; however, it is
reasonable to assume that source-control and treatment-control BMPs would be required to
reduce impacts. Though Alternative A would result in fewer impacts from disturbance on site, it
would not provide the beneficial effects associated with natural treatment of runoff from off site.
The proposed Project incorporates two water quality basins (one in the Community Park and
one in the Open Space Preserve) to treat off-site urban runoff from Costa Mesa and Newport
Beach, as well as from the Project site (PDF 4.4-1). As a result, Alternative A would have
greater potential water quality impacts than the proposed Project (Thresholds 4.4-1, 4.4-6,
4.4-11, 4.4-12, and 4.4-13).
Although this Alternative would not involve changes to any existing drainage patterns, the
potential for an incremental increase in erosion on the Project site exists due to the additional
on-site grading that would likely be associated with ongoing oilfield operations and potential new
drilling. However, compared to the proposed Project, potential impacts would be less with
Alternative A (Thresholds 4.4-3 and 4.4-15).
This Alternative would not create any new development on the Project site; therefore, it would
not deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge. Though the proposed
Project would not draw on local groundwater, groundwater recharge would decrease under
Project conditions due to a reduction in pervious surface area. Therefore, Alternative A would
have fewer potential impacts than the proposed Project on groundwater levels. Impervious
surfaces may increase as a result of ongoing oilfield operations, which would result in an
increase in peak flow runoff or runoff volumes from the site; however, they would not increase to
the same extent as the proposed Project (Thresholds 4.4-2, 4.4-4 and 4.4-14). This Alternative
would generally maintain the current storm flow conditions and would not create or contribute
runoff water that would affect the capacity of existing or planned storm water drainage systems.
The proposed Project would implement improvements to the storm drain system. With the
Project, peak flow rates would be less than those in the existing condition and the storm drain
would experience reduced flood loading compared with the existing condition. Therefore, though
the impacts would be less than significant, Alternative A would have greater impacts on the
storm drain system than the proposed Project because it would not provide any improvements
(Threshold 4.4-5).
The proposed Project housing would be located outside the 100-year floodplain. Since this
Alternative would not include any new structures, no development or new land uses would be
placed within a 100-year floodplain. Both the proposed Project and Alternative A would have no
impacts pursuant to Thresholds 4.4-7 and 4.4-8.
The Project site is located at the lower end of the watershed and is not located within any dam
inundation areas. As with the proposed Project, this Alternative would not result in development
and/or structures, people, and/or structures would not be exposed to significant risk associated
with the failure of a levee or dam (Threshold 4.4-9).
There are no permanent standing water bodies in the Upland area, and inundation by tsunami is
not likely because of Project site elevations and the City’s existing Emergency Management
Plan. Therefore, this Alternative would not be subject to inundation by seiche, tsunami, or
mudflow. In addition, Alternative A does not propose any structures that would be affected by
inundation or mudflows; therefore, the impacts would be less than the proposed Project
(Threshold 4.4-10).
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Alternative A would not implement City policies established to protect water quality of natural
water bodies or promote pollution prevention. However, it should also be noted that, with this
Alternative, the majority of the Project site would continue to be outside the jurisdictional limits of
the City since annexation would not occur. This Alternative would not implement the other
General Plan policies associated with water quality enhancement as outlined in Table 4.4-25,
City of Newport Beach General Plan Consistency Evaluation, and Table 4.4-26, California
Coastal Act Consistency Analysis (Threshold 4.4-16). This Alternative would also continue the
current condition of allowing untreated runoff to enter the Semeniuk Slough and Lowland area.
For this threshold, Alternative A would have greater impacts than the proposed Project.
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Alternative A would allow for minor ground disturbance activities associated with ongoing oilfield
operations; however, potential impacts related to Thresholds 4.5-1 and 4.5-2—which pertain to
the creation of hazards associated with the transport, use, disposal and/or emissions of
hazardous materials and location on an identified hazardous materials site—would be less than
the proposed Project because any increase in operations would be minimal. Alternative A would
not modify ongoing operations, nor would it provide for the consolidation and remediation of a
majority of the site in the near term. However, remediation would be required consistent with
State and local requirements upon the future cessation of oilfield activities. The degree of
cleanup is determined by the future use of a property.
There would be no substantial change in emissions or generation of wastes in proximity to
existing schools; however, the proposed Project’s grading and site remediation processes could
potentially result in the release of contaminants, predominantly hydrocarbons, into the air during
soil disturbance due to aeration during handling (i.e., earth moving) of the contaminated soils.
Therefore, this Alternative would have fewer impacts than the proposed Project
(Threshold 4.5-3). However, Alternative A would not provide for the consolidation of oil
operations, which would move oil extraction activities further from the existing schools or site
remediation. The Project site is not identified on the Cortese List, which is compiled pursuant to
Section 65962.5 of the California Government Code (Threshold 4.5-4).
Threshold 4.5-5 pertains to consistency with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted
for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. The majority of the Project site
would not be within the City’s jurisdictional limits because this Alternative does not propose
annexation. The evaluation of consistency with applicable City policies has been prepared to
provide a comparison with the proposed Project. The No Project Alternative would not
implement applicable policies because it would not provide for the consolidation of oilfield
activities for the remediation of the site. The policies, which were outlined in Table 4.5-5, City of
Newport Beach General Plan Consistency Evaluation, call for (1) the prohibiting new oil and gas
extraction activities; (2) the consolidating and/or relocating existing oil operations; (3) limiting
hazards associated with oil operations; and (4) assessing and, if necessary, remediating soil
and groundwater contamination. This Alternative would be inconsistent with provisions of the
General Plan. For this threshold, Alternative A would have greater impacts than the proposed
Project.
Biological Resources
Alternative A would not result in on-site grading associated with new development and would
not create any new development on the Project site; however, it could include the continuation
and possible expansion of oil exploration and oil production operations consistent with existing
permits and approvals. By not developing the Project site, impacts on special status species
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would be less than the proposed Project due to the limited nature of site disturbance that would
occur. With Alternative A, there would be no substantial adverse effect on special status species
(Threshold 4.6-1). However, it cannot be stated that there would be no impacts because the
continuation and possible expansion of oil exploration/production is anticipated to continue to
degrade the existing habitat that supports special status species. These impacts could be
considered significant depending on the extent of unforeseen exploration and production
activities. In addition, the proposed Project includes revegetation of native habitat areas,
including, but not limited to, coastal sage scrub and vernal pools. These habitat types, along
with several others on site, have been impacted on site and throughout their range by invasive
non-native plant species. The proposed Project revegetation has the potential to result in a
higher long-term habitat quality (i.e., invasive species removed, human activity and disturbance
related to oilfield operations removed, and larger blocks of contiguous native habitat). However,
because Alternative A does not provide for any mechanism to require revegetation of native
habitats on site or to remove invasive non-native species, implementation of Alternative A would
allow for the continued decline of the native plant and wildlife species on site due to the lack of
required active resource management. Therefore, in the long-term, this Alternative would have
potentially greater impacts to these resources than would the proposed Project.
Due to the lack of development proposed, Alternative A would not involve a substantial adverse
effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional
plans, policies, regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), or the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) (Thresholds
4.6-2 and 4.6-3). However, as discussed above, the continuation and possible expansion of oil
exploration/production would continue to degrade the existing riparian and sensitive habitat
areas. These impacts could be considered significant depending on the extent of unforeseen
exploration and production activities. However, since impacts to riparian habitat would require
mitigation, it is assumed these impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels.
Presumably, there would be the ability to minimize impacts to riparian habitat with Alternative A
because the oil drilling operations would not require as much site disturbance as the proposed
Project. Therefore, the impacts would be less than those of the proposed Project.
This Alternative would not create any new development on the Project site; therefore, it would
not interfere with the movement of any native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, nor would it
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites (Threshold 4.6-4). Therefore, Alternative A would
have fewer impacts than the proposed Project for Thresholds 4.6-4.
As with the proposed Project, this Alternative would also not conflict with any local policies or
ordinances protecting biological resources or provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation
Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or State habitat
conservation plan (Threshold 4.6-5).
Population, Housing, and Employment
Alternative A would not (1) create any new jobs; (2) involve the development of additional
housing; or (3) cause increases in the resident population of the City. Therefore, there would be
no impact associated with Threshold 4.7-1, which pertains to inducing substantial population
growth. This impact is considered less than significant with the proposed Project.
Threshold 4.7-2 pertains to consistency with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted
for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. The General Plan identifies the
Newport Banning Ranch site as a location within the City that can provide opportunities for
residential development. This Alternative would not provide any housing opportunities to assist
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the City in meeting their Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) goals, whereas the
proposed Project, if approved, would provide housing and has provisions to help to meet the
City’s affordable housing requirements.
The General Plan Housing Element identifies several areas where land use changes may be
anticipated over the next 20 years, including new residential opportunities. In addition to the
Newport Banning Ranch site, new residential development is expected to occur as infill housing
and replacement of previously permitted retail and office development capacity. The key
opportunity areas identified in the Housing Element are Newport Banning Ranch, Corona del
Mar, West Newport Mesa, Mariner’s Mile, Balboa Peninsula, Dover Drive/Westcliff Drive,
Newport Center, the Balboa Peninsula, and Airport Area. With Alternative A, the City would
need to ensure that these remaining areas (i.e., the above-listed except for Newport Banning
Ranch) provide housing opportunities, including affordable housing. Given the near-built-out
nature of the City, elimination of housing on the Newport Banning Ranch site would require a
greater concentration of housing, including affordable housing, in these locations.
As discussed in Section 4.7 of this EIR, the proposed Project’s 1,375 units represent
approximately 36 percent of the City’s total new housing between 2010 and 2035 as projected
by California Demographic Research. The Project represents approximately 48 percent of the
City’s total new units as projected by the City’s General Plan by 2025 (between 2010 and
2025).This could be accommodated only by increasing the density elsewhere in the City.
Increasing density elsewhere may require a General Plan Amendment(s). The City Charter
Section 423 requires a vote if the number of dwelling units in any statistical area is increased by
more than 100. Therefore, Alternative A is not as effective as the proposed Project at meeting
the City RHNA goals if Newport Banning Ranch is not developed with housing.
Alternative A. would not provide the open space and recreational opportunities envisioned by
the Open Space designation on the General Plan and it would not provide the housing and
employment uses envisioned by the Residential Village designation. This Alternative would not
conflict with California Coastal Act provision pertaining to population and housing; however, it
would not provide for any visitor-serving uses. Therefore, Alternative A would have greater
impacts than the proposed Project for Threshold 4.7-2.
Recreation and Trails
Because Alternative A would not involve the generation of a new residential population, no
impacts to existing recreational facilities would occur. Since this Alternative would not provide
for the development of any recreational facilities, there would be no impacts associated with
Thresholds 4.8-1, 4.8-2, and 4.8-3, which all pertain to physical impacts associated with
construction of recreational facilities or accelerated physical deterioration associated with
increased use of existing facilities. There would be fewer impacts under this Alternative on the
Project site than with the proposed Project, which would result in impacts associated with the
provision of new parkland. However, if this Alternative were selected for implementation, the
housing and population envisioned under the General Plan for the Project site would have to be
located elsewhere in the City. Based upon the Alternative locations discussed above in which
these housing units would be developed (see Population, Housing and Employment discussion
above), the City would be less able to accommodate recreational facilities as compared to the
proposed Project.
With Alternative A, the Project site would not be annexed into the City. Therefore, the City
policies would not be applicable to the majority of the Project site. The evaluation of policy
consistency (Threshold 4.8-4) has been provided because the City General Plan has assumed
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that the property would become part of the City of Newport Beach and function to meet longterm recreational needs in the City. The General Plan’s Land Use Policy 6.5.2 identifies the
need for a Community Park to be located on the Project site, which would not occur under
Alternative A. In addition, by not providing any development, this Alternative would not
implement the other General Plan policies associated with recreational enhancement. The
policies, which were outlined in Table 4.8-3, City of Newport Beach General Plan Consistency
Evaluation, call for enhancing visitor-serving uses; providing a network of trails to connect
neighborhoods with Community Parklands and natural habitats; and providing improved
recreational facilities within the City. This Alternative would be inconsistent with provisions of the
General Plan. For this threshold, Alternative A would have greater impacts than the proposed
Project.
Transportation and Circulation
Under this scenario, no new traffic would be generated by development of the Project site and
no roads would be constructed through or onto the Project site.3 With the exception of limited
vehicular trips onto the Project site associated with existing oilfield operations, no vehicular trips
would be generated. There is no public access on the site.
Existing Conditions
Within the traffic study area, all intersections are currently operating at an acceptable level of
service (i.e., level of service [LOS] D or better) except for the three Costa Mesa intersections
listed below (intersections numbered as identified in Section 4.9, Transportation and
Circulation).
26. Newport Boulevard at Victoria Street/22nd Street (AM: LOS E)
36. Newport Boulevard at Harbor Boulevard (PM: LOS E)
37. Newport Boulevard at 18th Street/Rochester Street (PM: LOS E)
The Congestion Management Plan (CMP) intersection of Newport Boulevard at West Coast
Highway is operating at LOS D in the AM peak hour and LOS B in the PM peak hour. As such,
this intersection is currently operating at an acceptable level of service based on CMP criteria.
With respect to State Highway intersections in the traffic study area, all intersections are
currently operating at an acceptable level of service (LOS C or better) except for the following
intersection in the City of Costa Mesa:
26. Newport Boulevard at Victoria Street/22nd Street, (AM: LOS D)
Existing Plus Project
With Alternative A, the findings for the Existing Plus Project scenario would be the same as the
Existing Conditions because there no additional traffic would be generated by Alternative A.
With the proposed Project there would be greater impacts because in addition to the existing
deficiencies (Intersections 26, 36, and 37), the Superior Avenue at 17th Street intersection
(Intersection No. 43) declines from an acceptable to an unacceptable LOS.

3

This assumption is consistent with the definition of a No Project Alternative. Although no roads would be
constructed through or onto the Project site, this Alternative would not preclude future implementation of the
roadways.
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2016 Cumulative
The intersections listed below are forecasted to operate at deficient levels of service in 2016
without development on the Project site.
City of Newport Beach
9. Newport Boulevard at West Coast Highway (AM: LOS E)
City of Costa Mesa
26. Newport Boulevard at Victoria Street/22nd Street (AM: LOS F)
36. Newport Boulevard at Harbor Boulevard (PM: LOS F)
37. Newport Boulevard at 18th Street/Rochester Street (PM: LOS F)
Because Alternative A would not generate any additional traffic, these deficiencies would not be
associated with implementation of this Alternative. By comparison, with the addition of proposed
Project-related traffic, the following eight intersections would be impacted:
City of Newport Beach
9. Newport Boulevard at West Coast Highway (AM: LOS E)
City of Costa Mesa
28. Monrovia Avenue at 19th Street (AM: LOS E)
34. Newport Boulevard at 19th Street (PM: LOS E)
36. Newport Boulevard at Harbor Boulevard (PM: LOS F)
37. Newport Boulevard at 18th Street/Rochester Street (PM: LOS F)
42. Pomona Avenue at 17th Street (PM: LOS F)
43. Superior Avenue at 17th Street (PM: LOS E)
44. Newport Boulevard at 17th Street (PM: LOS E)
In addition, Newport Boulevard at Victoria Street/22nd Street (intersection 26) would operate at a
deficient LOS; however, this would not be as a result of Project related traffic.
General Plan Buildout
Under the General Plan Buildout scenario for Alternative A, the intersections listed below are
forecasted to operate at a deficient LOS without any new development.
City of Huntington Beach
19. Magnolia Street at Pacific Coast Highway (PM: LOS F, no Project impact)
City of Costa Mesa
34. Newport Boulevard at 19th Street (AM: LOS F, Project Impact: 0.011)
36. Newport Boulevard at Harbor Boulevard (PM: LOS F, Project impact: 0.011)
37. Newport Boulevard at 18th Street/Rochester Street (PM: LOS F, no Project impact)
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44. Newport Boulevard at 17th Street (PM: LOS E, no Project impact)
48. Irvine Avenue at 17th Street (PM: LOS E, no Project impact)
Since Alternative A would not generate any additional traffic, these impacts would not be
associated with Alternative A. With the addition of Project-related traffic, two of the six
intersections would have Project related impacts: Newport Boulevard at 19th Street and Newport
Boulevard at Harbor Boulevard.
Significant and unavoidable impacts to intersections in the Cities of Newport Beach and Costa
Mesa would not occur under Alternative A because no additional traffic would be generated
from the property. Therefore with respect to Threshold 4.9-1, no impact would occur associated
with Alternative A.
This Alternative would also not conflict with the CMP (Threshold 4.9-2). As with the proposed
Project, Alternative A would not substantially increase hazards due to a design feature,
incompatible land uses, or inadequate emergency access (Threshold 4.9-3). No parking impacts
would occur (Threshold 4.9-4).
With respect to Threshold 4.9-5, which addresses consistency with transportation-related plans,
policies, and regulations, Alternative A would not implement the City of Newport Beach General
Plan Circulation Element’s Master Plan of Streets and Highways or the Orange County MPAH.
The Master Plan of Streets and Highways and the Orange County MPAH depict a north-south
roadway through the Project site. This road would not be constructed under this Alternative.
15th Street currently terminates at Monrovia Avenue and is designated on the City’s General
Plan and the Orange County MPAH as a Primary (four-lane divided) west of Bluff Road.
Between Bluff Road and Monrovia Avenue, the City classifies it as a Primary and the Orange
County MPAH as a Secondary. The City depicts the westerly extension of 15th Street to West
Coast Highway through the Project site. As a part of the proposed Project, the deletion of the
extension of 15th Street from the Master Plan of Streets and Highways is proposed. Under this
Alternative, however, the 15th Street extension would not be constructed. The Project’s traffic
analysis (see Section 4.9) has determined that a second road connection through the Project
site to West Coast Highway is not required.
Extending 16th Street from its existing western terminus onto the Project site would not occur as
a part of this Alternative. The proposed Project assumes an amendment to the Orange County
MPAH to delete a second road through the Project site to West Coast Highway. The Orange
County MPAH identifies this second roadway connection from 17th Street westerly to West
Coast Highway. This would not occur under Alternative A.
Because Alternative A does not propose to implement any of the planned facilities, an
amendment to these planning documents is not proposed. This Alternative would not preclude
the future implementation of the roadways. However, it would have greater impacts with policy
consistency than the Project because it would result in substantial delays in the implementation
of the improvements proposed in circulation planning documents.
Air Quality
With Alternative A, because there would be no development, there would be no exceedance of
the assumptions used to develop the SCAQMD Air Quality Management Plans (AQMPs);
Alternative A would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of either the SCAQMD AQMPs

R:\Projects\Newport\J015\!Draft EIR\7.0 Alts-090311.doc

7-40

Newport Banning Ranch
Draft Environmental Impact Report

Section 7.0
Alternatives to the Proposed Project

(Threshold 4.10-1) or other applicable policies of agencies with jurisdiction over the Project
(Threshold 4.10-6).
Under Alternative A, there would be minimal activities associated with construction equipment
operations or fugitive dust generation; also, there would not be long-term use of natural gas,
consumer products, landscape equipment, or vehicles associated with development of
residential and commercial land uses. The possible expansion of oil exploration and production
could produce both temporary and long-term emissions of pollutants. It would be speculative to
estimate the magnitude of emissions from increased oilfield activities, but it may be assumed
that (1) temporary exploration and installation emissions would be substantially less than the
emissions estimated for constructing the proposed Project, which are provided in Table 4.10-7,
Estimated Maximum Daily Construction Emissions: Unmitigated; (2) long-term stationary source
emissions would be limited by South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) permit
requirements; and (3) increased long-term mobile source emissions for oilfield operations would
be substantially less than the emissions estimated for vehicles that would operate after
completion of the first phase of the proposed Project, which were found to be less than
significant (Table 4.10-9).
The impacts for Alternative A pursuant to Thresholds 4.10-2 and 4.10-3 would be less than for
the proposed Project. There would be no emissions that would violate any air quality standard
or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation (Threshold 4.10-2); or
result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the Project
region is in nonattainment under applicable National or California Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS or CAAQS, respectively) (Threshold 4.10-3); There would be no significant air quality
impacts under this Alternative, whereas the proposed Project would have significant and
unavoidable impacts during construction (Threshold 4.10-2) and long-term operation
(Threshold 4.10-3).
With the proposed Project there would be no toxic air contaminant (TAC) emissions from on-site
commercial activities or exposure of on-site residents to TACs (Threshold 4.10-4). Since
Alternative A does not propose any development there would be no impacts associated with
TAC. Additionally, neither the proposed Project nor Alternative A would create objectionable
odors affecting a substantial number of people (Threshold 4.10-5).
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Under Alternative A, there would be no construction activities or associated construction
equipment operations or development of residential, park, and commercial land uses. Thus,
there would be no short-term greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from construction activities or
long-term GHG emissions from vehicles or the consumption of electricity, natural gas, and water
associated with operations of residential, recreational, and commercial land uses. The possible
expansion of oil exploration and production would result in temporary and long-term emissions
of GHGs; these emissions would be substantially less than the threshold of 6,000 metric tons of
carbon dioxide equivalent per year (MTCO2e/yr) and substantially less than the amount
forecasted for the proposed Project (Threshold 4.11-1). However, it should be noted that the
proposed Project would be providing housing in a jobs-rich area, which would help offset an
incremental portion of the regional emissions. Neither the proposed Project nor Alternative A
would conflict with applicable plans, policies, or regulations adopted for the purpose of reducing
GHG emissions (Threshold 4.11-2).
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Noise
With Alternative A, there would be no construction activities or associated construction
equipment operations or development of residential, park, and commercial land uses. Thus,
there would be no construction noise impacts or long-term impacts from vehicles or stationary
sources associated with operation of residential, recreational, and commercial land uses. The
possible expansion of oil exploration and production could cause temporary noise impacts
depending on the location and hours of drilling. Because of the distance from the oilfields to
existing residences and the temporary nature of the drilling, the impacts would be less than
significant. There would be no substantial temporary or permanent increase in noise levels
(Thresholds 4.12-2 and 4.12-4) or exposure of persons to or generation of noise or vibration
levels in excess of standards (Thresholds 4.12-1 and 4.12-3). Therefore, Alternative A would
have fewer impacts compared to the proposed Project, which would have potential significant
and unavoidable impacts associated with construction and operations.
The Project site is not within an airport land use plan or near a private airstrip; there would be no
impacts from excessive aircraft noise levels (Thresholds 4.12-5 and 4.12-6). Alternative A noise
levels would not conflict with policies applicable to the Project (Threshold 4.12-7). Overall,
impacts of Alternative A related to noise would be less than the proposed Project.
Cultural and Paleontological Resources
Under Alternative A, the Project site would remain in its current condition and no direct or
indirect impacts to surrounding historic resources would occur (Threshold 4.13-1). Because
Alternative A would not involve excavation or grading activities beyond possible expansion of oil
exploration and oil production operations, the potential to discover previously unidentified
archaeological (Threshold 4.13-2) or paleontological resources (Threshold 4.13-3) would be
reduced compared to the proposed Project. For this same reason, Alternative A would have a
reduced potential for disturbance of human remains, including those interred outside formal
cemeteries (Threshold 4.13-4). The impacts to cultural resources with Alternative A would be
less than that of the proposed Project.
Threshold 4.13-5 pertains to consistency with any applicable plans, policies, or regulations
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. Since this Alternative
assumes the Project site would not be annexed, the City’s policies would not be applicable.
However, Alternative A would not conflict with applicable land use, historic resource, or natural
resource policies because it would not disturb known cultural resource sites. As a result, similar
to the proposed Project, this Alternative would be consistent with provisions of the General Plan.
Public Services and Facilities
The public services and facilities evaluated in the EIR include the following: Fire Protection,
Police Protection, Schools, Library Services, and Solid Waste. Because Alternative A would not
involve new development, no impacts to these public services and facilities would occur. Since
this Alternative would not provide for the development of any fire protection, police protection,
schools, library services, or solid waste facilities, there would be no impacts associated with
Thresholds 4.14-1 (fire services), 4.14-3 (police services), 4.14-5 (schools), 4.14-7 (library
services), or 4.14-9 (solid waste), which all pertain to physical impacts associated with
construction of new public service facilities or accelerated physical deterioration associated with
increased usage of existing facilities. For all services, Alternative A would have less impact than
the proposed Project.
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Thresholds 4.14-2 (fire services), 4.14-4 (police services), 4.14-6 (schools), 4.14-8 (library
services), and 4.14-10 (solid waste) pertain to consistency with any applicable plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.
Alternative A would not provide the infrastructure, nor would it implement the vision for the site
provided for in the General Plan. However, it would be a continuation of the existing use and
would not generate demand for the additional infrastructure. Continuation of the existing use
does not preclude implementation of service improvements off site (i.e., the site would not be a
missing link to services needed elsewhere in the City). However, the proposed Project would
provide fuel modification on the eastern boundary of the Project site, which would provide
further protection to existing homes in the City of Costa Mesa. However, it is assumed that
adequate protection was incorporated into the design when the existing housing was approved
by the City of Costa Mesa. Though the City General Plan policies would not be applicable to the
majority of the Project site because it would not be annexed into the City, neither the proposed
Project nor Alternative A would not conflict the City’s policies with regard to public services and
facilities.
Utilities
The utilities evaluated in the EIR include the following: water, wastewater facilities, and energy
(electricity and natural gas). Because Alternative A would not involve the generation of a new
residential population, no impacts to water, wastewater facilities, or energy would occur. Since
this Alternative would not provide for the development of any water, wastewater facilities, or
energy facilities, there would be no impacts associated with Thresholds 4.15-1 and 4.15-7,
which both pertain to physical impacts associated with construction of water and energy
facilities or accelerated physical deterioration associated with increased usage of existing
facilities. In addition, since there would be no generation of a new residential population,
demand for water, wastewater facilities, and energy service would not be required and there
would be no impacts associated with Thresholds 4.15-2, 4.15-4, and 4.15-5 which pertain to
water supplies, wastewater treatment requirements, and infrastructure capacity. The impact
would be less than with the proposed Project, which would generate a need for these resources.
Thresholds 4.15-3, 4.15-6, and 4.15-8 pertain to consistency with any applicable plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. This
Alternative assumes the site would not be annexed into the City; therefore, the City’s policies
would not be applicable to the majority of the Project site. However, since the General Plan
does assume the Newport Banning Ranch would ultimately be part of the City, a policy
evaluation has been provided for consistency. Alternative A would not implement the policies
identified for the Newport Banning Ranch site; however, the policies pertain to when
development occurs on the site (i.e., implement adequate infrastructure, sustainable
development practices, implement the Sewer System Management Plan and the Sewer Master
Plan). The continuation of the existing uses on the Newport Banning Ranch site would not
adversely affect these goals from being met elsewhere in the City. Therefore, as with the
proposed Project, there would not be an impact associated with policy consistency for
Alternative A or the proposed Project (Thresholds 4.15-3, 4.15-6, and 4.15-8).
Conclusion
Alternative A would have fewer impacts than the proposed Project pertaining to potential
aesthetic impacts, geotechnical constraints, hydrology and water quality, biological impacts,
potential exposure of the public to hazardous materials (construction only), traffic, air quality,
greenhouse gasses, noise, cultural resources, and impacts associated with the construction of
public services, utilities, and recreational facilities. It should be noted that saying Alternative A
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MPAH, the second connection is shown as the extension of 17th Street west of Bluff
Road to West Coast Highway as a Secondary (four-lane undivided) roadway between
Bluff Road and 15th Street and as a Primary (four-lane divided) between 15th Street and
West Coast Highway. The MPAH also shows an extension of 15th Street west of Bluff
Road. The Traffic Impact Analysis finds that a second roadway connection is not
required for either Alternative C or the proposed Project with the addition of cumulative
traffic. This deletion would require a General Plan Amendment to the Newport Beach
General Plan Circulation Element and an amendment to the Orange County MPAH.
19th Street Bridge: The Orange County MPAH and the City of Newport Beach’s General Plan
Circulation Element include the extension of 19th Street from its existing eastern terminus in the
City of Costa Mesa over the Santa Ana River and connecting to Brookhurst Street at Banning
Avenue to the west in the City of Huntington Beach. The 19th Street extension and river crossing
is shown on the Orange County MPAH as a Primary (four-lane, divided) Arterial. As such, the
General Plan Buildout scenarios included in the traffic analyses for both Alternative C and the
proposed Project assume the completion of the 19th Street Bridge as shown on the Orange
County MPAH, although the bridge is not a part of the Project or any Project alternative.
State Route 55 Freeway Extension: State Route (SR) 55 (Costa Mesa Freeway) provides
north-south access in Orange County from SR-91 (Riverside Freeway) to SR-1 (Pacific Coast
Highway). From SR-91 to 19th Street, SR-55 is a freeway facility. At 19th Street, the freeway
ends and merges with Newport Boulevard, and then continues southward into the City of
Newport Beach. The City of Costa Mesa Circulation Element depicts the extension of SR-55 as
a freeway between 19th Street and Industrial Way. The Orange County MPAH depicts the
freeway portion of SR-55 ending at its current terminus at 19th Street in Costa Mesa. The
potential extension of SR-55 and other access alternatives along this corridor have been the
subject of study and analysis for a number of years, and a Project Study Report/Project
Development Support (PSR/PDS) to study a number of alternatives is planned for the near
future. The traffic analyses for Alternative C and the proposed Project assume that the freeway
portion of SR-55 ends at its current terminus at 19th Street in Costa Mesa, consistent with the
Orange County MPAH assumptions.
General Plan Buildout Without Alternative C
Intersection Levels of Service: The intersections listed below are forecasted to operate at
deficient levels (LOS E or F) without Alternative C. All other traffic study area intersections are
forecasted to operate at an acceptable LOS (LOS D or better) in both peak hours.
City of Huntington Beach
19. Magnolia Street at Pacific Coast Highway (PM: LOS F)
City of Costa Mesa
34. Newport Boulevard at 19th Street (AM: LOS F, PM: LOS F)
36. Newport Boulevard at Harbor Boulevard (PM: LOS F)
37. Newport Boulevard at 18th Street/Rochester Street (PM: LOS F)
44. Newport Boulevard at 17th Street (PM: LOS E)
48. Irvine Avenue at 17th Street (PM: LOS E)
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All other intersections in the cities of Newport Beach, Huntington Beach, and Costa Mesa are
forecasted to operate at acceptable levels of service with buildout of their respective General
Plans and without Alternative C.
CMP Intersection: The CMP intersection of Newport Boulevard at West Coast Highway is
forecasted to operate at LOS D without Alternative C. This intersection would operate at an
acceptable LOS (LOS E) based on the CMP significance criteria.
State Highway Intersections: All State Highway intersections are forecasted to operate at
acceptable levels of service except for the following intersections which would operate at a
deficient LOS D or worse:
City of Huntington Beach
19. Magnolia Street at Pacific Coast Highway (PM: LOS E)
City of Costa Mesa
34. Newport Boulevard and 19th Street (AM: LOS D; PM: LOS D)
36. Newport Boulevard and Harbor Boulevard (PM: LOS D)
37. Newport Boulevard and 18th Street/Rochester Street (PM: LOS D)
44. Newport Boulevard and 17th Street (PM: LOS D)
General Plan Buildout With Alternative C
Intersection Levels of Service: Table 7-13 identifies the peak hour ICU/delay values and the
corresponding levels of service for the traffic study area intersections for General Plan buildout
with and without Alternative C. In some cases, even with the addition of Alternative C traffic the
volume to capacity (V/C) ratio improves when compared to the no development traffic
conditions. This is a result of one or more of the following conditions:
•

The reassignment of area traffic that would occur when the Bluff Road connection to
West Coast Highway through the site is constructed. Bluff Road and North Bluff Road
would provide an alternate route for traffic from Newport Beach and Costa Mesa that
currently travels on Superior Avenue or Newport Boulevard to reach West Coast
Highway.

•

The reassignment of trips by the NBTM to alternate routes, due to congestion at other
intersections.

•

The reassignment of trips by the NBTM that would be served more locally by the future
land uses that would otherwise travel farther or in another direction.
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TABLE 7-13
GENERAL PLAN BUILDOUT WITH ALTERNATIVE C: INTERSECTION OPERATIONS
No Project Development
AM Peak Hour

Huntington Beach

Newport Beach

Intersection
th

With Alternative C

PM Peak Hour

AM Peak Hour

Alternative C Impact

PM Peak Hour

Change

Control

ICU/
Delay

LOS

ICU/
Delay

LOS

ICU/
Delay

LOS

ICU/
Delay

LOS

AM

PM

Significant?
AM

PM

1

Monrovia Ave/16 St

S

0.32

A

0.31

A

0.34

A

0.36

A

0.018

0.044

No

No

2

Placentia Ave/15th St

S

0.43

A

0.59

A

0.53

A

0.51

A

0.106

-0.080

No

No

3

Superior Ave/15th St

S

0.38

A

0.46

A

0.52

A

0.47

A

0.144

0.009

No

No

4

Superior Ave/Placentia Ave

S

0.65

B

0.61

B

0.59

A

0.50

A

-0.056

-0.110

No

No

5

Newport Blvd/Hospital Rd

S

0.67

B

0.79

C

0.64

B

0.75

C

-0.025

-0.033

No

No

6

Orange St/West Coast Hwy

S

0.77

C

0.80

C

0.76

C

0.74

D

-0.006

-0.069

No

No

7

Prospect St/West Coast Hwy

S

0.90

D

0.85

D

0.90

D

0.88

D

0.002

0.031

No

No

8

Superior Ave/West Coast Hwy

S

0.85

D

0.81

D

0.89

D

0.86

D

0.033

0.046

No

No

9

Newport Blvd/West Coast Hwy

S

0.87

D

0.83

D

0.88

D

0.84

D

0.013

0.011

No

No

10

Riverside Ave/West Coast Hwy

S

0.72

C

0.87

D

0.73

C

0.88

D

0.012

0.013

No

No

11

Tustin Ave/West Coast Hwy

S

0.59

A

0.82

D

0.60

A

0.83

D

0.010

0.004

No

No

12

Dover Dr/West Coast Hwy

S

0.78

C

0.90

D

0.78

C

0.90

D

0.005

0.003

No

No

13

Magnolia St/Hamilton Ave

S

0.73

C

0.74

C

0.78

C

0.74

C

0.050

0.004

No

No

14

Bushard St/Hamilton Ave

S

0.54

A

0.65

B

0.54

A

0.64

B

-0.004

-0.007

No

No

15

Brookhurst St/Hamilton Ave (Victoria
St)

S

0.59

A

0.83

D

0.60

A

0.85

D

0.011

0.020

No

No

16

Magnolia St/Banning Ave

S

0.59

A

0.49

A

0.66

B

0.48

A

0.069

-0.006

No

No

17

Bushard St/Banning Ave

S

0.67

B

0.73

C

0.75

C

0.69

B

0.088

-0.037

No

No

18

Brookhurst St/Banning Ave

S

0.46

A

0.50

A

0.49

A

0.48

A

0.025

-0.024

No

No

19

Magnolia St/Pacific Coast Hwy

S

0.84

D

1.23

F

0.79

C

1.14

F

-0.052

-0.085

No

No

20

Brookhurst St/Bushard St

S

0.40

A

0.42

A

0.39

A

0.37

A

-0.012

-0.049

No

No

21

Brookhurst St/Pacific Coast Hwy

S

0.77

C

0.90

D

0.77

C

0.88

D

0.003

-0.022

No

No
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TABLE 7-13 (Continued)
GENERAL PLAN BUILDOUT WITH ALTERNATIVE C: INTERSECTION OPERATIONS
No Project Development
AM Peak Hour

Costa Mesa

Intersection

Control

ICU/
Delay

S
S
S
S
S

0.74
0.69
0.66
0.48
0.86

With Alternative C

PM Peak Hour

LOS

ICU/
Delay

C
B
B
A
D

0.82
0.82
0.79
0.43
0.53

AM Peak Hour

LOS

ICU/
Delay

D
D
C
A
A

0.73
0.71
0.66
0.48
0.87

Alternative C Impact

PM Peak Hour

Change

Significant?

LOS

ICU/
Delay

LOS

AM

PM

AM

PM

C
C
B
A
D

0.82
0.84
0.79
0.44
0.53

D
D
C
A
A

-0.007
0.013
0.005
0.000
0.004

0.000
0.022
0.000
0.009
0.002

No
No
No
No
No

No
No
No
No
No

22
23
24
25
26

Placentia Ave/Victoria St
Pomona Ave/Victoria St
Harbor Blvd/Victoria St
Newport Blvd/Victoria St
Newport Blvd /Victoria St (22nd St)

27

Whittier Ave/19th St

S

0.64

B

0.73

C

0.69

B

0.73

C

0.045

0.004

No

No

28
29
30
31

Monrovia Ave/19th St
Placentia Ave/19th St
Pomona Ave/19th St
Anaheim Ave/19th St

S
S
S
S

0.56
0.60
0.57
0.58

A
A
A
A

0.51
0.58
0.73
0.66

A
A
C
B

0.58
0.59
0.58
0.59

A
A
A
A

0.50
0.58
0.75
0.68

A
A
C
B

0.024
-0.011
0.012
0.003

-0.013
-0.006
0.022
0.012

No
No
No
No

No
No
No
No

32

Park Ave/19th St

S

0.53

A

0.59

A

0.53

A

0.60

A

0.003

0.006

No

No

33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45

Harbor Blvd/19th St
Newport Blvd/19th St
Newport Blvd/Broadway
Newport Blvd/Harbor Blvd
Newport Blvd/18th St (Rochester St)
Placentia Ave/18th St
Whittier Ave/17th St
Monrovia Ave/17th St
Placentia Ave/17th St
Pomona Ave/17th St
Superior Ave/17th St
Newport Blvd/17th St
Orange Ave/17th St

S
S
S
S
S
S
S
S
S
S
S
S
S

0.50
1.07
0.69
0.80
0.83
0.52
0.18
0.31
0.40
0.44
0.76
0.80
0.41

A
F
B
C
D
A
A
A
A
A
C
C
A

0.63
1.01
0.85
1.11
1.09
0.54
0.23
0.41
0.56
0.51
0.81
0.92
0.62

B
F
D
F
F
A
A
A
A
A
D
E
B

0.50
1.09
0.70
0.80
0.83
0.54
0.41
0.33
0.45
0.51
0.81
0.83
0.42

A
F
B
C
D
A
A
A
A
A
D
D
A

0.63
1.02
0.88
1.13
1.10
0.55
0.44
0.44
0.56
0.52
0.81
0.93
0.62

B
F
D
F
F
A
A
A
A
A
D
E
B

-0.002
0.023
0.006
0.006
0.004
0.027
0.231
0.018
0.050
0.062
0.049
0.027
0.005

0.001
0.008
0.021
0.021
0.016
0.009
0.218
0.030
0.000
0.006
-0.003
0.012
0.002

No
Yes
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No

No
No
No
Yes
Yes
No
No
No
No
No
No
Yes
No

46

Santa Ana Ave/17th St

S

0.43

A

0.51

A

0.43

A

0.50

A

-0.002

-0.010

No

No
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TABLE 7-13 (Continued)
GENERAL PLAN BUILDOUT WITH ALTERNATIVE C: INTERSECTION OPERATIONS
No Project Development
AM Peak Hour
Intersection
Costa Mesa

47

Tustin Ave/17 St
th

Control
S

PM Peak Hour

LOS

ICU/
Delay

0.45

A

AM Peak Hour

LOS

ICU/
Delay

0.58

A

Alternative C Impact

PM Peak Hour

Change

Significant?

LOS

ICU/
Delay

LOS

AM

PM

AM

PM

0.44

A

0.58

A

-0.007

0.003

No

No

48
49
50
51

Irvine Ave/17 St
Placentia Ave/16th St
Superior Ave/16th St
Newport Blvd/16th St

S
S
S
S

0.65
0.26
0.55
0.68

B
A
A
B

0.91
0.32
0.51
0.75

E
A
A
C

0.64
0.29
0.58
0.68

B
A
A
B

0.92
0.34
0.52
0.76

E
A
A
C

-0.009
0.031
0.022
0.004

0.003
0.020
0.010
0.004

No
No
No
No

No
No
No
No

52

Bluff Rd/Victoria St

53
On-Site

th

ICU/
Delay

With Alternative C

54
55
56
57

S

0.65

B

0.68

B

0.67

B

0.68

B

0.023

0.003

No

No

th

S

0.50

A

0.58

A

0.53

A

0.58

A

0.031

0.000

No

No

th

S
U
S
S

0.26
11.5
0.43
0.74

A
B
A
C

0.31
15.6
0.66
0.88

A
C
B
D

0.257
11.5
0.432
0.735

0.313
15.6
0.657
0.881

No
No
No
No

No
No
No
No

Bluff Rd/19 St
Bluff Rd/17 St
Bluff Rd/16th St
Bluff Rd/15th St
Bluff Rd/West Coast Hwy

N/A

ICU: Intersection Capacity Utilization; LOS: level of service; S: Signalized; U: Unsignalized; N/A: not applicable.
Notes: Bold and shaded values indicate intersections operating at LOS E or F.
Intersection operation is expressed in average seconds of delay per vehicle during the peak hour for unsignalized intersections using the HCM 2000 Methodology and is expressed in volume-tocapacity (v/c) for signalized intersections using the ICU Methodology.
Negative changes in ICU values may occur as a result of: the reassignment of traffic due to the Bluff Road connection to West Coast Highway; reassignment of trips in the traffic analysis model
due to congestion at other intersections, and trips served more locally by the new project that would otherwise travel farther or in another direction
Source: Kimley-Horn 2011.
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TABLE D
CITY OF COSTA MESA TRAFFIC MITIGATION REQUIREMENTS
LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE

Scenario

Peak
Period

Without Mitigation
ICU

LOS

With Mitigation
ICU

LOS

N/A

N/A

Intersection 34: Newport Boulevard/19th Street
Assumes the addition of a second southbound left-turn lane on Newport Blvd.
Existing + Project

N/A

N/A

N/A

2016 TPO
2016 Cumulative

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

AM

0.91

E

0.85

General Plan Buildout

D

AM

1.09

F

1.00

E

Intersection 36: Newport Blvd/Harbor Blvd
Addition of a fourth southbound through lane on Newport Boulevard. Improve the southbound approach of
Newport Boulevard to provide 3 through lanes and 1 shared through/right-turn lane and to improve the south leg
to accommodate a fourth receiving lane.
Existing + Project

PM

1.07

F

0.89

D

2016 TPO

PM

1.16

F

0.96

E

2016 Cumulative

PM

1.17

F

097

E

General Plan Buildout

PM

1.13

F

0.93

E

th

Intersection 37: Newport Blvd/18 St (Rochester St)
Assumes the southbound right-turn lane is converted to a southbound shared through/right lane on Newport
Blvd.
Existing + Project

PM

1.07

F

0.91

E

2016 TPO

PM

1.17

F

0.99

E

2016 Cumulative

PM

1.18

F

1.00

E

General Plan Buildout

PM

1.10

F

0.93

E

39.0

E

0.52

A
A

Intersection 42: Pomona Ave/17th St
Install traffic signal
Existing + Project

PM

2016 TPO

PM

51.3

F

0.55

2016 Cumulative

PM

58.4

F

0.57

A

General Plan Buildout

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Intersection 43: Superior Ave/17th St
Assumes the westbound approach is converted to provide 1 left, 1 shared/left, 1 through, and 1 dedicated rightturn lane.
Existing + Project

PM

0.94

E

0.83

D

2016 TPO

PM

1.01

F

0.89

D

2016 Cumulative

PM

1.02

F

0.90

D

General Plan Buildout

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Intersection 44: Newport Blvd/17th St
Assumes 1 dedicated northbound right-turn lane.
Existing + Project

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

2016 TPO

PM

0.93

E

0.90

D

2016 Cumulative

PM

0.93

E

0.90

D

General Plan Buildout

PM

0.93

E

0.89

D

ICU: Intersection Capacity Utilization; LOS: level of service; N/A: not applicable to the traffic scenario; TPO: Traffic Phasing
Ordinance.
Source: Kimley-Horn 2011.
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MM 4.9-3

Prior to the introduction of combustible materials on the Project site, emergency
fire access to the site shall be approved by the City of Newport Beach’s Public
Works and Fire Departments.

MM 4.9-4

Prior to the start of grading, the Applicant shall demonstrate to the City of
Newport Beach Fire Department that all existing and new access roads
surrounding the Project site are designated as fire lanes, and no parking shall be
permitted unless the accessway meets minimum width requirements of the
Public Works and Fire Departments. Parallel parking on one side may be
permitted if the road is a minimum 32 feet in width.

MM 4.9-5

Prior to the displacement of any private parking spaces associated with
improvements to 15th Street, the Applicant shall be responsible for the
construction of replacement parking on the Project site within the Community
Park site or in a location immediately proximate to the existing parking lot.

Level of Significance After Mitigation
The following summarizes the findings of Thresholds 4.9-1 and 4.9-2 with respect to the
analyzed traffic scenarios for Alternative C.
Existing Plus Alternative C
•

City of Newport Beach Intersections: No City of Newport Beach intersections would
be significantly impacted under the Existing Plus Alternative C scenario. This is also true
for the proposed Project.

•

City of Costa Mesa Intersections: Alternative C would significantly impact four
intersections in Costa Mesa, whereas the proposed Project would significantly impact
three intersections in Costa Mesa. As previously noted, this traffic scenario does not
accurately reflect the timing for development of Alternative C or the proposed Project.

•

Congestion Management Plan Intersection: The CMP intersection at Newport
Boulevard and West Coast Highway is forecasted to operate at an acceptable level of
service for both Alternative C and the proposed Project.

Year 2016 With Alternative C TPO Analysis
•

City of Newport Beach Intersections: Alternative C and the proposed Project would
significantly impact the intersection of Newport Boulevard at West Coast Highway in
Newport Beach. The impact can be mitigated to a level considered less than significant
with the implementation of the Mitigation Program.

•

City of Costa Mesa Intersections: Alternative C would significantly impact five
intersections; the proposed Project would significantly impact the same five intersections
as Alternative C, in addition to the intersections of Monrovia Avenue at 19th Street and
Newport Boulevard at 19th Street. Implementation of the Mitigation Program would
mitigate impacts to a level considered less than significant. However, the City of Newport
Beach cannot impose mitigation on another jurisdiction. Therefore, if the Applicant is
unable to reach an agreement with the City of Costa Mesa that would ensure that
Project impacts occurring in Costa Mesa would be mitigated concurrent with or
preceding the impact, for purposes of this EIR, the impacts to be mitigated by the
improvements would remain significant and unavoidable, and impacts would be
potentially greater than the proposed Project.
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Year 2016 Cumulative With Alternative C
•

City of Newport Beach Intersections: Both Alternative C and the proposed Project
would significantly impact the intersection of Newport Boulevard at West Coast Highway
in Newport Beach. The impact can be mitigated to a level considered less than
significant with the implementation of the Mitigation Program.

•

City of Costa Mesa Intersections. Alternative C would significantly impact six
intersections; the proposed Project would significantly impact seven intersections:
Monrovia Avenue at 19th Street and the same six intersections as Alternative C.
Implementation of the Mitigation Program would mitigate the impacts to a level
considered less than significant. However, the City of Newport Beach cannot impose
mitigation on another jurisdiction. Therefore, for purposes of this EIR, the impacts to be
mitigated by the improvements would remain significant and unavoidable, and impacts
associated with Alternative C would be potentially greater than the proposed Project.

•

Congestion Management Plan Intersection: Neither Alternative C nor the proposed
Project would cause the intersection of Newport Boulevard at West Coast Highway to fall
below the CMP LOS standards. Therefore, no significant impacts would occur.

•

State Highway Intersections: Both Alternative C and the Project would cause the
Newport Boulevard at 17th Street intersection to operate at LOS D, which is considered a
deficient level of service..

•

Freeway Mainline Segments: Neither Alternative C nor the Project would significantly
impact any freeway segments.

General Plan Buildout
•

City of Newport Beach Intersections: No Newport Beach intersections would be
significantly impacted by Alternative C or the proposed Project.

•

City of Costa Mesa Intersections: Alternative C would significantly impact four
intersections, and the proposed Project would significantly impact two of the four
intersections. Implementation of the Mitigation Program would mitigate impacts to a level
considered less than significant. However, the City of Newport Beach cannot impose
mitigation on another jurisdiction. Therefore, for purposes of this EIR, the impacts to be
mitigated by the improvements would remain significant and unavoidable, and impacts
associated with Alternative C would be potentially greater than the proposed Project.

•

Congestion Management Plan Intersection: Neither Alternative C nor the proposed
Project would cause the intersection of Newport Boulevard at West Coast Highway to fall
below the CMP LOS standards. Therefore, no significant impact would occur.

•

State Highway Intersections: Neither Alternative C nor the proposed Project would
cause any State intersections to operate at a deficient level of service. No significant
impact would occur.

As with the proposed Project, Alternative C would not substantially increase hazards due to a
design feature, incompatible land uses, or inadequate emergency access (Threshold 4.9-3). All
land uses would be required to provide adequate on-site parking; no parking impacts would
occur (Threshold 4.9-4). With respect to Threshold 4.9-5, which addresses consistency with
transportation-related plans, policies, and regulations, both the proposed Project and
Alternative C are considered consistent with the intent of the transportation-related goals and
policies of SCAG, the City of Newport Beach General Plan, and the California Coastal Act.
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The Mitigation Program outlined in Section 4.9.15 would also be applicable to Alternative C. As
with the proposed Project, Alternative C’s impacts on intersections within the City of Newport
Beach can be mitigated to a level considered less than significant. However, all measures in the
City of Costa Mesa would be subject to the approval of Costa Mesa and cannot be enforced by
the City of Newport Beach. Therefore, for both the proposed Project and Alternative C, for
purposes of this EIR, these impacts in the City of Costa Mesa would be significant and
unavoidable.
Air Quality
Alternative C construction emissions could be slightly reduced due to the elimination of a portion
of North Bluff Road. However, in terms of daily activity and associated emissions, Alternative C
would be essentially the same as the proposed Project. As described for the proposed Project,
without mitigation, regional (mass) emissions of NOx are forecasted to exceed applicable
thresholds in some construction years. Mitigation would reduce the emissions to less than
significant. However, the availability of sufficient Tier 4 diesel engine construction equipment
cannot be assured; thus the impact is potentially significant and unavoidable (Threshold 4.10-2).
Localized concentrations of CO, nitroxiden dioxide (NO2), large particulate matter (PM10), and
fine particulate matter (PM2.5) due to construction activities would not exceed the applicable
thresholds (Threshold 4.10-2).
As with the proposed Project, the cancer risk, the cancer burden, the chronic hazard risk, and
the acute hazard risk from TAC emissions with Alternative C to both off-site and on-site
receptors would be less than significant (Threshold 4.10-4).
Alternative C would eliminate a potential north-south connection from areas within and to the
south of the Project site to areas to the north of the site. Therefore, it may be assumed that
there would be an increase in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) when compared to the proposed
Project and, accordingly, a comparative increase in vehicle emissions. The increase would not
be substantial when compared to total Project emissions, and the long-term emissions impact
conclusions would be the same as for the proposed Project. Beyond 2020, pollutant emissions
of VOCs and CO would exceed SCAQMD CEQA significance thresholds, principally due to
vehicle operations. The impacts would be significant and unavoidable (Threshold 4.10-2).
Long-term emissions would be cumulatively significant (Threshold 4.10-3).
Localized CO concentrations at congested intersections, TAC emissions from the site, and
future on-site TAC concentrations would not exceed ambient air quality standards or CEQA
significance thresholds and would not expose persons to substantial pollutant concentrations.
Impacts would be less than significant (Thresholds 4.10-2 and 4.10-4). Potential odor impacts
would be less than significant (Threshold 4.10-5). Alternative C and the proposed Project would
have the same level of impact for each of these thresholds.
Proposed development would not exceed the assumptions used to develop the SCAQMD
AQMPs, and Alternative C would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the SCAQMD
AQMPs (Threshold 4.10-1) or other applicable policies of agencies with jurisdiction over the
Project (Threshold 4.10-6).
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Alternative C construction GHG emissions would be incrementally less than for the proposed
Project, because there would be no construction of North Bluff Road north of 17th Street.
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Long-term GHG emissions would be slightly greater with Alternative C compared to the
proposed Project. The increase in GHG would be associated with the small increase in VMT
when compared to the proposed Project because this Alternative would eliminate the full
extension of North Bluff Road, causing drivers to take longer routes. Therefore, it may be
assumed that there would be an increase in vehicle GHG emissions. As with the proposed
Project, it is estimated that the Alternative C long-term GHG emissions would exceed the 6,000
MTCO2e/yr significance threshold and would be a cumulatively significant impact
(Threshold 4.11-1). Without the construction of North Bluff Road between 17th Street and
19th Street, the GHG emission impacts of this Alternative would be slightly greater than the
proposed Project.
Neither the proposed Project nor Alternative C would conflict with applicable plans, policies, or
regulations adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions and there would be no impacts
(Threshold 4.11-2).
Noise
Construction noise impacts for Alternative C would be similar to those for the proposed Project,
except that there would be less impact to receptors near and north of 17th Street because North
Bluff Road north of 17th Street would not be built. There would be periodic, temporary,
unavoidable significant noise impacts that would cease upon completion of construction
activities (Threshold 4.12-2). Vibration impacts would be the same as for the proposed Project
(Threshold 4.12-3).
Cumulative noise levels on existing roadways for Alternative C would be slightly less than for
the proposed Project on roadways to the north and northeast of the Project site and slightly
greater on roadways to the east of the Project site because of the redistribution of traffic. The
noise level changes would be due to a combination of cumulative growth, a redistribution of
traffic resulting from the building of the Alternative C roads, and new trips generated by the
development of residential, commercial, and park uses. There would be a significant noise
impact on 17th Street west of Monrovia Avenue, the same as is forecasted for the proposed
Project. As with the proposed Project, mitigation is proposed but, because these impacts would
occur in the City of Costa Mesa and because the City of Newport Beach cannot dictate
mitigation outside its jurisdiction, it cannot be certain the mitigation would be implemented
(Thresholds 4.12-1 and 4.12-4). There would be a significant noise impact on 15th Street, west
of Monrovia Avenue in the Alternative C’s Existing Plus Project and 2016 with Project scenarios,
but not in the General Plan Buildout scenario, which is the same as is forecasted for the
proposed Project. Although there would be no change in total trip generation, there would be an
increase in traffic volumes on 15th Street due to a redistribution of traffic; thus the impact would
be slightly greater than the proposed Project. As with the proposed Project, the impact can be
mitigated to a less than significant level.
With Alternative C at General Plan buildout, future CNEL at the Newport Crest residences
facing the Project site would increase from approximately 9 to 15 dBA above existing noise
levels, which would be a significant noise impact. The noise increases would be approximately
0.4 dBA CNEL greater than with the proposed Project because traffic volumes on Bluff Road
would be approximately 10 percent greater than with the proposed Project. The increase in
traffic volumes is because the direct connection to 19th Street provided by North Bluff Road
would not be built. This would require vehicles to remain on Bluff Road and use an alternative
north-south route. As a result, there would be an increase in the number of vehicles on
Bluff Road. Noise-abatement measures could reduce noise to a compatible level as defined for
new development by the General Plan, but the increase would still exceed the significance
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criterion. Noise-abatement measures—including the construction of noise barriers to reduce
exterior noise impacts and upgrades for windows on the facades of homes facing Bluff Road to
reduce interior noise impacts—could reduce noise to a compatible level, as defined for new
development by the General Plan. However, as with the proposed Project, from a CEQA
perspective, the interior noise impacts on the first row of units in Newport Crest facing Newport
Banning Ranch would remain a significant and unavoidable impact because the City of Newport
Beach does not have the authority to mandate the implementation of mitigation on property that
is not on the Project site. Future noise levels at the California Seabreeze and Parkview Circle
residences would be reduced negligibly because North Bluff Road would not extend north of
17th Street. Future noise levels at the Carden Hall School would increase by less than 1 dBA;
the impact would be less than significant (Thresholds 4.12-1 and 4.12-4).
The potential for traffic noise impacts to proposed land uses would be the same or very similar
to those forecasted for the proposed Project. Noise land use compatibility would be the same as
for the proposed Project. Mitigation would be required to reduce traffic noise to proposed
residential uses adjacent to roadways to achieve the compatible noise levels required by the
General Plan and the California Code of Regulations (Threshold 4.12-1).
Noise impacts from stationary sources associated with new residential and commercial
development would be the same with Alternative C as with the proposed Project (Thresholds
4.12-1 and 4.12-4). Noise impacts from the possible drilling of new wells in the consolidated
oilfield would be the same as for the proposed Project (Threshold 4.12-2). The Project site is not
within an airport land use plan or near a private airstrip; there would be no impacts from
excessive aircraft noise levels (Thresholds 4.12-5 and 4.12-6). As with the proposed Project,
Alternative C would be consistent with the goals and policies of the City of Newport Beach
General Plan related to noise (Threshold 4.12-7).
Cultural and Paleontological Resources
Alternative C would develop the site with residential, commercial, resort inn, recreational, and
open space uses without the construction of North Bluff Road between 17th Street and
19th Street. Development under this Alternative would not impact any known historical resources
(Threshold 4.13-1); however, grading and excavation of the site would have the potential to
impact unknown historical resources, same as the proposed Project.
As with the proposed Project, Alternative C would involve oil consolidation operations and
development of the site. Therefore, there is the potential for discovery of previously unidentified
archaeological (Threshold 4.13-2) or paleontological resources (Threshold 4.13-3), same as the
proposed Project. Alternative C would impact known archaeological resources. More
specifically, three archaeological sites (CA-ORA-906, CA-ORA-839 and CA-ORA-844B) are
deemed eligible for listing on the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) and
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Disturbance activities could also impact unknown
resources. It should be noted that, by not developing the northern portion of Bluff Road, this
Alternative would help preserve CA-ORA-906 and not completely destroy the site, but oil
infrastructure removal could impact the site. This site also would be directly impacted by the
proposed Project.
There is no indication that burials are present on the site; however, as with the proposed
Project, under this Alternative there is potential for disturbance of human remains, including
those interred outside of formal cemeteries (Threshold 4.13-4). With the applicable mitigation,
impacts would be less than significant.
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Threshold 4.13-5 pertains to consistency with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted
for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. Alternative C would not conflict
with any goals or policies of the City of Newport Beach General Plan or the Coastal Act related
to historic, archaeological, and paleontological resources, same as the proposed Project. To
mitigate for potentially significant impacts, this Alternative would be required to comply with the
Mitigation Program set forth in the EIR. This Mitigation Program requires compliance with
standard practices for the identification, evaluation, and preservation of cultural resources
remains and/or the recovery of these remains in a manner that preserves the scientific and
historical value of the resource. This Alternative would be consistent with provisions of the
General Plan. For this threshold, this Alternative and the proposed Project would have no
impacts.
Public Services and Facilities
The public services and facilities evaluated in the EIR include the following: fire protection,
police protection, schools, library services, and solid waste. Alternative C assumes the same
land uses and same development plan as the proposed Project without the construction of
North Bluff Road between 17th Street and 19th Street. As a result, Alternative C would have the
same residential population as the proposed Project, and would have the same level of impact
on public services and facilities.
With Alternative C, potential impacts to fire protection service (Threshold 4.14-1) would remain
the same as the proposed Project and mitigation measures would reduce the impacts to less
than significant. Elimination of the northern extension of North Bluff Road would not
substantially alter emergency response times because the primary response would be from City
of Newport Beach facilities, which are located south of the Project site. As with the proposed
Project, the majority of the development proposed with this Alternative can be adequately
served through the use of existing City of Newport Beach fire and emergency medical services.
As with the proposed Project, Site Planning Area 12b, the northerly block of Site Planning Area
10a, and the northerly block of Site Planning Area 10b cannot be served by Station Number 2
within the established response time, which is a significant impact. As with the proposed
Project, implementation of the Mitigation Program would be required and potential impacts to
fire protection service associated with Alternative C would be less than significant (Threshold
4.14-1).
Potential impacts to police protection service (Threshold 4.14-3) associated with Alternative C
would be the same as with the proposed Project. Construction-related impacts such as
trespassing, theft, and vandalism would require police protection services; however, as with the
proposed Project, construction-related impacts would be less than significant. Operational
impacts associated with Alternative C, as with the proposed Project, could increase the demand
for police protection services; however, this demand would not require the construction of new
facilities, nor would it require the expansion of existing facilities that would result in physical
environmental impacts. Access to the site by the Newport Beach Police Department would not
be adversely impacted if the segment of North Bluff Road between 17th Street and 19th Street is
not constructed. Police protection services can be provided for Alternative C, as for the
proposed Project, without significantly impacting existing and planned development within the
City. Implementation of the Mitigation Program, including SC 4.14-1 (building and site safety
design recommendations) and SC 4.14-2 (site security), would ensure that adequate police
protection services can be provided to the site. As with the proposed Project, the impact of
Alternative C on police protection services would be less than significant.
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Potential impacts to schools (Threshold 4.14-5) associated with Alternative C would be the
same as with the proposed Project. The Project site is located within the Newport-Mesa Unified
School District (School District). Both the proposed Project and Alternative C would generate
approximately 161 elementary school students, approximately 42 middle school students, and
approximately 65 high school students. These students would attend schools within the School
District, which has capacity to accommodate the expected number of students. Access to the
schools that would be attended by children in the Newport Banning Ranch development would
not be adversely impacted by not providing the segment of North Bluff Road between 17th Street
and 19th Street. Implementation of the Mitigation Program, including SC 4.14-3 (payment of
developer fees) and SC 4.14-4 (application of General Obligation bond tax rate), would preclude
significant impacts to the School District associated with Alternative C. As with the proposed
Project, no significant impacts are anticipated with Alternative C.
Potential impacts to library service (Threshold 4.14-7) associated with Alternative C would
remain the same as the proposed Project. Implementation of the Mitigation Program, including
SC 4.14-5 (payment of required Property Excise Tax to the City of Newport Beach) would
further reduce potential impacts to library services. As with the proposed Project, Alternative C
would not create a need for new or expanded library facilities; therefore, there would be no
impact to library services.
Potential impacts to solid waste service (Threshold 4.14-9) associated with Alternative C would
remain the same as with the proposed Project. Both the proposed Project and Alternative C
would generate an estimated 19,456.3 pounds of solid waste per day or approximately
3,540.5 tons of solid waste annually. As with the proposed Project, less than significant impacts
to solid waste would result from implementation of Alternative C.
Thresholds 4.14-2, 4.14-4, 4.14-6, 4.14-8, and 4.14-10 pertain to consistency with any
applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect. As with the proposed Project, Alternative C would be consistent with
applicable policies
Utilities
The Utilities evaluated in the EIR include the following: Water, Wastewater Facilities, and
Energy (Electricity and Natural Gas). Alternative C assumes the same land uses and same
development plan as the proposed Project without the construction of North Bluff Road between
17th Street and 19th Street. As a result, Alternative C would have the same residential population
as the proposed Project, and would have the same level of impact on public services and
facilities.
As with the proposed Project, Alternative C would require the construction of new water lines
and connections (Threshold 4.15-1) both on site and off site. The impacts of the construction of
these facilities have been assumed in the impact analysis of this Alternative. Regarding water
supply (Threshold 4.15-2), based on the Water Supply Assessment, the City has indicated that
a sufficient supply of water is available during average, single-dry, and multiple-dry years that
would meet the anticipated water demand associated with the proposed Project, in addition to
the water demands of existing and planned future uses through year 2030. Because Alternative
C assumes the same land uses as the proposed Project, it can be assumed that there would be
sufficient water supply to serve Alternative C. As with the proposed Project, less than significant
impacts to water supply would result with Alternative C.
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As with the proposed Project, wastewater flows from the Project site for Alternative C would be
subject to treatment according to treatment requirements set forth by the RWQCB (Threshold
4.15-4). Project flows would not exceed the established wastewater treatment requirements for
Alternative C.
With Alternative C, an increase in wastewater would occur with discharge flowing to the Bitter
Point Pump Station. As with the proposed Project, there is a potential City-operated sewer lift
station would be constructed in the event that a gravity system cannot be incorporated
(Threshold 4.15-5). As with the proposed Project, Alternative C would require the construction of
new wastewater pipelines on site and one off-site connection on 16th Street; however, the
off-site connection would occur within existing street right-of-way and would not result in
environmental effects beyond those addressed as part of this Alternative. As with the proposed
Project, less than significant impacts to wastewater would result with Alternative C.
Alternative C would result in an increase in demand for electrical service and natural gas
service. As with the proposed Project, Alternative C is designed to avoid inefficient, wasteful,
and unnecessary energy consumption and to otherwise reduce energy consumption as
compared to standard construction practices. The electrical and natural gas utility providers
have indicated their ability to serve the proposed Project; therefore, it is assumed these service
providers would be able to adequately serve Alternative C. As with the proposed Project, there
would be less than significant impacts to additional demand for electricity and natural gas
services and infrastructure with implementation of Alternative C. Physical impacts related to
installation and/or relocation of necessary infrastructure include air quality and noise impacts.
Implementation of the Mitigation Program, including construction noise and short-term air quality
mitigation would reduce these physical impacts to a less than significant level. As with the
proposed Project, no significant impacts are anticipated with Alternative C (Threshold 4.15-7).
Thresholds 4.15-3, 4.15-6, and 4.15-8 pertain to consistency with any applicable plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. As with the
proposed Project, Alternative C would be consistent with applicable policies.
Conclusion
Alternative C is the same as the proposed Project, except that the extension of North Bluff Road
between 17th Street and 19th Street would not be constructed. As a result, the nature of the
impacts are the same as those discussed in Sections 4.1 through 4.15 of this EIR, with
incremental decreases in impacts associated with the amount of grading and disturbance to
native habitat and biological resources, and increased (qualitative and quantitative)
opportunities for habitat restoration. There is also a reduction in the amount of construction air
emissions and impacts to cultural resources disturbed. This Alternative would also have the
benefit of not having the road extension bisecting the open space area. However, Alternative C
would result in additional traffic using Bluff Road, which would result in an incremental increase
in traffic noise along this segment of roadway. In addition, this alternative would increase the
number of intersections that have project-related impacts. Additionally, should it be determined
at some point in the future that the connection of North Bluff Road to 19th Street is required, the
City or other entity would be responsible for implementing the improvement. This would not be
an expense borne by the developer. Subsequent CEQA analysis would likely be required and
permitting may be more difficult because the roadway would bisect lands that had been
remediated and were functioning as open space.
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Significant and Unavoidable Impacts
Alternative C would not eliminate or substantially lessen any of the significant and unavoidable
impacts identified with the proposed Project. The following significant and unavoidable impacts
would occur with Alternative C:
The following is a summary of the significant, unavoidable impacts associated with Alternative
C:
•

There would be land use incompatibility with respect to night illumination associated with
the Community Park and long-term noise impacts on those Newport Crest residences
immediately contiguous to the Project site. In addition, there would be a potential longrange noise impacts for residents on 17th Street west of Monrovia Avenue. For noise,
though mitigation is proposed, noise impacts would remain significant if the residents of
Newport Crest elect not to implement the mitigation measures to reduce the increased
interior noise levels and if the City of Costa Mesa does not implement the recommended
measure of resurfacing the street with rubberized asphalt (Threshold 4.1-1).

•

Alternative C would include a “dark sky” lighting regulations in the NBR-PC that would
apply to businesses (e.g., resort inn and neighborhood commercial uses) and
Homeowners Association-owned and operated land uses within 100 feet of the Open
Space Preserve. However, Alternative C would introduce nighttime lighting into a
currently unlit area. The Community Park is anticipated to have night lighting of active
sports fields, which could result in light spillover onto adjacent properties. The night
lighting impacts are considered significant and unavoidable. The City of Newport Beach
General Plan Final EIR found that the introduction of new sources of lighting associated
with development of the site would be considered significant and unavoidable. In
certifying the General Plan Final EIR and approving the General Plan project, the City
Council approved a Statement of Overriding Considerations, which notes that there are
specific economic, social, and other public benefits that outweigh the significant and
unavoidable impacts associated with the General Plan project (Threshold 4.2-3).

•

Alternative C would have impacts on intersections in the City of Costa Mesa.
Implementation of MM 4.9-2 would mitigate the impacts to a level considered less than
significant. However, the City of Newport Beach cannot impose mitigation on another
jurisdiction. Therefore, if the Applicant is unable to reach an agreement with the City of
Costa Mesa that would ensure that Project impacts occurring in Costa Mesa would be
mitigated concurrent with or preceding the impact, for purposes of this EIR, the impacts
to be mitigated by the improvements would remain significant and unavoidable. Pursuant
to Threshold 4.9-2, the following impacts were identified with the various traffic scenarios
evaluated:
–

Existing Plus Alternative C: Alternative C would significantly impact four intersections
in Costa Mesa, whereas the proposed Project would significantly impact three
intersections in Costa Mesa.

–

Year 2016 With Alternative C Transportation Phasing Ordinance (TPO). Alternative
C would significantly impact five intersections, compared to seven for the proposed
Project.

–

Year 2016 Cumulative With Alternative C. Alternative C would significantly impact six
intersections; the proposed Project would significantly impact seven intersections:
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–

General Plan Buildout with Alternative C. Alternative C would significantly impact four
intersections compared to the proposed Project would significantly impact two
intersections

•

Without mitigation, regional (mass) emissions of nitrogen oxides (NOx) are forecasted to
exceed applicable thresholds in some construction years. Though MM 4.10-1 would
reduce the emissions to a less than significant level, the availability of sufficient Tier 4
diesel engine construction equipment cannot be assured. Therefore, for purposes of this
EIR, the impacts are found to be significant and unavoidable impact (Threshold 4.10-2).

•

Long-term operational emissions of criteria pollutants would not exceed the SCAQMD
mass emissions thresholds from initial occupancy through 2020. However, as Alternative
C development continues beyond 2020, emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOC)
and carbon monoxide (CO) would exceed the significance thresholds, principally due to
vehicle operations. Therefore, the impacts remain significant and unavoidable
(Threshold 4.10-2).

•

Alternative C would have cumulatively considerable contributions to regional pollutant
concentrations of ozone (O3) (Threshold 4.10-3).

•

Alternative C would emit quantities of greenhouse gases (GHGs) that would exceed the
City’s 6,000 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent per year (MTCO2e/yr) significance
threshold. Development associated with Alternative C would make a cumulatively
considerable contribution to the global GHG inventory affecting global climate change
(Threshold 4.11-1).

•

For the Existing Plus Project, 2016 with Project, and General Plan Buildout scenarios,
the increased traffic volumes on 17th Street west of Monrovia Avenue would expose
sensitive receptors to noise level increases in excess of the City of Newport Beach’s
standards for changes to the ambient noise levels. At buildout, noise levels would also
exceed significance thresholds in the City of Costa Mesa. MM 4.12-5 requires the
Applicant to provide funds to the City of Costa Mesa to resurface the street with
rubberized asphalt; however, the City of Newport Beach has no ability to ensuring that
the mitigation would be implemented. Therefore, the forecasted impact to residents of
17th Street west of Monrovia is considered significant and unavoidable
(Threshold 4.12-2).

•

For portions of the Newport Crest development, there would be a significant increase in
the ambient noise level due to the projected traffic volumes in the buildout condition of
Alternative C. MM 4.12-6 would reduce impacts to levels within the “Clearly Compatible”
or “Normally Compatible” classifications but would remain above the 5 dBA significance
criterion in the General Plan. MM 4.12-7 would provide interior noise attenuation but
because the City of Newport Beach does not have the authority to mandate the
implementation of mitigation on private property that is not on the Project site, the impact
would be significant and unavoidable (Thresholds 4.12-4).

•

Use of construction equipment would result in a substantial temporary increase in
ambient noise levels to nearby noise-sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the Project.
Due to the low existing ambient noise levels, the proximity of the noise-sensitive
receptors, and duration of construction activities, the temporary noise increases would
be significant and unavoidable (Threshold 4.12-2).
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Feasibility and Ability to Meet Project Objectives
Alternative C is a potentially feasible alternative. It is able to meet the Project objectives as
effectively as the proposed Project, with the exception of Objective 7. This objective reads:
“Provide for roadway improvements to improve and enhance regional circulation, minimize
impacts of Project development on the existing circulation system, and enhance public access
while not developing more roadways than are needed for adequate regional circulation and
coastal access.” Alternative C does not operate as effectively as the proposed Project in
meeting this objective because it results in an additional intersection operating at a deficient
level of service. Additionally, it does not construct a segment of the local and regional
transportation network.
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7.5.4

ALTERNATIVE D: REDUCED DEVELOPMENT AND REDUCED DEVELOPMENT
AREA (NO RESORT INN AND 1,200 UNITS)

Description of the Alternative
Alternative D was developed to evaluate whether the Project objectives could be met, while
decreasing the Project impacts by reducing the number of residential and hotel units and the
overall Project footprint. This Alternative would result in a minimal reduction in the number of
acres impacted by the development and, in that respect, would reduce impacts (Table 7-1
provides a comparison of the acres for each alternative). However, it would not totally avoid the
significant impacts associated with the proposed Project.
Alternative D assumes both a reduction in the amount of development that would occur on the
Project site and a reduction in the acreage associated with that development. The same
roadway system is proposed. When compared to the proposed Project, Alternative D would
allow for 1,200 du, including an affordable housing component per the6; 60,000 sf of
neighborhood commercial uses (compared to 75,000 sf); 15,000 sf of visitor-serving commercial
uses (in place of a 75-room resort inn); approximately 39.1 acres of parks including a 24.8gross-acre Community Park (compared to approximately 51 total acres of parklands for the
proposed Project).7 The 15,000 sf of visitor-serving commercial use would be predominately
restaurant uses. Alternative D does not include a Nature Center or interpretive trails. Similarly,
the pedestrian bridge and the internal trail network would not be implemented as part of this
Alternative. Open space uses would increase from 252.3 gross acres to 269.1 gross acres. The
development area (residential, commercial, and visitor-serving uses) would decrease from
97.4 gross acres to 92.9 gross acres. As with the proposed Project, the Community Park would
be constructed by the Applicant as part of this Alternative; it would be offered for dedication to
the City; and, upon acceptance, it would be maintained by the City.
Alternative D would require the same discretionary actions as noted for the proposed Project. It
is assumed that a Mitigation Program similar to what is proposed for the Project would be
required for Alternative D. Though the nature of the mitigation would be the same, for some
topical areas, such as biological resources, the mitigation requirements may be slightly less
because the number of acres of habitat impacted would be less.
Exhibit 7-7, Alternative D: Reduced Development and Reduced Development Area, depicts the
land use plan for Alternative D. Table 7-15 identifies the land uses and acreage associated with
the allowable land uses. The exhibit reflects the land uses that would be allowed, which is not
the same as the limits of land disturbance. Additional impacts would be associated with the
oilfield remediation, fuel modification, and any trails that ultimately are provided by other parties
in open space area.

6
7

The number of required affordable units would be 15 percent of the total number of approved units.
Alternative D assumes compliance with Quimby Act, which would require approximately 15 acres of parkland
based on 5 acres of park per 1,000 persons; the City assumes 2.19 persons per dwelling unit.
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TABLE 7-15
ALTERNATIVE D STATISTICAL SUMMARY

Gross
Acresa

Land Use District

Planned
Dwelling
Units

Maximum
Maximum
Permitted
Permitted
Commercial
Overnight
sf
Accommodations

Open Space
LOS

Lowland Open Spaceb

130.6

UOS

Upland Open Spaceb

122.0

OF

Interim Oil Facilitiesc
Subtotal Open Space

–

–

–

16.5

–

–

–

269.1

–

–

–

24.8

–

–

–

Public Parks/Recreation
CP

Community Park
d

BP

Bluff Park

Subtotal Public Parks/Recreation

14.3

–

–

–

39.1

–

–

–

Visitor-Serving Commercial
VSC

Visitor-Serving Commerciale
Subtotal Visitor-Serving Commercial

2.0

–

15,000

–

2.0

–

15,000

–

Residential
Residential (up to 10 du/ac)e

R

Subtotal Residential

70.0

645

–

–

70.0

645

–

–

20.9

555

60,000

–

Mixed-Use/Residential
MU/R

Mixed-Use/Residential (up to 35 du/ac)e
Subtotal Mixed-Use/Residential

20.9

555

60,000

0

Total Project

401.1

1,200

75,000

0

sf: square footage; du/ac: dwelling unit per acre
a

Gross acres are measured to centerlines of all public roads where such roads are shown on the plan. Gross acres are
computed using geographic information system (GIS) technology with accuracy to 10 decimal places. Acres are shown in this
table to 1 decimal place.

b

The Right-of-Way Reservation for the 19 Street Extension contains approximately 3.1 acres.

c

The Interim Oil Facilities (Open Space Land Use) District includes: (1) the existing oil operations site near West Coast
Highway; (2) the oil consolidation site near the middle of the Lowland; and (3) an oil access road (non-exclusive easement)
connecting the two working sites.

d

Gross acres for the Bluff Park District may include fuel management zones and landscape focal points and greens.

e

Gross acres for the Residential District, the Visitor-Serving Commercial District, and the Mixed-Use/Residential District may
include fuel management zones, privately owned and maintained parks and recreational facilities, and landscape focal points
and greens.

th

Source: FORMA 2011.

Comparative Analysis of Environmental Impacts
Land Use and Related Planning Programs
Alternative D would result in approximately 13 percent fewer dwelling units than the proposed
Project and no overnight accommodations (i.e., the 75-room resort inn). As previously described
in Section 4.1.7 of Section 4.1, Land Use and Related Planning Programs, the Project site is
surrounded by established communities of residential development and is an active oilfield.
There are no other uses on site or public access to the site. Therefore, as with the proposed
Project, Alternative D would not physically divide an established community (Threshold 4.1-1).
However, as with the proposed Project, there would be land use incompatibility with respect to
night illumination associated with the Community Park and long-term noise impacts on those
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Newport Crest residences immediately contiguous to the Project site. In addition, there would be
a potential long-range noise impacts for residents on 17th Street west of Monrovia Avenue. For
noise, though mitigation is proposed, noise impacts would remain significant if the residents of
Newport Crest elect not to implement the mitigation measures to reduce the increased interior
noise levels and if the City of Costa Mesa does not implement the recommended measure of
resurfacing the street with rubberized asphalt.
Threshold 4.1-2 pertains to consistency with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted
for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. As with the proposed Project,
Alternative D would be consistent with land use policies, outlined in Table 4.1-6, City of Newport
Beach General Plan Consistency Evaluation. However, this Alternative would not provide
visitor-serving uses in the form of overnight accommodations, as called for in the City’s General
Plan and the Coastal Act. Without the overnight accommodations component, this Alternative
would not provide job opportunities to the same extent as the proposed Project. These were
project elements that the City, when preparing the updated General Plan, identified for the
Newport Banning Ranch site. Though this would not be considered a significant impact, when
evaluating the consistency of Alternative D and the proposed Project with applicable planning
programs, the proposed Project has a greater level of compliance. Therefore, Alternative D
would have greater impacts than the proposed Project for this threshold.
Aesthetics and Visual Resources
The City does not have any designated scenic vistas, and West Coast Highway is not a Stateor locally designated scenic highway. Therefore, similar to the proposed Project, Alternative D
would not result in any impacts to this type of resource (Threshold 4.2-1).
Compared to the proposed Project, Alternative D assumes both a reduction in the amount of
development that would occur on the Project site and a reduction in the acreage associated with
that development. The same roadway system is proposed, including the North Bluff Road. While
Alternative D would provide slightly more open space than the proposed Project, the overall
visual changes to the Project site associated with the implementation of Alternative D would be
similar to those anticipated to occur under the proposed Project. The site would be converted
from an active oilfield to a developed condition. Visibly notable features of the proposed Project
that would not be constructed with Alternative D are the resort inn and the pedestrian/bicycle
bridge over West Coast Highway. Removal of the resort inn would reduce the mass of the
buildings visible from key locations, such as West Coast Highway. The removal of the
pedestrian bridge would also reduce the change to views from West Coast Highway. Though
these are important components, the visual changes to the Project site associated with the
implementation of Alternative D would not be substantially different from the proposed Project.
The character of the Project site would change to a suburban environment, consistent with the
surrounding uses. Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative D would not result in a significant
topographical or aesthetic impact (Threshold 4.2-2).
Under both the proposed Project and this Alternative, significant and unavoidable impacts would
occur with the creation of nighttime light. Because Alternative D would be developed with
generally the same land uses, Alternative D would introduce new sources of light on the Project
site similar to the proposed Project, resulting in nighttime lighting into a currently unlit area. This
increased nighttime lighting on the Project site is considered a significant unavoidable impact
(Threshold 4.2-3). As discussed for the proposed Project, as part of the General Plan update,
the City identifies the need for having an active park, with lighted ball fields. The City of Newport
Beach General Plan Final EIR finds that the introduction of new sources of lighting associated
with development of the site would be considered significant and unavoidable. The conclusions
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