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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
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NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND 
1220 PACIFIC HIGHWAY 

SAN DIEGO, CA 92132-5190 

5090 
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April 13, 1998 

Ladies and Gentlemen: 

The enclosed Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the Realignment of E-2 
Squadrons from Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) Miramar is provided for your review 
and comments. In accordance with the Clean Air Act, as amended, Appendix D in 
Volume II of the FEIS contains a draft Conformity Determination for the proposed 
realignment. The Navy finds that the proposed action conforms to the applicable State 
Implementation Plan pursuant to 40 CFR 51.858(a)(5)(i)(A). 

The public Notice of Availability will appear in the Federal Register on April 17, 1998. 

Written comments on both the FEIS and draft Conformity Determination must be 
forwarded to this office by May 18, 1998. Comments may be faxed to (619) 532-1242. 

If you have any questions, please contact the undersigned at (619) 532-2456. 

Sincerely, 

KELLY K. KNIGHT 
Environmental Planner 
By direction of the Commander 



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (EIS) FOR 
REALIGNMENT OF E-2 SQUADRONS FROM MARINE CORPS AIR STATION MIRAMAR 

Lead Agency for the EIS: US Department of the Navy 

Title of Proposed Action: Realignment of E-2 Squadrons from Marine Corps Air Station Miramar 

Affected Jurisdictions: Ventura, Fresno, Kings, and Imperial Counties, California 

Designation: Final Environmental Impact Statement and Final Draft Clean Air Act 
Conformity Determination 

Abstract 

The purpose of the proposed action is to meet the legal directives of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Act of 1990 (DBCRA) Public Law No. 101-510 to realign E-2 aircraft and facilities. The proposed action will 
relocate four E-2 aircraft squadrons and related support personnel, equipment,.and functions from MCAS 
Miramar to one of three alternative naval bases in California. The proposed action includes siting 16 E-2 
aircraft, relocating 988 associated personnel and their families, and expanding or constructing facilities to 
support aircraft and personnel, and to provide associated training functions. In addition to the increased 
staffing and equipment levels, there would be an increase in Navy training activities and an increase in flight 
operations at the receiving installation. The three installations considered for the receiving base are Naval Air 
Weapons Station (NAWS) Point Mugu (the preferred alternative), Naval Air Station (NAS) Lemoore, and 
Naval Air Facility (NAF) El Centro. NAS North Island was initially considered as a potential alternative base, 
but was eliminated due to the need to support Clean Air Act, as amended, 42 United States Code (USC) §§ 7401 
et seq., requirements with regard to the BRAC-mandated Marine Corps realignment to MCAS Miramar. 

This EIS evaluates the potential environmental impacts that may result from constructing and/or operating 
airfield, training, maintenance and personnel support faculties required to carry on the E-2 mission at the three 
alternative base locations. This EIS has been prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy 
ACT (NEPA) of 1969 as amended, 42 USC §§ 4321 et seq., the Council on Environmental Quality implementing 
regulations, 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) §§ 1500-1508 (1997), and the Navy's NEPA implementing 
regulations (Chief of Naval Operations Instruction [OPNAVINST] 5090.1B [1994]). This EIS also has been 
prepared in accordance with the DBCRA and the pertinent base closure and realignment decisions of the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission approved by the President and accepted by Congress in 
September 1993 and September 1995. 

The EIS analyzes potential environmental impacts of the proposed action on biological resources, 
hydrology/surface water quality, land use and airspace, socioeconomics, traffic and circulation, air quality, 
noise, aesthetics and visual resources, utilities and services, cultural resources, public health and safety, and 
hazardous materials and wastes. Potentially significant and mitigable environmental impacts include impacts 
to air quality, schools, and cultural resources at NAWS Point Mugu, schools at NAS Lemoore, and biological 
resources, noise/land use compatibility, and exceedence of imaginary surfaces (aircraft operations) at NAF El 
Centro. Unavoidable adverse impacts have not been identified. 

Prepared by: 
US Department of Defense, Department of the Navy 

Point of Contact: Ms. Kelly Knight 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Southwest Division 

1220 Pacific Highway, Code 553.KK 
San Diego, California 92132-5190 

Phone: (619) 532-2456 
Facsimile: (619) 532-1242 

March 1998 
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ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS 

jtg/m3 

AB 
ACHP 
ACM 
ADT 
AEWWINGPAC 
AFB 
AHERA 
AB 
AICUZ 
AMD 
APCD 
APE 
APZ 
ARPA 
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AST 
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asbestos-containing material 
average daily trips 
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Air Force Base 
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area of potential effect 
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bachelor officer's quarters 
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California Department of Transportation 
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California Air Resources Board 
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California Coastal Commission 
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California Coastal Management Program 
California Code of Regulations 
California Department of Fish and Game 
Cooperative Engagement Capability 
Council on Environmental Quality 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act 
cubic feet per day 
Code of Federal Regulations 
California Health & Safety Code 
cubic meters per day 
Calleguas Municipal Water District 
community noise equivalent level 
Chief of Naval Operations 
carbon monoxide 
Army Corps of Engineers 
Commander Naval Air Force Pacific Fleet 
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CVP 
CVPIA 
CWA 
CZMA 
dB 
dBA 
DBCRA 
DDT 
DEIS 
DOD 
DRMO 
DTSC 
DWR 
EA 
EIFS 
EIS 
EMR 
EMT 
EPCRA 
ESQD 
FAA 
FCLP 
FEIS 
FEMA 
FFPA 
FHWÄ 
FIFRA 
FIRM 
FR 
FRS 
FS 
FTA 

gPd 

HARD 
HERF 
HERO 
HERP 
HRS 
HSWA 
I 
IAS 
ICS 
IDC 
IFR 
IID 
IR 
IRP 
JATO 
KCWMA 
KV 
KWH 
LBP 
LCP 

Central Valley Project 
Central Valley Project Improvement Act 
Clean Water Act 
Coastal Zone Management Act 
decibel 
A-weighted decibel scale 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act 
dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane 
draft environmental impact statement 
Department Of Defense 
Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office 
California Department of Toxic Substances Control 
Department of Water Resources 
environmental assessment 
Economic Impact Forecast System 
environmental impact statement 
electromagnetic radiation 
Emergency Medical Technician 
Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act 
explosive safety quantity distance 
Federal Aviation Administration 
field carrier landing practice 
final environmental impact statement 
Federal Emergency Management Agency 
Farmland Protection Policy Act 
Federal Highway Administration 
Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and Rodenticide Act 
flood insurance rate map 
Federal Register 
fleet replacement squadron 
feasibility study 
Federal Transit Administration 
gallons per day 
Historic and Archeological Resources Protection 
Navy regulations for hazards of electromagnetic radiation to fuel 
Navy regulations for hazards of electromagnetic radiation to ordnance 
Navy hazards of electromagnetic radiation to personnel program 
Hazard ranking system 
Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments 
Interstate 
initial assessment study 
Imperial County Sanitation 
Independent duty corpsman 
instrument flight rule 
Imperial Irrigation District 
instrument route 
Installation Restoration Program 
jet assisted take-off 
Kings County Waste Management Authority 
kilovolt 
kilowatt hour 
lead-based paint 
Local Coastal Program 

0544 E-2 Aircraft Squadrons Realignment Final Environmental Impact Statement March 1998 



ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS (continued) 

Ldn 
Leq 
LOS 
Lpd 
MCAS 
MCB 
mg/L 
mgd 
mgy 
MUCON 
mLd 
mLy 
MMPA 
MOA 
MOU 
MSL 
MTR 
MW 
MWR 
NAAQS 
NAESU 
NAF 
NAGPRA 
NALF 
NAS 
NASLEMINST 
NAVAIR 
NAWC 
NAWS 
NCBC 
NEPA 
NESHAP 
NEX 
NFIP 
NHPA 
NMFS 
N02 

NOI 
NOx 
NPDES 
NRHP 
NSR 
03 

ODD 
OPNAVINST 
OSHA 
OTF 
OWS 
PA 
PCBs 
pCi/L 
PG&E 
PHWA 

day-night average sound level 
equivalent noise level 
level of service 
liters per day 
Marine Corps air station 
Marine Corps base 
milligrams per liter 
million gallons per day 
million gallons per year 
military construction 
million liters per day 
million liters per year 
Marine Mammal Protection Act 
military operations area 
Memorandum of Understanding 
mean sea level 
military training route 
megawatts 
Morale, Welfare, and Recreation 
national ambient air quality standards 
Naval Aviation Support Engineering Unit 
Naval Air Facility 
Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act 
Naval Auxiliary Landing Field 
Naval Air Station 
Naval Air Station Lemoore Instruction 
Naval Air Systems Command 
Naval Air Weapons Center 
Naval Air Weapons Station 
Naval Construction Battalion Center 
National Environmental Policy Act 
National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants 
Naval Exchange 
National Flood Insurance Program 
National Historic Preservation Act 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
nitrogen dioxide 
Notice of Intent 
oxides of nitrogen (nitric oxide plus nitrogen dioxide) 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
National Register of Historic Places 
new source review 
ozone 
Oxnard Drainage Ditch 
Office of the Chief of Naval Operations Instruction 
Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
operational trainer facility 
oil/water separators 
preliminary assessment 
Polychlorinated biphenyls 
picocuries per liter 
Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
Port Hueneme Water Agency 
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PL 
PMRAA 
PM,o 
ppm 
PSD 
PTO 
PWT 
RA 
RAP 
RATCF 
RCRA 
RD 
RI 
ROD 
ROG 
ROI 
RONA 
RTV 
RWQCB 
SARA 
SB 
SCAG 
SCE 
SCGC 
SCIF 
SD 
SHPO 
SI 
SIP 
SJVAB 
SJVUAPCD 
so2 
SOCALOPAREA 
SOP 
SOx 
SPCC 
SR 
SRA 
SWAT 
SWPPP 
SWRCB 
T/R 
TDS 
TSCA 
US 
use 
USDA 
USEPA 
USFWS 
UST 
UWCD 
V/C 
VCAPCD 

public law 
Point Mugu Regional Airport Authority 
inhalable paniculate matter 
parts per million 
prevention of significant deterioration 
permit to operate 
Public Works Transportation 
remedial action 
Remedial Action Plans 
radar air traffic control facility 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
remedial design 
remedial investigation 
Record of Decision 
reactive organic compounds 
region of influence 
Record of Non-applicability 
rational threshold value 
Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act 
Senate Bill 
Southern California Association of Governments 
Southern California Edison 
Southern California Gas Company 
special compartmented information facility 
site discovery 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
site inspection 
State Implementation Plan 
San Joaquin Valley Air Basin 
San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District 
sulphur dioxide 
Southern California Operations Area 
standard operating procedures 
sulfur oxides 
spill prevention control and countermeasure 
state route 
subregional area 
Special Weapons and Tactic Team 
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
State Water Resources Control Board 
Training and Readiness 
total dissolved solids 
Toxic Substances Control Act 
United States 
United States Code 
US Department of Agriculture 
US Environmental Protection Agency 
US Fish and Wildlife Service 
underground storage tank 
United Water Conservation District 
volume-to-capacity ratio 
Ventura County Air Pollution Control District 
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VCCMP Ventura County Congestion Management Program 
VFR visual flight rule 
VR visual route 
WAP A Western Area Power Administration 
WQCP Water Quality Control Plans 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This environmental impact statement (EIS) analyzes the potential impacts to the 

environment that may result from the proposed realignment of four E-2 aircraft 

squadrons and related support personnel, equipment, and functions from Naval 

Air Station (NAS) Miramar to one of three alternative naval air stations. This 
document has been prepared in accordance with the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 as amended, 42 USC § 4321 et seq., the Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) implementing regulations, 40 CFR §§ 1500-1508 
(1997), and the Navy's NEPA implementing regulations (Office of the Chief of 

Naval Operations Instruction [OPNAVINST] 5090.1B [1994]). The Navy is the 

lead agency for the decision regarding the selection of the receiving installation. 

This EIS also has been prepared in accordance with the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Act of 1990 (DBCRA), Public Law No. 101-510, and the pertinent 
base closure and realignment decisions of the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission approved by the President and accepted by Congress in 
September 1993 and September 1995. DBCRA established the Defense Base 

Closure and Realignment Commission (BRAC Commission) for the purpose of 

ensuring a timely, independent, and fair process for closing and realigning United 

States (US) military installations. 

PURPOSE OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 

The purpose of the proposed action is to meet the legal directives of the DBCRA 
to realign E-2 aircraft and facilities. The proposed action includes siting 16 E-2 

aircraft, relocating 988 associated personnel and their family members, and 

expanding or constructing facilities to support aircraft and personnel, and to 

provide associated training functions. In addition to the increased staffing and 

equipment levels, there would be an increase in training and volume of flight 

operations at the receiving installation with the proposed action. The E-2 aircraft 

use regular FAA flight tracks and would not use military training routes (MTRs). 

The three installations considered for the receiving base are Naval Air Weapons 

Station (NAWS) Point Mugu, NAS Lemoore, and Naval Air Facility (NAF) El 

Centra, all in California (Section 1.2). The locations of these bases are shown on 

Figure ES-1. 
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NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION 

The proposed action is pursuant to 1993 and 1995 BRAC Commission 
recommendations. In 1993, the BRAC Commission recommended that the 
Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) El Toro, California be closed and its aircraft 

along with their dedicated personnel, equipment, and support be relocated to 

other naval air stations, primarily NAS Miramar, California, and MCAS/Marine 

Corps Base (MCB) Camp Pendleton, California. In associated actions, the 

squadrons and related activities at NAS Miramar would be moved to other naval 

air stations, primarily NAS Lemoore and NAS Fallon, Nevada in order to make 

room for the relocation of MCAS El Toro squadrons. 

In 1995, the BRAC Commission modified the 1993 BRAC Commission- 

recommended receiving sites from NAS Lemoore and NAS Fallon to other naval 

air stations, primarily NAS Oceana, Virginia, NAS North Island, California, and 

NAS Fallon, Nevada. 

The President approved and Congress accepted these recommendations. In 

September 1997, the Navy transferred ownership of NAS Miramar to the Marine 

Corps. The base was redesignated MCAS Miramar. The transfer of ownership to 

the Marine Corps requires that the Navy relocate the four E-2 squadrons now at 
MCAS Miramar to a receiving Navy installation. The E-2 squadrons have 
operational and logistical requirements, including specific airfield capabilities, 
training efficiencies, and infrastructure, that the Navy had to consider when 

selecting the receiving installation (Section 1.3). 

The Navy has realigned the F-14 and TOPGUN/TOPDOME squadrons formerly 
stationed at NAS Miramar to NAS Oceana and NAS Fallon, respectively, in 
accordance with the 1995 BRAC Commission recommendation. However, 
because they do not fulfill the criteria, the NAS Oceana and NAS Fallon locations 
specified in the 1995 BRAC Commission recommendations were eliminated from 
further consideration as E-2 squadron receiving installations. NAS North Island 
was also eliminated from consideration due to the need to support Clean Air Act 
(CAA) requirements with regard to the Marine Corps realignment to MCAS 

Miramar. 

PUBLIC SCOPING 

Issues and concerns related to the proposed action were solicited during the public 

scoping period conducted from May 1 to June 6, 1996. The purpose of the public 

scoping process is to solicit comments on the proposed action, the range of 

alternatives, and any potential environmental issues associated with the 

alternatives. The scoping process included publishing notices in the Federal 

Register and local newspapers, holding public meetings in the vicinity of the 

alternative receiving 
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installations, and mailing information to agencies, organizations, and individuals 
who might be interested in the proposed action. The Navy considered comments 
received during the scoping process in determining the issues to be evaluated in 
this EIS. The public was notified of the Navy's intent to prepare this EIS by a 
notice of intent (NOI) published in the May 1, 1996, Federal Register (Volume 61, 

Number 85) (Section 1.5). 

Overall, approximately 155 individuals attended the scoping meetings, and 68 

persons provided public testimony. In addition, 48 letters were received from 

members of the public; interested groups; and federal, state, and local agencies 

(Section 1.5). A summary of the scoping comments is included in Appendix A. 

PUBLIC REVIEW PROCESS 

The public was invited to comment on the draft environmental impact statement 

(DEIS) during a 45-day public review period. A notice of availability was 

published in the Federal Register, public notices were mailed to those on the 

mailing list, and press releases were issued. Three public hearings were held to 

receive oral comments on the DEIS. Thirty comment letters and 27 oral 
comments were received during the review process. The comments and responses 
to the comments are included in the Comments and Responses section of this EIS. 
NEPA provides for a 30-day review period after publication of the Final EIS 

(FEIS), prior to a final Record of Decision (ROD). 

PROPOSED ACTION 

The proposed action evaluated in this EIS is the realignment of four E-2 squadrons 

(16 aircraft total) and associated support personnel and their families from NAS 
Miramar. To support this action, facilities would need to be constructed, 

expanded, and renovated at the receiving base. The amount of construction 
necessary would be determined by which receiving base is selected. The schedules 
will vary depending on the base selected. Regardless of which alternative is 
selected, construction cannot be completed at the receiving site before the E-2 
squadrons and support functions are required to move. They would operate at the 
receiving site initially from temporary facilities. It is essential that construction is 
not delayed; prolonged operation from temporary facilities would cause 

unacceptable negative impact on operational readiness. 

In addition to the increased staffing and equipment levels, the volume of flight 

operations would increase at the receiving installation with the proposed action. 

The following discussion provides a more detailed description of the proposed 

action (Section 2.1). 

Aircraft. The proposed action would relocate four E-2 squadrons with four 

aircraft each (16 aircraft total).    Realignment of the E-2 aircraft squadrons is 
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scheduled to occur in July 1998 through January 1999. Squadrons would relocate 

over six months due to deployment cycles. 

Aircraft operations. The E-2 squadrons addressed by the EIS are existing aircraft 

currently based in San Diego County. These aircraft conduct most of their 

training activities off the coast of southern California or at facilities such as NAWS 

China Lake. The E-2 aircraft use the Sea Range for joint fleet exercises and 

realignment will not change their involvement in these exercises. Relocating these 

squadrons will not alter the types, scale, or general locations of training programs 

in which these aircraft participate. The only change will be the location for these 

aircraft between training assignments. Except for FCLPs, no other aircraft flight 

activities are expected to increase due to E-2 squadron relocation. Annual E-2 

aircraft operations addressed in the EIS include: 1,009 annual take-offs and landings 
(sorties), 4,960 field carrier landing practice (FCLP) cycles, 3,404 automated carrier 

landing system (ACLS) cycles, 851 "touch and go" cycles, and 160 ground 
controlled approach (GCA) cycles (ATAC 1997). Sixty six percent of the 

FCLPs/ACLSs are conducted during evening/nightime hours to simulate 
nighttime aircraft carrier landings. Daily aircraft maintenance activities are 

conducted after flights are completed. Squadron workforce needs diminish 

through the night as daily maintenance requirements are satisfied. 

Typically, each squadron is away from the home base for a period of 14-15 months 

every two years. Over this period, each squadron spends approximately six 

months deployed to the Western Pacific; two months deployed to Panama doing 
counter-drug operations; and approximately seven months away from home base 
involved in air wing/battle group training. An average of two squadrons of E-2s 
are at the home base at any one time. 

Personnel. Realignment of the four E-2 squadrons and associated functions would 

relocate a total of 988 personnel, consisting of approximately 130 officers, 818 

enlisted personnel, and 40 civilians, to the receiving installation. These 988 
personnel consist of 612 squadron personnel (153 each) and 376 administrative and 

support employees. In addition to squadron and support personnel, the Navy 
would relocate to the receiving installation approximately 1,500 family members, 

including approximately 710 spouses and 790 children. Realignment of the entire 

E-2 community would involve approximately 2,488 people. These population 

estimates are approximate and subject to change and refinement. 

To generate extra support at some of the bases, it is anticipated that auxiliary 

civilian personnel would be hired (8 at NAWS Point Mugu, 0 at NAS Lemoore, 

and 65 at NAF El Centra). 

Facilities. Facilities necessary for the proposed action include aircraft operational 
facilities, maintenance facilities, supply facilities, personnel support facilities, and 

bachelors' quarters. All facilities would be required to support the E-2 aircraft and 

associated personnel;  however,  some  facilities  may  already  exist  at  certain 
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installations. The existing facilities available to accommodate the E-2 realignment 
and new or expanded facilities that would be required are described in Section 2.3 

for each alternative site. 

Figures ES-2 through ES-5 show proposed construction/expansion and renovation 

projects at the alternative bases. 

ALTERNATIVES 

Site Eligibility Limitations 
Commander Naval Air Force, US Pacific Fleet (COMNAVAIRPAC) conducted a 

planning process to determine feasible and practical locations to receive the E-2 

community. This process included analysis of operational and logistical 

requirements for the realignment of the E-2 squadrons and support 

personnel/functions. 

To be eligible for consideration, the site must fall within the Commander in 

Chief, US Pacific Fleet Area of Responsibility (AOR). A basic concept for force 

structure, personnel and equipment planning, assigning specific aircraft assets to 
Pacific Fleet and Atlantic Fleet Commanders simplifies logistics, minimizes 
overhead, and meets Navy goals of minimizing the time spent by personnel away 
from their homes. 

Basing the 16 Pacific Fleet E-2 aircraft and operational assets at more than one 
location would be unacceptable because of operational constraints and high 
support costs associated with maintaining and operating the aircraft in multiple 

locations. It would impede force readiness levels and decrease effectiveness of 

training for E^2 aircrews and support personnel. Neither the Navy's current 

authorized personnel levels, funding, or the Navy's inventory of E-2 spare parts 

and equipment would be able to adequately support such a separation (Section 

2.2). 

Realignment Alternatives 
Preferred Alternative: NAWS Point Mugu. NAWS Point Mugu encompasses 
approximately 4,575 acres (1,851 hectares) of land and marsh area in southern 
Ventura County. It is located 7 miles (11 kilometers) southeast of the City of 
Oxnard and 8 miles (13 kilometers) east of the City of Port Hueneme. The base is 
approximately 5 miles (8 kilometers) from the Los Angeles County line and 
situated along the Pacific Coast, which forms the southern boundary of the base. 

The primary mission at NAWS Point Mugu is the development, testing, 

engineering support, and training support for naval weapons, weapons systems, 

and related devices. NAWS Point Mugu manages onshore facilities at the main 

base, where all proposed E-2 facilities would be constructed. These proposed 

facilities are addressed in this EIS. 
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Proposed Project Sites: 

Q Aircraft Hangar 

|3 Aircraft Parking Apron and Aircraft Washrack 
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[§ AEWWINGPAC Administration Building 

Q Engine Maintenance Shop (Building 170) 

0 Avionics Shop (Building 160) 

[JJ AirframeShop 
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Maintenance Shop (Building 179) 

 vT ^ ^^~ \ 

\ \ \ 

\\\ 

\\\  ™ 

\*\j;f \\\     &     \\      <rvlv*£ 
\\       % iV>&*^v& 

The proposed aircraft 
hangar, aircraft parking 
apron, aircraft washrack,      LEGEND: 
AIB, AEWWINGPAC 
administration building, 
airframe shop, engine 
test cell, and OTF would 
be located on sites that are 
not currently paved or 
developed. 

Source: O'Donnell 1997. 

I Construction/Expansion 

Mill Renovation 

NAS Lemoore Proposed Project Sites: 
Operations Area 

E-2 Aircraft Squadrons Realignment EIS 
NAS Lemoore, California 
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NA WS Point Mugu also manages offshore land and airspace of the Western Sea 

Test Range of the Naval Air Weapons Center (NAWC). The 36,000-square-mile 

(77,700-square-kilometer) air/sea test ranges extend 125 miles (201 kilometers) 

southwest of Point Mugu and 250 miles (402 kilometers) northwest to southeast, 

surrounding the islands of San Nicolas, San Miguel, Santa Cruz, Santa Rosa, 
Anacapa, and Santa Barbara. There are airspace restrictions and warning areas 

over much of the test range area to allow the test range to carry out its mission. 
San Nicolas Island is wholly owned by the Navy and is part of the range. Because 

the E-2 realignment will not change or increase the use of any of these areas, they 

are not evaluated in this document. 

Many of the facility requirements could be met through the use of existing 

facilities at NAWS Point Mugu. Realignment of the E-2s to NAWS Point Mugu 
would require relocation of several existing tenants and remodeling of other 
buildings on base. NAWS Point Mugu has adequate space in the existing 

Bachelors' Enlisted Quarters (BEQ) to accommodate the E-2 enlisted personnel. 
Table 2-2 (Chapter 2) provides a summary of the construction and facility 
modification projects proposed with this alternative. The total cost to construct, 
remodel, and relocate functions at NAWS Point Mugu in support of the 
realignment of the E-2 squadrons would be approximately $28.6 million (Section 

2.3.1). 

In addition, several specific projects/services would be incorporated such as 

oil/water separators; sand filters, or other structural or non-structural methods of 

treating runoff from new parking areas; separation of engine wash water at the 

engine test cell from the storm drain system; and one physician, one physician's 
assistant and one flight surgeon. 

NAS Lemoore. NAS Lemoore encompasses 18,784 acres (7,601 hectares) of Navy- 
owned land and 11,032 acres (4,467 hectares) of easements in the Central San 
Joaquin Valley, California. The 29,823-acre (12,069-hectare) base is located 
approximately 80 miles (128 kilometers) inland from the Pacific Ocean and 

halfway between Los Angeles and Sacramento. The cities of Lemoore and 

Hanford are located approximately 7 miles (11 kilometers) and 17 miles 

(27 kilometers), respectively, east of the base. The closest large urban center is 

Fresno, located approximately 35 miles (56 kilometers) to the northeast. 

The official mission of NAS Lemoore is to maintain and operate facilities and 

provide services and material to support operations of aviation activities and units 

of the operating forces of the Navy and other activities or units as designated by 
the Chief of Naval Operations (CNO). 

Realignment of the E-2 squadrons to NAS Lemoore would require new 

construction, modification of existing facilities, and new equipment. Table 2-4 

(Chapter 2) provides a summary of construction and facility modification projects 

proposed with this alternative. The total cost to construct, remodel, and relocate 
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functions at NAS Lemoore in support of the realignment of E-2 squadrons would 

be approximately $58.3 million. 

In addition, several specific projects/services would be incorporated such as 

oil/water separators; sand filters, or other structural or non-structural methods of 
treating runoff from new parking areas and separation of engine wash water at the 

engine test cell from the storm drain system. 

NAF El Centro. NAF El Centro occupies approximately 2,640 acres (1,069 

hectares) in Imperial County, California, approximately 7 miles (11 kilometers) 
west of the City of El Centro (the County seat). The base is located 

approximately 100 miles (193 kilometers) east of the Pacific Ocean and 65 miles 

(104 kilometers) west of Yuma, Arizona. The US/Mexico Border is situated 12 

miles (19 kilometers) to the south. 

The primary mission of NAF El Centro is to support fleet air squadrons 

performing tactical air training and to provide additional support to other 

Department of Defense (DOD) components. 

With this alternative, new construction of facilities and new equipment in support 
of the realignment of the E-2 squadrons and associated personnel would be 
required. Existing resources at NAF El Centro are limited, and existing hangars, 
supply warehouses, and maintenance facilities are occupied. Table 2-6 (Chapter 2) 
provides a summary of the proposed construction projects in support of the 
realignment of the E-2 squadrons to NAF El Centro. Construction of new E-2 

facilities at NAF El Centro would cost approximately $69.8 million. 

In addition, several specific projects/services would be incorporated such as utility 
improvements to the natural gas and electrical systems; oil/water separators; sand 

filters, or other structural or non-structural methods of treating runoff from new 

parking areas and separation of engine wash water at the engine test cell from the 

storm drain system. 

No Action Alternative 
The no action alternative would not realign AEWWINGPAC assets and personnel 
to another naval air station following the transfer of NAS Miramar to the Marine 

Corps. Existing functions and capabilities of NAWS Point Mugu, NAS Lemoore, 

and NAF El Centro would be preserved with no subsequent need for new or 

modified E-2 facilities. 

The DBCRA expressly excludes from NEPA analysis recommendations to close 

or realign facilities. A no action alternative, in the context of closure or 

realignment, is the antithesis of the recommendation to close or realign a facility. 

As such, it is the very thing expressly excluded from NEPA analysis by Congress 

when it enacted DBCRA. 
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Since the no action alternative would fail to meet the legal directives of DBCRA to 

realign E-2 aircraft and facilities, which is the purpose of the proposed action, it is 
therefore not considered a reasonable alternative and has been eliminated from 

further analysis in this EIS. This EIS does, however, address alternative methods 
of accommodating the realignment and transfer of functions (alternative receiving 

site analysis), an analysis that is not exempt from the NEPA process. (Section 

2.3.4) 

Site Alternatives Considered but Eliminated 
The 1995 BRAC Commission recommended redirection of the E-2 squadrons 

from NAS Miramar to another naval air station, primarily NAS Oceana 

(Virginia), NAS North Island (California), and NAS Fallon (Nevada). NAS 

Oceana and NAS Fallon would not be capable of achieving the operational and 

logistical criteria listed in Section 2.2. The reasons for their elimination are shown 

in Table ES-1. While NAS North Island meets the operational requirements, it 

was eliminated from consideration due to the need to support CAA requirements 
with regard to the Marine Corps realignment to MCAS Miramar. 

Table ES-1 
E-2 Site Screening 

Site 
Field 

Elevations 
Training 
Ranges 

Airfield 
Tempo of 

Operations 
24-Hour 

Operations 
Dual 

Runway FCLP 

NAS Oceana 

NAS Fallon 

NAS Whidbey Island 

• 

• 
... 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

S  meets criteria 
—  did not meet operational criteria 

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

The environmental analysis evaluates the potential environmental consequences 

associated with the realignment of the E-2 aircraft squadrons. The resource areas 

analyzed include biological resources, hydrology/surface water quality, land use 
and airspace, socioeconomics, traffic and circulation, air quality, noise, aesthetics 
and visual resources, utilities and services, cultural resources, public health and 
safety, and hazardous materials and wastes. 

Affected Environment 
Chapter 3, Affected Environment, contains descriptions of the existing 

environmental and socioeconomic conditions at each of the three proposed 

receiving bases, which include NAWS Point Mugu, NAS Lemoore, and NAF El 

Centro. The information serves as baseline data to identify and evaluate any 

potential impacts that could result from implementation of the proposed action. 
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Environmental Consequences 
Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences, evaluates the potential impacts on the 
environment that would result from implementation of the proposed action at 
each alternative site. For each impact, a determination has been made whether it 
would be significant or less than significant. Mitigation measures are identified for 
any impacts determined to be significant. Criteria used to determine significance 
are described in each resource-specific discussion in Chapter 4. Table ES-2 at the 

end of this Executive Summary shows a summary of these impacts. 

Biological resources. Potentially significant and mitigable impacts would occur to 

one state and federal species of concern (the Western burrowing owl). The 

Western burrowing owl, a California and federal Species of Concern, was 

observed at the intersection of Taxiway D and Taxiway E during the July 29, 1997 

site visit. This area is adjacent to the proposed site for the majority of new 

construction at NAF El Centra, including the construction of the hangar, engine 

test cell, and supply warehouse. To avoid impacts to Western burrowing owls, a 

biologist would conduct a pre-construction survey within the disturbed habitat to 

ensure that no burrowing owls are nesting in the area and to determine if the site 

is burrowing owl habitat. If burrowing owls were found at the site, they would be 
relocated elsewhere on the base. Implementation of these mitigation measures 
would reduce the impact to a less than significant level. No Section 7 consultation 
would be required under the Endangered Species Act, 16 USC § 1531 et seq. 

No other significant impacts to vegetation, wildlife, birds or marine resources 
(including marine mammals protected by the Marine Mammal Protection Act of 
1972, 16 USC § 703) would result from implementation of the proposed action 

under any of the realignment alternatives. 

Hydrology/surface water quality. No significant imparts to water quality, 

flooding, or exceedence of storm water drainage capacity would occur from 
implementation of the proposed action with any of the realignment alternatives. 

Land use and airspace. A significant and mitigable impact would occur at NAF El 
Centra from locating the BEQ, the child development center, and the 
AEWWINGPAC administration building in areas incompatible with AICUZ 
noise restrictions. All of NAF El Centra is exposed to community noise 
equivalent levels (CNEL) above 75 db. There are no on-base locations with 

acceptable noise exposure for these facilities. No other feasible sites have been 

identified for these buildings. These facilities would be in areas of 75-dB CNEL 

or greater and would be clearly incompatible land uses. Incorporation of noise 

attenuation measures into facility design would bring these uses into compliance 

with the adopted goals and objectives of the AICUZ program. In addition, the 

Navy would build an indoor playground for the child development center. 

Implementation of this mitigation would reduce the impact to a less than 

significant level. 
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A significant and mitigable impact would occur at NAF El Centro from locating 
E-2 facilities within the helicopter imaginary surface restrictions. (Imaginary 

surfaces are another way to describe clearances for air navigation). The proposed 

aircraft hangar, aircraft parking apron, operational trainer facility (OTF), applied 

instruction building (AB), AMD facilities, and AEWWINGPAC administration 

building would exceed the helicopter imaginary surface at the end of Runway 3. 
The only suitable location to construct these facilities is in the helicopter 
approach; therefore, the Navy would modify the approach-departure path of the 

helicopter pad to avoid the new structures. Implementation of this mitigation 

would reduce the impact to a less than significant level. 

No significant impacts to airspace operations would result from implementation 

of the proposed action with any of the realignment alternatives. Other than the 
imaginary surface incompatibility discussed above, no other significant impacts 

related to compatibility with regional land uses or consistency with plans and 

policies would occur with any of the realignment alternatives. 

Pursuant to the Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA), 16 USC § 1451 et seq., 
federal activities that could affect land, water, or natural resources in the coastal 

zone must be consistent with the enforceable policies of the approved state coastal 

zone program to the maximum extent practicable. Because the proposed action at 
NAWS Point Mugu would affect the coastal zone, the Navy prepared a Coastal 
Consistency Determination (CCD), which was submitted to the Coastal 
Commission. On January 13, 1998, the Commission unanimously concurred 
with the Navy that the E-2 realignment would be consistent with the California 
Coastal Management Act (see Appendix G for a copy of this letter and the CCD). 

Socioeconomics. No significant impacts to population, employment, income, 

housing, business volume, or net government revenue would result from the E-2 

relocation at NAWS Point Mugu, NAS Lemoore, or NAF El Centro. (School 

impacts are discussed under Utilities and Services). 

Traffic and circulation. No significant impacts to intersection operations, roadway 

segment operations, and parking, or from traffic associated with construction 
would occur at NAWS Point Mugu, NAS Lemoore, or NAF El Centro. 

Air quality. Significant and mitigable impacts to air quality would occur with 
implementation of the NAWS Point Mugu Alternative. Emission sources under 

Navy control would result in incremental emission increases that exceed the de 

minimis thresholds for ozone precursors. Consequently, a Clean Air Act (CAA), 

42 USC § 7401 et seq., conformity determination has been prepared for the 

NAWS Point Mugu Alternative pursuant to US Environmental Protection 

Agency (EPA) requirements, 40 CFR § 93(B)(1994), and is included in Appendix 

D of this EIS. Implementation of the NAWS Point Mugu Alternative would also 

result in significant and mitigable increases in overall emissions of ozone 

precursors including emission sources that are excluded from CAA conformity 
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determination analysis requirements.    Air quality impacts associated with the 

NAWS Point Mugu Alternative are mitigated by offsetting emission reductions 

.   that occurred at NAWS Point Mugu between 1990 and 1996. 

No significant impacts to air quality would occur from implementation of the 

proposed action at NAS Lemoore or NAF El Centro. A record of 
nonapplicability (RONA) has been prepared and included in Appendix D to 

address CAA conformity issues for each of these alternatives. 

Noise. No significant construction-, traffic-, or aircraft-related noise impacts 
would occur from implementation of the proposed action with any of the 
realignment alternatives. Noise associated with E-2 aircraft operations would 

have a less than significant impact because noise levels generated by E-2 aircraft are 

significantly lower than noise levels from existing flight operations. The added 

flight activity from the E-2 squadrons would cause only minor alterations in the 

shapes of existing noise contours at NAWS Point Mugu. Because NAS Lemoore 

and NAF El Centro have a large number of jet aircraft flight operations, the 

introduction of E-2 aircraft would not cause any significant change in overall 

aircraft noise contours around these bases. 

Aesthetics and visual resources. No significant impacts to visual character or to 
sensitive views would result from implementation of any of the alternatives. No 
significant impacts would result with any of the alternatives from inconsistencies 
with relevant plans and regulations, including Base Exterior and Architecture Plan 
(BEAP) design guidelines during construction. 

Utilities and services. A potential impact to schools would occur due to the action 
at NAWS Point Mugu and NAS Lemoore, but could be mitigated by federal 

payments to the school districts. Area schools are either near or over capacity. 
Affected school districts may be eligible for compensation for the addition of 

federally connected students by impact aid, which is intended to compensate local 

school districts for burdens placed on their resources by federal activity. Schools 

must apply for impact aid through an application process that determines 

eligibility and funds are paid directly by the Department of Education. 

The Navy recently completed a survey of the E-2 squadron to more accurately 

estimate the number of children that will be relocated. The results of this survey 

show that only 116 children are associated with the E-2 wing, which is less than 

analyzed in the EIS (the EIS estimated that over 400 students would attend schools 
in the vicinity of NAWS Point Mugu). Appendix C provides the survey results 

broken down by grade level. 

Cultural resources. A significant and mitigable impact to potentially National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-eligible subsurface deposits could occur during 
ground-disturbing activities at NAWS Point Mugu. Subsurface prehistoric 
deposits may exist under fill soil at depths of 1 meter (3 feet) to 4 meters (12 feet). 
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This impact would be mitigated to a less than significant level because any 

contract, lease or permit for construction at NAWS Point Mugu in connection 

with the E-2 realignment would include a requirement to halt work in the event of 

a discovery of archaeological materials. 

No significant impacts to prehistoric or historic archaeological resources, 

traditional cultural properties, or historic subsurface deposits would result from 
implementation of the proposed action with any of the other realignment 

alternatives. 

Public health and safety. No significant impacts related to airspace safety, accident 

potential zones, explosive safety quantity distance arcs, or electromagnetic 

radiation would result from implementation of the proposed action with any of 

the realignment alternatives. 

Hazardous materials and wastes. No significant impacts from hazardous materials 

management, hazardous wastes management, installation restoration program 

sites, asbestos, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), storage tanks and oil/water 
separators, pesticides, lead, ordnance, or radon would result from implementation 
of the proposed action with any of the realignment alternatives. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Chapter 5, Cumulative Impacts, evaluates the effects of the proposed action in 

combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions 

taking place in the project areas, regardless of what agency (federal or non-federal) 

or person undertakes such other actions. 

Preferred Alternative: NA WS Point Mugu 
The addition of traffic related to the NAWS Point Mugu alternative to other 

cumulative traffic would contribute to a change in LOS from E to during the PM 
peak hour at the intersection of North Mugu Road and Frontage Road. If 
Caltrans or the local government provided a signal at the intersection of North 

Mugu Road and Frontage, this cumulative impact would be reduced to a less than 

significant level. 

Cumulative projects identified for the NAWS Point Mugu area include some on- 
base construction activities. These projects could have an impact on prehistoric 

subsurface deposits on the base. These impacts, considered together with potential 

impacts under the proposed E-2 aircraft realignment at NAWS Point Mugu, could 

result in a cumulative decrease in the overall amount and density of this non- 
renewable resource. This could result in a significant cumulative impact to 

prehistoric subsurface deposits on NAWS Point Mugu. 

No other cumulatively significant impacts are expected to result from 

implementation of the proposed action at NAWS Point Mugu. 
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NAS Lemoore Alternative 

The addition of cumulative traffic at NAS Lemoore would result in unacceptable 
LOS at the intersections of SR-198/Main Gate during the AM peak hour and 
Grangeville Road/SR-41 during the PM peak hour. The intersection of 

Grangeville Road/SR-41 changes from LOS E to F. With or without the proposed 
action, this intersection would operate at an unacceptable level. The addition of 

project traffic at the intersection of SR-198/Main Gate results in a change from an 

acceptable LOS C to an unacceptable LOS E. 

By increasing the signal cycle length to 120 seconds, the impacts to the intersection 

of SR-198 and the Main Gate would be reduced to less than significant levels. The 

intersection would operate at LOS C and B under cumulative with project 

conditions during the AM and PM peak hours, respectively. 

At the intersection of Grangeville Road and SR-41, widening the eastbound 

approach to provide a left turn lane would improve operations to LOS C and B 
during the AM and PM peak hours, respectively, thus reducing cumulative 

impacts to less than significant levels. 

Potentially significant cumulative impacts to air quality could result from 
implementation of the proposed action at NAS Lemoore. The potential basing of 
F/A-18 E/F aircraft squadrons at NAS Lemoore is the most significant potential 

cumulative project from an air quality perspective. Emissions associated with the 
first phase of F/A-18 E/F arrivals would exceed the CAA conformity rule de 

minimus thresholds for the San Joaquin Valley, thus requiring a conformity 
determination [40 CFR § 93.153(b)(1994)]. This would be a significant and 

mitigable impact. 

The basing of F/A-18E/F aircraft squadrons at NAS Lemoore is the most 
significant potential cumulative project from a noise perspective. As noted 
previously, a separate EIS is being prepared for the siting of F/A-18E/F squadrons, 
with NAS Lemoore identified as the preferred alternative. That EIS will provide a 
detailed evaluation of the direct, indirect, and cumulative noise impacts of the 

F/A-18E/F action. 

Potentially significant cumulative effects could occur to available water supply. 

The water that the Westlands Water District (Westlands) receives from the State 

Water Project is variable. Although NAS Lemoore has contracted for 3,000 acre- 

feet (370 hectare-meters) per year, Westlands cannot guarantee delivery of the full 

contract amount. A range of mitigation measures are available to address the 

impacts of decreased state water project deliveries. 

No cumulatively significant impacts associated with other resources would result 

from implementation of the proposed action at NAS Lemoore. 
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NAF El Centro Alternative 

The Imperial Irrigation District (IID) would have adequate supplies to serve 

cumulative development within its service area. However, potentially significant 

cumulative effects to California's Colorado River supplies could occur due to 

cumulative development in the region. California's use of its Colorado River 

allocation exceeds the state's allocation, and this demand is likely to increase with 

cumulative development. 

The addition of cumulative traffic would result in LOS F at the intersections of 
Bennett Road/Even Hewes Highway and Forrester Road/Even Hewes Highway 
during the AM and PM peak hours. If Caltrans or the local government installed a 
signal at the intersection of Forrester Road and Evan Hewes Highway, the impacts 
of the cumulative traffic would be reduced and operations would improve to LOS 
C or better during the AM and PM peak hours. 

By installing a signal, providing a separate southbound left turn lane, and allowing 
free-right-turns for westbound traffic at the intersection of Bennett Road and Evan 
Hewes Highway, the cumulative impacts would be reduced and the operation 
would improve to LOS C during the AM and PM peak hours. This mitigation 
would require widening the southbound approach to provide a separate outbound 
left-turn lane and an inbound lane for the free-right-turns. 

The basing of F/A-18E/F aircraft squadrons at NAF El Centro is the most 

significant potential cumulative project from an air quality perspective. The first 

phase of the F/A-18E/F action would require significant new facility construction, 

including a new engine test cell and new central boilers for new and expanded 
facilities, which would require air quality permits. If based at NAF El Centro, the 

first phase of F/A-18E/F squadron arrivals would add about 87,400 additional 

flight operations and associated aircraft emissions per year. Emissions associated 
with each phase of F/A-18E/F activity would exceed the CAA conformity rule de 

minimus thresholds for Imperial County, thus requiring a conformity 
determination [40 CFR § 93.153(b)(1994)]. 

Cumulative increases in aircraft noise associated with the combined operation of 

E-2 and F/A-18E/F aircraft is an issue of potential concern. Preliminary noise 
analyses for the first phase of F/A-18E/F arrivals indicate that the area exposed to 
noise levels above 65-dB CNEL would expand noticeably in all directions around 

NAF El Centro. 

No cumulatively significant impacts associated with other resources would result 
from implementation of the proposed action at NAF El Centro. 

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 

Environmental Justice 
None of the alternatives evaluated in the EIS would have disproportionately high 
and adverse human health or environmental effects on minority or low-income 
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populations because no significant adverse impacts have been identified at NAWS 

Point Mugu, NAS Lemoore, and NAF El Centro, that cannot be mitigated to a 
less than significant level (Section 6.1). 

Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks 

Executive Order 13045, 62 Federal Register 19885, Protection of Children from 

Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks, states that each Federal agency shall 

(1) make it a high priority to identify and assess environmental health risks and 

safety risks that may disproportionately affect children, and (2) ensure that its 

policies, programs, activities, and standards address disproportionate risks to 

children that result from environmental health risks or safety risks. 

Environmental health risks and safety risks mean risks to health or to safety that 

are attributable to products or substances that the child is likely to come in contact 

with or ingest (Federal Register 1997). 

As discussed in section 4.3.3, (Impact 1) the child development center at NAF El 

Centro would be located within a 75 CNEL contour or greater. Since the entire 

base is located within CNEL contours of 75 and higher, there is no other location 

on-base where the child development center could be built to avoid this condition. 

Incorporation of noise attenuation measures into facility design would bring this 

use into compliance with the adopted goals and objectives of the AICUZ program. 
In addition, the Navy would build an indoor playground for the child 
development center. Implementation of these mitigations would reduce the 

impact to a less than significant level. 

No other impacts with respect to children's environmental health and safety were 

identified in the analysis (Section 6.2). 

Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

NEPA regulations, 40 CFR § 1502.16 (1997), require a discussion of any 
irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources which would be involved in 
the proposal should it be implemented. Resources that are irreversibly or 
irretrievably committed to a project are those that are utilized on a long-term or 
permanent basis. This includes the use of non-renewable resources such as metal, 
wood, fuel, paper, and other natural or cultural resources. Another impact that 
falls under the category of the irreversible and irretrievable commitment of 

resources is the unavoidable destruction of natural resources that could limit the 

range of potential uses of that particular environment. 

The proposed realignment of four E-2 squadrons, related support personnel and 

their family members, equipment and functions, would require the construction, 

modification or renovation of facilities to provide space for operational, training, 
maintenance, and personnel support. Construction of the proposed facilities 

would result in an irretrievable commitment of non-renewable resources such as 
building materials, fuel for aircraft, construction vehicles, and equipment, and 
other resources.     In addition, the project would commit human labor for 
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construction, engineering, environmental review, and compliance, and after 

project completion, operation and maintenance time. 

The proposed action would ultimately result in a net increase in the number of 
aircraft and air operations at the receiving installation, and, subsequently, the 

commitment of fuel and other non-renewable resources would also be increased. 

Therefore, the proposed action would constitute an irreversible or irretrievable 
commitment of non-renewable or depletable resources (Section 6.3). 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 
NEPA regulations, 40 CFR § 1502.16 (1997), requires a discussion of any adverse 

environmental effects that cannot be avoided. All potentially significant impacts 

of the proposed action would be mitigable to a less than significant level by the 
implementation of mitigation measures recommended in this document (Section 
6.4). 

Relationship Between Short-term Uses and Long-term Productivity 
NEPA regulations, 40 CFR § 1502.16 (1997), require a discussion of the 
relationship between short-term uses of the environment and the maintenance and 
enhancement of long-term productivity. The environmental productivity of the 
three alternative bases considered for siting the E-2 aircraft has historically been 

related to their operation as naval air stations/facilities. The proposed realignment 

of four E-2 squadrons would result in both short- and long-term environmental 
effects. Short-term effects are primarily related to construction activities. 

Temporary impacts would include construction-related traffic and emissions at all 
three bases. The proposed action's long-term benefit of providing jobs and housing 

at the three alternative bases, and its satisfaction of national defense requirements, 
would offset these environmental impacts (Section 6.5). 
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Table ES-2 
Summary of Impacts 

REALIGNMENT ALTERNATIVES 

NAWS 
Point Mugu NAS NAF 

IMPACT ISSUES (Preferred Alternative) Lemoore El Centro 

Biological Resources 

Jurisdictional wetlands o o •o 
Special status species 0 o 3 
Vegetation and wildlife 0 © 0 
Marine resources CD o •   O 

Hydrology/Surface Water Quality 

Exposure to flood hazards © o O 
Exceedence of storm water drainage capacity © © © 
Surface water quality degradation © © ©■ 

Land Use and Airspace 
Compatibility with on-base land uses © © © 
Consistency with AICUZ compatibility guidelines: safety O o © 
Consistency with AICUZ compatibility guidelines: noise © © 3 
Exceedance of imaginary surface restrictions o © 3 
Compatibility with regional land uses © © © 
Impacts to airspace operations © © © 
Consistency with coastal zone policies © o O 

Socioeconomics 

Population © © © 
Employment © © © 
Income © © © 
Housing © © © 
Business volume © © © 
Net government revenues © © © 

Traffic and Circulation 

Intersection operations © © © 
Roadway segment operations © © © 
Construction traffic © © © 
Parking © © © 

Air Quality 

Clean Air Act conformity 3 © . © 
Emissions of nonattainment pollutants 3 © © 
Intersection carbon monoxide concentrations © © © 

Noise 
Construction noise © © © 
Aircraft noise © © © 
Traffic noise © © © 

LEGEND: 

w - Significant and not mitigable impact 

(9 - Significant and mitigable impact 

(D - Less than significant impact 

\-) = No impact 
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Table ES-2 
Summary of Impacts (continued) 

REALIGNMENT ALTERNATIVES 

IMPACT ISSUES 

NAWS 
Point Mugu NAS NAF 

(Preferred Alternative) Lemoore El Centro 

0 0 0 
© 0 0 
CD 0 0 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
3 3 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 

O O O 
O o O 
o o o 
o o o 
3 o o 
O o o 
0 0 ' 0 
0 0 0 
O o o 
o o o 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
o o o 
0 0 0 
o o o 
0 0 0 
o o o 
o o o 

Aesthetics and Visual Resources 

Visual character 

Sensitive views 

Consistency with plans and policies 

Utilities and Services 

Water supply 

Wastewater collection and treatment 

Storm water collection and treatment 

Solid waste collection and disposal 

Natural gas and electric services 

Schools 

Child care 

Health services 

Recreational and community facilities 

Police services 

Fire protection 
Cultural Resources 

Prehistoric resources 

Traditional cultural properties 

Historic archaeological resources 

Historic architectural resources 

Prehistoric subsurface deposits 

Historic subsurface deposits 

Public Health and Safety 

Airspace safety 

Accident potential zones 

Explosive safety quantity distance arcs 

Electromagnetic radiation 

Hazardous Materials and Wastes 

Hazardous materials management 

Hazardous wastes management 

Installation restoration program sites 

Asbestos 

PCBs 

Storage tanks and OWSs 

Pesticides 

Lead 

Ordnance 

Radon 

LEGEND: 

w -   Significant and not mitigable impact 

\9 -   Significant and mitigable impact 

^ -   Less than significant impact 

yJ =   No impact 
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CHAPTER 1 
PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR PROPOSED ACTION 

This environmental impact statement (EIS) analyzes the potential impacts to the 
environment that may result from the proposed realignment of four E-2 aircraft 

squadrons and related support personnel, equipment, and functions from Naval 
Air Station (NAS) Miramar to one of three alternative naval air stations. This 
document has been prepared in accordance with the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 as amended, 42 USC § 4321 et seq., the Council on 

Environmental Quality (CEQ) implementing regulations,. 40 CFR §§ 1500-1508 

(1997), and the Navy's NEPA implementing regulations (Office of the Chief of 
Naval Operations Instruction [OPNAVINST] 5090.IB [1994J. The federal action 

evaluated in this EIS is the realignment of 16 E-2 aircraft, the associated 988 
personnel and their family members, and expanding or constructing facilities to 
support aircraft and personnel and to provide associated training functions at one 
of three Navy bases in California. The Navy is the lead agency for the decision 
regarding the selection of the receiving installation. 

This EIS also has been prepared in accordance with the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Act of 1990 (DBCRA), Public Law No. 101-510, and the pertinent 

base closure and realignment decisions of the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission approved by the President and accepted by Congress in 
September 1993 and September 1995. DBCRA established the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission for the purpose of ensuring a timely, 

independent, and fair process for closing and realigning US military installations. 

The descriptions and analysis of the proposed realignment presented in this EIS are 
based on preliminary site utilization information. Prior to BRAC-mandated 

realignment, final designs will be prepared that may eliminate a specific project 

component or alter the preliminary design data, size, or site location. If the Navy 
makes substantial changes in the proposed action that are relevant to 
environmental concerns or if there are significant new circumstances or 
information relevant to environmental concerns and bearing on the proposed 
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action or its impacts, supplemental documentation would be prepared pursuant to 

NEPA (40 CFR 1502.9 (c)). 

1.1      E-2 AIRCRAFT DESCRIPTION, MISSION, AND HISTORY 

The E-2 aircraft, also referred to as the E-2C Hawkeye, is an integral part of the 
Navy's air defense and power projection missions. Deployed from either land or 
aircraft carrier, the E-2 provides early warning of approaching enemy aircraft, 

directs intercepting forces into attack position, and provides information to 
friendly forces. This aircraft also provides strike control, area surveillance, search 

and rescue coordination, navigational assistance, and communication relay for 

naval forces. 

The E-2 supports an advanced radar processing system, which is identifiable by the 

rotodome radar antenna on top of the aircraft. This advanced radar processing 

system can track over 600 targets and control more than 40 airborne intercepts. 

The aircraft dimensions are as follows: 

Wingspan 80.6 feet (24.6 meters) 

Length 57.6 feet (17.6 meters) 

Height 18.3 feet (5.6 meters) 

Weight (without fuel) approx. 20.5 tons (18,598 kilograms) 

This aircraft is powered by two T56-A-427 turbo-prop engines, which develop a 
maximum of 5,100 horsepower at takeoff. 

The radar transmitter on top of the E-2 aircraft produces a high frequency 

electromagnetic field to detect enemy aircraft and weapons systems. The 
transmitter is deactivated by the landing gear to prevent the radar system from 

radiating while on the ground or aircraft carrier deck. Standard operating 
procedures (SOP) for the squadrons is to not activate the radar below 2,000 feet 

(610 meters) above ground level (AGL). 

The E-2 is operated by a crew of five, which includes a pilot, copilot, radar officer, 
combat information officer, and air control officer. Four squadrons, with four 
aircraft each, are under the administrative command of Commander Airborne 
Early Warning Wing Pacific (CAEWWINGPAC), and under the operational 
control of its respective Carrier Airwing Commander currently at Miramar. 
Generally, one or two of the four E-2 squadrons are deployed at any one time. 

1.2      PURPOSE OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 

The purpose of the proposed action is to meet the legal directives of the Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (DBCRA) Public Law No. 101-510 to 
realign E-2 aircraft and facilities. The proposed action includes siting 16 E-2 
aircraft,  relocating 988  associated personnel and their family  members,  and 
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expanding or constructing facilities to support aircraft and personnel, and to 

provide associated training functions. In addition to the increased staffing and 
equipment levels, there would be an increase in training and volume of flight 

operations at the receiving installation with the proposed action. The E-2 aircraft 
use regular FAA flight tracks and would not use military training routes (MTRs). 

The three installations considered for the receiving base are Naval Air Weapons 

Station (NAWS) Point Mugu, NAS Lemoore, and Naval Air Facility (NAF) El 

Centra, all in California. The locations of these bases are shown in Figure 1-1. 

1.3 NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION 

The proposed action is pursuant to 1993 and 1995 BRAC Commission 
recommendations. In 1993, the BRAC Commission recommended the following: 

"Close Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) El Toro, California. Relocate 
its aircraft along with their dedicated personnel, equipment, and support 
to other naval air stations, primarily Naval Air Station (NAS) Miramar, 
California, and Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS)/Marine Corps Base 
(MCB) Camp Pendleton, California. In associated actions, the squadrons 
and related activities at NAS Miramar will move to other naval air 
stations, primarily NAS Lemoore and NAS Fallon in order to make room 
for the relocation of MCAS El Toro squadrons." 

In 1995, the BRAC Commission modified the 1993 Commission recommended 
actions as follows: 

"Change the receiving sites for squadrons and related activities at NAS 
Miramar specified by the 1993 Commission (BRAC Commission 1993) 
from NAS Lemoore and NAS Fallon to other naval air stations, primarily 
NAS Oceana, Virginia, NAS North Island, California and NAS Fallon, 
Nevada." 

The President approved and Congress accepted these recommendations. In 
September 1997, the Navy transferred ownership of NAS Miramar to the Marine 
Corps. The base was redesignated MCAS Miramar. 

The transfer of ownership to the Marine Corps occurred in September 1997 and 
requires the Navy to relocate the four E-2 squadrons now at MCAS Miramar to a 

receiving Navy installation. The E-2 squadrons have operational and logistical 

requirements, including specific airfield capabilities, training efficiencies, and 
infrastructure, that the Navy had to consider when selecting the receiving 
installation. These criteria are discussed in detail in Section 2.2. 

Based on these criteria, NAWS Point Mugu, NAS Lemoore, and NAF El Centra 

were selected as alternative receiving locations for the E-2 squadrons.  Because they 
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do not fulfill the criteria, the NAS Oceana and NAS Fallon locations specified in 
the 1995 BRAC Commission recommendations were eliminated from further 

consideration as E-2 squadron receiving installations. NAS North Island was also 

eliminated from consideration due to the need to support Clean Air Act 

requirements with regard to the Marine Corps realignment to MCAS Miramar (see 
Section 2.4, Alternatives Considered but Eliminated). The Navy has, however, 

realigned the F-14 and TOPGUN/TOPDOME squadrons formerly stationed at 
NAS Miramar to NAS Oceana and NAS Fallon, respectively, in accordance with 

the 1995 BRAC recommendation. (See Section 1.4.3 for more information on 
these realignments.) 

1.4      SCOPE OF ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

1.4.1     Scope of EIS 
This EIS provides information and analyses regarding the realignment of four 
E-2 squadrons from NAS Miramar to one of three proposed receiving installations. 
It provides the Navy the basis to make well informed, sound decisions prior to 
project implementation. For each potential receiving base, resource-specific issues 
discussed and analyzed include: 

Biological Resources; 

Hydrology/Surface Water Quality; 

Land Use and Airspace; 
Socioeconomics; 
Traffic and Circulation; 
Air Quality; 
Noise; 
Aesthetics and Visual Resources; 
Utilities and Services; 
Cultural Resources; 
Public Health and Safety; and 
Hazardous Materials and Waste. 

Several issues were evaluated to determine potential impacts associated with the 
realignment, but were eliminated from consideration in the EIS because the 
impacts were determined to be negligible. These issues include: 

Geology, topography, and soils. All proposed construction projects would require 

minimal grading on disturbed, flat sites without topographic features. The 
structures would be designed to meet building codes for local and regional seismic 
conditions and foundation stability. 

Public use facilities/access. All proposed construction projects would be located 

within the boundaries of naval bases, which are secured facilities not designated for 
public use or access. 

0544 E-2 Aircraft Squadrons Realignment Final Environmental Impact Statement March 1998 
1-5 



1. Purpose of and Need for Proposed Action 

1.4.2     Document Organization 

This EIS consists of two volumes: Volume I, the main text and Volume II, technical 
appendices. The document's general organization, which complies with NEPA 
requirements, is described below. 

Chapter 1. Purpose of and Need for Proposed Action, provides an overview of and the 
reasons for the proposed action. It also describes the EIS content and approach, a 

description of the E-2 aircraft, and the public involvement process. 

Chapter 2. Proposed Action and Alternatives, describes the requirements for 
realignment of the four E-2 aircraft squadrons, related support personnel, 

equipment, and functions. The chapter describes pertinent existing operations at 
each proposed receiving installation and addresses required facility construction 

and expansion. 

Chapter 3, Affected Environment, describes existing environmental and 

socioeconomic conditions at each of the three receiving installations. Each 

technical section identifies a region of influence (ROI) appropriate to the resource. 

An ROI is a geographic area in which impacts for a particular resource would likely 
occur. 

Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences, identifies the potential environmental 
impacts of the proposed realignment for each resource. The purpose of this 
chapter is to provide the public, interested agencies, and decision-makers with a 
clear understanding of the environmental effects of the proposed action. 
Mitigation measures are identified for any impact determined to be significant. 

Chapter 5. Cumulative Impacts, identifies impacts that may result from the 
incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions. 

Chapter 6, Other Considerations, identifies any unavoidable adverse impacts to the 

environment, identifies irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources, 

and describes the relationship between short-term uses of the environment and 

maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity. The potential 

disproportionate adverse impacts on children in accordance with Executive Order 

13045 and on low-income or minority populations in accordance with Executive 
Order 12898 are also described. 

Chapters 7-11 provide background information on coordination with interested and 
responsible agencies, references, a list of this document's preparers, the distribution 
list, and an index. 
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1.4.3    Related Studies 

The scope of an EIS includes consideration of similar actions, which encompasses 
common timing or geography [40 CFR § 1508.25(3) (1997)]. Other NEPA studies 
have been completed on BRAC actions related to the NAS Miramar realignment. 
In addition to these BRAC actions, some of the receiving bases analyzed in this 
EIS are currently preparing EISs for other actions. These actions are discussed in 

more detail and evaluated for cumulative impacts in Chapter 5 of this EIS. 

EIS for the Realignment of NAS Miramar. BRAC recommendations in 1993 

directed the realignment of Marine Corps aircraft, equipment, and personnel from 

two air stations (MCAS Tustin and MCAS El Toro) to NAS Miramar, which 

would then become MCAS Miramar. The Record of Decision for the EIS for this 
action was published in December 1996. 

EA for the Realignment ofF-14 Pacific Fleet Aircraft and Operational Functions from 
NAS Miramar, California to NAS Oceana, Virginia - In compliance with directives 
of BRAC 95, an environmental assessment (EA) was prepared for the transfer of 
approximately 56 F-14 aircraft from NAS Miramar to NAS Oceana. The action 
involved operational adjustments to accommodate the aircraft into the regional 
airspace structure, and limited construction/renovation necessary to support the 
additional aircraft and approximately 1,700 personnel. The finding of no 
significant impact (FONS1) was signed in March 1996. 

EA for the Naval Fighter Weapons School Realignment. In compliance with the 
directives of BRAC 93, the Navy commenced realignment of its Naval Fighter 
Weapons School (i.e. TOPGUN) from Miramar in 1994. The action included 
relocation of F-18 and F-14 aircraft. An EA was prepared and a FONSI was issued 
in July 1994. 

EIS for Development of Facilities to Support Basing US Pacific Fleet F/A-18E/F 

Aircraft on the West Coast of the United States. An EIS is currently being prepared 
to address the impacts of establishing a West Coast base for the Navy's new F/A- 
18 E/F aircraft. This action is unrelated to the BRAC-mandated E-2 realignment 

and is therefore analyzed in a separate EIS. The two installations considered for 
the West Coast base are NAS Lemoore and NAF El Centro. This action would 
include siting aircraft, locating associated personnel and their families, and 
expanding or constructing facilities necessary to support the aircraft and 
personnel. 

EIS for the Point Mugu Sea Range. The Navy is preparing an EIS for activities 

associated with the Point Mugu Sea Range. The Point Mugu Sea Range is a 36,000 
square mile area, which parallels the California coastline from San Luis Obispo to 

Santa Catalina Island for 200 miles and extends seaward for more than 180 miles. 

The EIS will evaluate impacts on a range-wide basis of increased testing and 
training activities. Five scoping meetings for the EIS were conducted in August 
1997 and the Draft EIS will be published in 1998. 
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1.5      PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PROCESS 

The EIS process, as mandated by NEPA, is designed to involve the public in federal 
and local decision-making [40 CFR § 1506.6(a),(b)]. Opportunities for public 
comment on and participation in the process are reviewed in this and following 
sections. Comments from agencies and the public have been solicited to help 
identify the important issues. The public notification process has been designed to 

reach all interested residents and community organizations in the vicinity of the 
three alternative receiving installations. 

At the beginning of the E-2 realignment EIS process, the potential alternative 

receiving bases included NAS North Island. Therefore, the communities of 
Coronado and San Diego were included in the scoping process. However, NAS 

North Island is no longer considered as an alternative base, and is not evaluated in 

this EIS (see Sections 1.3 and 2.4 for more information on alternative bases that 

were considered but eliminated from detailed consideration). 

Methods employed to involve the public in this EIS process have included the 

following: 

• Publishing a notice of intent (NOl) to prepare an EIS in the Federal 
Register on May 1, 1996; 

• Publishing notices of the public scoping meetings in local newspapers 
and mailing public announcements; 

• Creating and maintaining an extensive mailing list to disseminate 
information; and 

• Holding four public scoping meetings in the cities of Oxnard, El 
Centra, Coronado, and Lemoore on May 21, 23, 28, and 29, 1996, 
respectively, prior to initiating the environmental study to solicit 
comments and to identify issues of concern. 

One goal for public involvement, under Executive Order 12898 on Environmental 
Justice, is to involve affected low-income and minority populations in the public 
participation process. Actions taken to achieve this include: 

• Announcing public meetings in newspapers with a wide circulation 
and encouraging written comments for those unable to attend the 

meetings; 

• Notifying neighborhood associations and minority organizations that 

may be affected by or interested in the action and requesting 
comments; and 
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• Holding public scoping meetings in the cities of Oxnard, El Centra, 

Coronado, and Lemoore on May 21, 23, 28, and 29, 1996, respectively. 

1.5.1 Scoping Process 

The purpose of scoping is to solicit comments on the proposed action, the range of 

alternatives, and on any potential environmental issues associated with the 
alternatives. The scoping process for this EIS included publishing notices in the 

Federal Register and local newspapers, holding public meetings in the vicinity of the 

alternative receiving installations, and direct mail (Appendix A). The Navy 

considered comments received during the scoping process in determining the issues 

to be evaluated in this EIS. The public was notified of the Navy's intent to prepare 
this EIS by an NOI, published in the May 1, 1996, Federal Register [61 FR 85 
(1996)]. 

To initiate the scoping process, press releases were sent to the news media and a 
public notice was published in nine local newspapers, including the Hanford 
Sentinel, Lemoore Advance, Fresno Bee, Imperial Valley Press, San Diego Union 
Tribune, Eagle (Coronado), Coronado Journal, Ventura County Star, and the Los 
Angeles Times, Ventura County Edition. Scoping letters were sent to public 
agencies, public interest groups, and individuals either known to have an interest in, 

or thought to have a possible interest in, the proposed action. Attached to the 
letters was a fact sheet, which described the operational components and facility 
requirements of the proposed realignment. Public scoping meetings were held near 

each of the three proposed receiving installations to solicit input from local entities. 
Scoping meeting locations included the following: 

• City of Oxnard, May 21,1996; 
• City of El Centra, May 23, 1996; 

• City of Coronado, May 28, 1996 ; and 
• City of Lemoore, May 29, 1996. 

Overall, approximately 155 individuals attended the scoping meetings and 68 
persons provided public testimony. 

During the EIS scoping process, which ended June 6, 1996, 48 letters were received 
from members of the public; interested groups; and federal, state, and local 

agencies. Scoping comments identified issues and concerns that were particular to 
each alternative base under consideration. These issues have been evaluated in the 
EIS. A summary of scoping comments is included in Appendix A. 

1.5.2 Public Review Process 

Public review is an important part of the NEPA process and provides the public 
and other interested parties an opportunity to comment on the EIS. The public 

had 45 days to comment on the draft environmental impact statement (DEIS). 

NEPA provides for a 30-day review period after publication of the Final EIS 
(FEIS), prior to a final Record of Decision (ROD) 40 CFR § 1506.10(b)(1997). 
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DEIS 
The public was invited to comment on the DEIS. A notice of availability was 
published in the Federal Register, public notices were mailed to those on the 
mailing list, and press releases were furnished to local news, media. Thirty 
comment letters were received during the comment period. Comments received 

on the DEIS are responded to in the Comments and Responses section of the 
FEIS. 

Public hearings were held during the 45-day review period to formally receive oral 
and written comments on the DEIS. The hearings were December 8, 1997, in El 
Centro, California, December 9, 1997, in Oxnard, California, and December 10, 
1997, in Lemoore, California. Seven people provided oral comments at the El 

Centro hearing, 18 people commented at the Oxnard hearing, and two people 

commented at the Lemoore hearing. Copies of the transcripts and responses to 

the comments are included in the Comments and Responses section of the EIS. 

FEIS 
This FEIS incorporates and responds to the comments received on the DEIS. A 
notice of availability was published in the Federal Register and in public notices and 

press releases. As required by NEPA, there will be a 30-day waiting period after 
the FEIS is published. During this period, the public may comment on the 
adequacy of responses to comments and the FEIS. After that time, the Navy will 
prepare a ROD detailing the decisions on project approval. 

0544 E-2 Aircraft Squadrons Realignment Final Environmental Impact Statement March 1998 
1-10 



2.0 Proposed Action and Alternatives 



PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 2-1 

2.1 Proposed Action 2-1 
2.2 E-2 Aircraft Siting Criteria 2-3 

2.2.1 Site Screening Criteria 2-3 
2.2.2 Site Facility Requirements 2-4 

2.3 Description of Alternatives 2-5 
2.3.1 Preferred Alternative: NAWS Point Mugu 2-7 
2.3.2 NAS Lemoore Alternative 2-12 
2.3.3 NAF El Centro Alternative 2-17 
2.3.4 No Action Alternative 2-22 

2.4 Alternatives Considered But Eliminated 2-22 
2.4.1 NAS North Island 2-23 
2.4.2 NAS Oceana 2-23 
2.4.3 NAS Fallon 2-24 
2.4.4 Other Possible Air Installations 2-24 

2.5 Project Permit Requirements 2-24 
2.6 Comparison of Alternatives 2-24 



CHAPTER 2 
PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 

This chapter describes the Navy planning process and the alternatives considered 
in the environmental impact statement (EIS). Alternatives considered but 
eliminated from detailed analysis also are described. The preferred alternative 
evaluated in this EIS is the realignment of the E-2 aircraft squadrons and personnel 
and families to Naval Air Weapons Station (NAWS) Point Mugu because it best 
meets the operational criteria of the E-2 aircraft. Other alternative bases 

considered for siting the E-2 aircraft include Naval Air Station (NAS) Lemoore, 
and Naval Air Facility (NAF) El Centro. 

2.1      PROPOSED ACTION 

The proposed action evaluated in this EIS is the realignment of four E-2 squadrons 

(16 aircraft total) and associated support personnel and their families from NAS 
Miramar. To support this action, facilities would need to be constructed, 
expanded, and renovated at the receiving base. The amount of construction 

necessary would be determined by which receiving base is selected. The schedules 
will vary depending on the base selected. 

Regardless of which alternative is selected, construction cannot be completed at 

the receiving site before the E-2 squadrons and support functions are required to 
move. They would operate at the receiving site initially from temporary facilities. 

It is essential that construction is not delayed; prolonged operation from 
temporary facilities would cause unacceptable negative impact on operational 
readiness. 

In addition to the increased staffing and equipment levels, the volume of flight 
operations would increase at the receiving installation with the proposed action. 
The following discussion provides a more detailed description of the proposed 
action. 

0544 E-2 Aircraft Squadrons Realignment Final Environmental Impact Statement March 1998 
2-1 



2. Proposed Action and Alternatives 

Aircraft. The proposed action would relocate four E-2 squadrons with four 

aircraft each (16 aircraft total). Realignment of the E-2 aircraft squadrons is 
scheduled to occur in July 1998 through January 1999. Squadrons would relocate 
over six months due to deployment cycles. 

Aircraft operations. The E-2 squadrons addressed by the EIS are existing aircraft 
currently based in San Diego County. These aircraft conduct most of their 
training activities off the coast of southern California or at facilities such as NAWS 

China Lake. The E-2 aircraft use the Sea Range for joint fleet exercises and 

realignment will not change their involvement in these exercises. Relocating these 

squadrons will not alter the types, scale, or general locations of training programs 

in which these aircraft participate. The only change will be the location for these 

aircraft between training assignments. Except for FCLPs, no other aircraft flight 

activities are expected to increase due to E-2 squadron relocation. Annual E-2 

aircraft operations addressed in the EIS include: 1,009 annual take-offs and landings 

(sorties), 4,960 field carrier landing practice (FCLP) cycles, 3,404 automated carrier 

landing system (ACLS) cycles, 851 "touch and go" cycles, and 160 ground 
controlled approach (GCA) cycles (ATAC 1997). Sixty six percent of the 
FCLPs/ACLSs are conducted during evening/nightime hours to simulate 
nighttime aircraft carrier landings. Daily aircraft maintenance activities are 
conducted after flights are completed. Squadron workforce needs diminish 
through the night as daily maintenance requirements are satisfied. 

Typically, each squadron is away from the home base for a period of 14-15 months 
every two years. Over this period, each squadron spends approximately six 
months deployed to the Western Pacific; two months deployed to Panama doing 
counter-drug operations; and approximately seven months away from home base 
involved in air wing/battle group training. An average of two squadrons of E-2s 
are at the home base at any one time. 

Personnel. Realignment of the four E-2 squadrons and associated functions would 
relocate a total of 988 personnel, consisting of approximately 130 officers, 818 
enlisted personnel, and 40 civilians, to the' receiving installation. These 988 
personnel consist of 612 squadron personnel (153 each) and 376 administrative and 
support employees. In addition to squadron and support personnel, the Navy 
would relocate to the receiving installation approximately 1,500 family members, 
including approximately 710 spouses and 790 children. Realignment of the entire 
E-2 community would involve approximately 2,488 people. These population 
estimates are approximate and subject to change and refinement. 

To generate extra support at some of the bases, it is anticipated that auxiliary 

civilian personnel would be hired (8 at NAWS Point Mugu, 0 at NAS Lemoore, 
and 65 at NAP El Centro). 

Facilities. Facilities necessary for the proposed action include aircraft operational 

facilities, maintenance facilities, supply facilities, personnel support facilities, and 
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bachelors' quarters. All facilities would be required to support the E-2 aircraft and 
associated personnel; however, some facilities may already exist at certain 

installations. The existing facilities available to accommodate the E-2 realignment 

and new or expanded facilities that would be required are described in Section 2.3 
for each alternative site. 

2.2      E-2 AIRCRAFT SITING CRITERIA 

The alternatives development process consisted of determining the functions to be 

realigned from NAS Miramar and identifying potential receiving bases that could 
accommodate these functions. Then construction, expansion and rehabilitation 
projects needed to support the operational and personnel requirements of the E-2 
aircraft squadrons at each potential alternative receiving base were identified, based 
on the functions relocating from NAS Miramar and the availability and capacity at 
each alternative receiving base. 

Site Eligibility Limitations 

The BRAC mandate is to relocate the E-2 aircraft squadrons to another naval air 
station. Commander Naval Air Force, US Pacific Fleet (COMNAVAIRPAC) 

conducted a planning process to determine feasible and practical locations to 
receive the E-2 community. This process included analysis of operational and 
logistical requirements for the realignment of the E-2 squadrons and support 
personnel/functions. 

To be eligible for consideration, the site must fall within the Commander in 
Chief, US Pacific Fleet Area of Responsibility (AOR). A basic concept for force 
structure, personnel and equipment planning, assigning specific aircraft assets to 
Pacific Fleet and Atlantic Fleet Commanders simplifies logistics, minimizes 
overhead, and meets Navy goals of minimizing the time spent by personnel away 
from their homes. 

Basing the 16 Pacific Fleet E-2 aircraft and operational assets at more than one 
location would be unacceptable because of operational constraints and high 
support costs associated with maintaining and operating the aircraft in multiple 
locations. It would impede force readiness levels and decrease effectiveness of 
training for E-2 aircrews and support personnel. Neither the Navy's current 
authorized personnel levels, funding, or the Navy's inventory of E-2 spare parts 
and equipment would be able to adequately support such a separation. 

2.2.1     Site Screening Criteria 

Airfield Operational Capabilities 

The following criteria were used to select the alternative bases for the E-2 aircraft 
realignment. 

Field elevation. Home base field elevation must be less than 1,000 ft MSL to 

adequately replicate aircraft flight characteristics experienced at sea level when 
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operating from aircraft carriers. It is particularly important that aircraft 
performance in the landing pattern be as close as possible to that experienced at 
the aircraft carrier. Differences in aircraft performance become significant at 
altitudes above 1,000 ft MSL. 

Training ranges. The home airfield must be within 40 minutes (one-way transit 
time)/150 miles by air to the E-2 training ranges, including the Southern 

California Operations Area (SOCAL OP AREA). This time/distance requirement 

is based on fuel costs, aircraft parts usage, rate of airframe life expenditure and 
limits placed on length of aircrews' flying days for safety. 

Airfield tempo of operations. The level of existing flight activity must be sufficiently 

low to permit unrestricted operations of the E-2 aircraft based there. Both military 

and civilian flight activity must be considered in the airspace nearby as well as at 

the airfield itself. It is especially important that routine operations not interfere 

with FCLPs. 

24-hour operations. The ability to conduct 24-hour aircraft operations with normal 

traffic flow must not be restricted. This is critical because the E-2s conduct an 
important part of their training at night, up to 90 percent of the FCLP operations. 

Dual runways. Home base must have dual runways to permit continuous landings 
in the event the primary runway should become blocked or otherwise unusable. 
Intersecting runways are acceptable providing there is sufficient provision for 
conducting FCLPs concurrently with routine take off and landing operations. For 
this reason it is usually preferable that the dual runways be parallel rather than 
intersecting. 

Field carrier landing practice (FCLP). The ability to conduct efficient FCLPs is 
essential and may be accomplished in one of two ways. FCLPs are preferably 
conducted at the home field, concurrently with routine aircraft operations, or if 
use of the home field is not feasible, it would be acceptable to conduct FCLPs at a 

sufficiently configured outlying airfield located within 30 minutes transit time/100 

miles (one way). A greater distance would not allow the aircraft sufficient time in 

the landing pattern at the outlying field with adequate fuel reserve to return to the 
home base. 

2.2.2     Site Facility Requirements 

Primary runway length. The primary runway must be of sufficient length to allow 

E-2 aircraft to take off and land safely at maximum allowable weights on a wet 
runway and without the use of arresting gear. This must be achievable at the 

highest likely density altitude normally expected at the particular alternative 
location. Based on these factors, 8,000 feet is the minimum length acceptable for 
primary runways at alternatives considered in this analysis. 
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Separate hangar modules. Each fleet squadron requires a separate hangar module in 

which to house its maintenance, training and administrative functions. 

Criteria for Facilities at Alternative Bases 

Facilities do not currently exist at any of the bases to fully accommodate the 

realignment of the E-2 squadrons, equipment, and 988 support personnel and their 

families. Required construction and facility upgrade projects were determined that 

would enable each potential receiving site to support the needs of the E-2 wing and 

their families. Opportunities to retrofit or remodel, and to use off-base facilities 

were considered. Specific project locations at each base were selected for their 

ability to: 

• Satisfy the needs of the E-2 squadrons' mission; 

• Centralize E-2 operations, training, and maintenance activities; 

• Provide    access    to    aircraft    operation    and    maintenance    facilities, 
runways/taxiways, and flight communications; 

• Maximize  compatibility  with   existing  base  uses,   aircraft  circulation 
systems, and flight patterns; 

• Minimize disruption of existing facilities and functions; 

• Minimize environmental impacts; and 

• Minimize the financial costs of realignment. 

Four categories of facilities or equipment are needed for the E-2 squadrons: 

airfield, Aircraft Intermediate Maintenance Department (AMD), training/ 
administration, and personnel support. Table 2-1 lists the required facilities and 
the ability of the alternative receiving bases to satisfy these requirements. 

2.3      DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES 

As described in Section 1.3, the BRAC process directed the realignment of NAS 
Miramar to other naval air stations air stations, primarily NAS Oceana, Virginia; 
NAS North Island, California; and NAS Fallon, Nevada. The Navy has, however, 

realigned the F-14 and TOPGUN/TOPDOME squadrons formerly stationed at 

NAS Miramar to NAS Oceana and NAS Fallon, respectively, in accordance with 
the 1995 BRAC recommendation. However, after applying the criteria for the E-2 

realignment (described in Section 2.2 above) to several installations; only four sites, 
(NAS North Island, NAWS Point Mugu, NAS Lemoore and NAF El Centro), 
were identified for further consideration. NAS North Island was subsequently 

eliminated from consideration due to the need to support Clean Air Act 

requirements with regard to the Marine Corps realignment to MCAS Miramar. 
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2. Proposed Action and Alternatives 

Table 2-1 
Comparison of Facility/Equipment Requirements for the Realignment Alternatives 

NAWS Point 
Mugu 

(Preferred NAS NAF 
Facility/Equipment Alternative) Lemoore El Centro 

Airfield Facilities 
Hangar 01,02, and OH Space (w/Special Comparcmented Ü ■ ■ 
Information Facility (SCIF)) 
Bridge Crane ■ ■ ■ 
Aircraft Parking Apron D ■ ■ 
Apron Canopy D ■ ■ 
Fixed-point Utility System ■ ■ D 
Fixed-point Utility Compressor ■ ■ ■ 
Aircraft Washrack CD ■ D 
Power Check Pad D ■ D 
Naval Aviation Support Engineering Unit (NAESU) D D D 
Vehicle Parking ■ ■ ■ 
AIMD Facilities 
Aviation Supply Warehouse D CD ■ 
Engine Maintenance Shop CD Ü ■ 
Engine Test Cell D ■ ■ 
Ground Support Storage CD CD ■ 
Ground Support Maintenance Shop CD CD ■ 
Avionics shop 1339 

imm EH ■ - 
Airframe shop D ■ ■ 
Training/Administration Facilities 
AEWWINGPAC Admin. Bldg. CD ■ ■ 
Applied Instruction Building (AIB) CD ■ ■ 
Operational Trainer Facility (OTF) ■ ■ ■ 
Personnel Support Facilities 
Child Development Center D ■     ■ ■ 
Gymnasium/Fitness Center D D D 
BEQ D ■ ■ 
Youth Center D ■ D 
Family Services Center D D D 
Medical and Dental Clinic CD D D 
Galley D D D 
Commissary D D D 
Other 
Utility upgrade ■ D B 
Relocation of existing functions 19 CD D 

H New construction required 

EH Facility expansion required 

LU Facility renovation or rehabilitation required 

I I Existing facilities adequate 
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2. Proposed Action and Alternatives 

Therefore, the three alternatives considered in this EIS are NAWS Point Mugu, 
NAS Lemoore and NAP El Centra. The descriptions of these alternative bases that 

follow include a summary of the specific construction or modification projects 
needed to meet the E-2 requirements. The construction projects described for 

each alternative include the preferred locations for the E-2 facilities. No other 
alternative construction sites that met all of the above criteria were identified. 

As part of the alternative selection process, the Navy compared and contrasted the 

alternative locations with operational, logistical, and personnel requirements of the 

E-2 community. Consideration of environmental impacts and cost were also 
factored into the evaluation. The preferred receiving installation is the NAWS 

Point Mugu Alternative described herein. 

2.3.1     Preferred Alternative: NAWS Point Mugu 
NAWS Point Mugu encompasses approximately 4,575 -acres (1,851 hectares) of 
land and marsh area in southern Ventura County. It is located 7 miles (11 
kilometers) southeast of the City of Oxnard and 8 miles (13 kilometers) east of the 
City of Port Hueneme. The base is approximately 5 miles (8 kilometers) from the 
Los Angeles County line and situated along the Pacific Coast, which forms the 
southern boundary of the base (Figure 2-1). 

Existing Base Operations 
The primary mission at NAWS Point Mugu is the development, testing, 

engineering support, and training support for naval weapons, weapons systems, 

and related devices. NAWS Point Mugu manages onshore facilities at the main 
base, where all proposed E-2 facilities would be constructed. These proposed 
facilities are addressed in this EIS. 

NAWS Point Mugu also manages offshore land and airspace of the Western Sea 

Test Range of the Naval Air Weapons Center (NAWC). The 36,000-square-mile 
(77,700-square-kilometer) air/sea test ranges extend 125 miles (201 kilometers) 
southwest of Point Mugu and 250 miles (402 kilometers) northwest to southeast, 
surrounding the islands of San Nicolas, Sari Miguel, Santa Cruz, Santa Rosa, 
Anacapa, and Santa Barbara. There are airspace restrictions and warning areas over 
much of the test range area to allow the test range to carry out its mission. San 
Nicolas Island is wholly owned by the Navy and is part of the range. Because the 
E-2 realignment will not change or increase the use of any of these areas, they are 
not evaluated in this document. 

The airfield at NAWS Point Mugu has two runways, 03/21 and 09/27, which are 
at an elevation of approximately 12 feet above MSL. Runway 03/21 is 11,000 feet 
long (3,353 meters), and Runway 09/27 is 5,500 feet long (1,676 meters). Runway 

03/21 is the main runway and is used for most takeoffs and landings (i.e., 80 
percent), while Runway 09/27 is considered a secondary runway. These runways 

support approximately 17,620 takeoffs and landings, and 8,000 touch-and-go 
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2. Proposed Action and Alternatives 

exercises annually; FCLPs are seldom conducted at NAWS Point Mugu. Both 
runways at NAWS Point Mugu would be used for FCLPs if the E-2 squadrons 
realigned to this base. Approximately 92 percent of the FCLPs would be 
conducted at NAWS Point Mugu and 8 percent at NALF San Clemente, 
representing no change over the present E-2 squadron use of San Clemente Island. 

NAWS Point Mugu currently maintains a total of 61 helicopter and fixed-wing 
aircraft, including H-60 helicopters, C-130 transports, F-4 and F-14 fighters, and P- 

3 maritime patrol aircraft. The overall permanent workforce consists of 

approximately 7,814 personnel, including 4,369 military and 3,445 civilian 
employees. 

Implementation Requirements—NAWS Point Mugu 

Many of the facility requirements could be met through the use of existing 
facilities at NAWS Point Mugu. Realignment of the E-2s to NAWS Point Mugu 

would require relocation of several existing tenants and remodeling of other 
buildings on base. NAWS Point Mugu has adequate space in the existing 
Bachelors' Enlisted Quarters (BEQ) to accommodate the E-2 enlisted personnel. 
Table 2-2 provides a summary of the construction and facility modification 
projects proposed with this alternative. Figure 2-2 illustrates the proposed project 
locations. The total cost to construct, remodel, and relocate functions at NAWS 
Point Mugu in support of the realignment of the E-2 squadrons would be 
approximately $28.6 million. 

Table 2-2 
E-2 Construction—Expansion Projects at NAWS Point Mugu 

Figure Project Project 
Key Facility Units1 Size Type 
A Aircraft Hangar, SCIF, and AIB (Building 

553) 
SF 7,000 Expansion 

A Aircraft Hangar and AIB (Building 553) SF 114,652 Modification 
B Vehicle Parking SP 3752 Construction 
C Avionics Shop (Building 385) SF 7,000 Expansion 
D OTF SF 9,664 Construction 
E Aircraft Washrack (Existing Rinserack) SF 30,600 Modification 
F AE WWINGPAC Administrative Building 

(Building 50) 
SF 84,000 Modification 

G Engine Maintenance Shop, Ground Support 
Storage & Maintenance Shop (Building 311) 

SF 91,173 Modification 

H Dental Clinic (Building 5) SF 3,158 Modification 

'SF - Square Feet; SP - Spaces 
2For the NEPA analysis it is assumed that of the proposed 375 spaces, 150 spaces would be 
to the OTF and 225 spaces would be located west or L Street. A study will be conducted 
number and location of needed parking spaces. 

located adjacent 
to identify exact 

Airfield facilities. An existing 115,000-square-foot (10,683-square-meter) hangar 
(Building 553) would be expanded by 7,000 square feet (650 square meters) and the 
interior of the entire hangar would be remodeled to accommodate the squadrons. 
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2. Proposed Action and Alternatives 

The rehabilitated hangar would include approximately 650 square feet (60 square 
meters) for the Special Compartmented Information Facility (SCIF) and 30,346 
square feet (2,819 square meters) for the Applied Instruction Building (AIB). The 
existing aircraft parking apron would be used without modification. The aircraft 

washrack would be accommodated through expansion of an existing rinserack. 
Simulated aircraft carrier deck lighting and a landing signal officer station would 

be added to the runway. This alternative would require the addition of a fixed- 

point utility system, a fixed-point utility system compressor and two bridge cranes 

(Table 2-3). The existing power check pad would accommodate the E-2 
squadrons. 

Table 2-3 
Other Equipment/Facility Needs at NAWS Point Mugu 

Equipment/Facility Requirement  
Bridge Crane 2 cranes 
Fixed-point Utility System 1 system with 8 plug-ins 
Fixed-point Utility System Compressor      1 compressor  

AIMD facilities. Building 385 would be expanded by 7,000 square feet (929 square 
meters) for the avionics shop. Building 311 would be renovated to accommodate 
the engine maintenance shop, ground support storage, and ground support 
maintenance shop. The engine test cell and the aviation supply warehouse could 
be accommodated through the use of existing facilities. 

Training/administration facilities. A new 9,664-square-foot (898-square-meter) 
building would be constructed for the Operational Trainer Facility (OTF) and 375 

additional parking spaces would be provided. Building 50 would be renovated to 
accommodate the AEWWINGPAC administration activities. The AIB would be 
accommodated in the renovated hangar (Building 553). 

Personnel support facilities. Internal modifications to the dental clinic (Building 5) 

would also be needed. Existing BEQ, galley, family services center, child 
development center, gymnasium, and commissary facilities would have the 
capacity to accommodate incoming personnel. In addition, some facilities at 
nearby Naval Construction Battalion Center (NCBC) Port Hueneme are used by 
NAWS Point Mugu personnel, including a new commissary. 

Specific Assumptions for the NAWS Point Mugu Alternative 
Implementation of the proposed action at NAWS Point Mugu would involve the 
addition of specific projects/services described below: 

• Oil/water separators, sand filters, or other structural or non-structural 
methods of treating runoff from new parking areas. 

• Separation of engine wash water at engine test cell from storm drain 
system. 

0544 E-2 Aircraft Squadrons Realignment Final Environmental Impact Statement March 1998 
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2. Proposed Action and Alternatives 

• One physician and one physician's assistant would be necessary to 
accommodate the E-2 Squadron personnel and maintain adequate service 
(Willis 1997). 

• One flight surgeon is required for the E-2 Squadrons. 

2.3.2     NAS Lemoore Alternative 
NAS Lemoore encompasses 18,784 acres (7,601 hectares) of Navy-owned land and 

11,032 acres (4,467 hectares) of easements in the Central San Joaquin Valley, 
California (Figure 2-3). The 29,823-acre (12,069-hectare) base is located 

approximately 80 miles (128 kilometers) inland from the Pacific Ocean and 
halfway between Los Angeles and Sacramento. The cities of Lemoore and 

Hanford are located approximately 7 miles (11 kilometers) and 17 miles 

(27 kilometers), respectively, east of the base. The closest large urban center is 

Fresno, located approximately 35 miles (56 kilometers) to the northeast. 

Existing Base Operations 
The official mission of NAS Lemoore is to maintain and operate facilities and 
provide services and material to support operations of aviation activities and units 
of the operating forces of the Navy and other activities or units as designated by 
the Chief of Naval Operations (CNO). 

NAS Lemoore is home base for all Pacific Fleet F/A-18 aircraft, except those 
forward deployed units permanently based in Japan. NAS Lemoore home-based 
aircraft include the F/A-18C/D fleet replacement squadron (FRS) and 10 fleet 
squadrons totaling 162 aircraft. The installation maintains a workforce of 6,209 
people, composed of 4,518 military personnel and 1,691 civilian personnel. 

NAS Lemoore airfield contains two parallel runways—14L/32R and 14R/32L. 

Both runways are about 13,500 feet (4,115 m) long and are at an elevation of 235 
feet above MSL. Annual flight activity at NAS Lemoore averages 18,773 takeoffs 
and landings, 29,402 touch-and-go patterns, 50,989 FCLP patterns, and 6,908 GCA 
box patterns. The F/A-18C/D aircraft constitute over 80 percent of the flight 
activity at the airfield. Training exercises originating from NAS Lemoore are 
conducted in ranges in California and Nevada and in the air/sea warning areas 

immediately off the coast of California. If E-2 squadrons realigned to NAS 
Lemoore, approximately 92 percent of the FCLPs would be conducted on base 
and 8 percent at NALF San Clemente, representing no change over the present E-2 
squadrons use of San Clemente Island. 

Implementation Requirements—NAS Lemoore 
Realignment of the E-2 squadrons to NAS Lemoore would require new 

construction, modification of existing facilities, and new equipment. Table 2-4 
provides a summary of construction and facility modification projects proposed 
with this alternative.   Figures 2-4 and 2-5 illustrate the proposed construction 
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2. Proposed Action and Alternatives 

Table 2-4 
E-2 Construction—Expansion Projects at NAS Lemoore 

Figure 
Key Facility Units' 

Project 
Size 

Project 
Type 

A Aircraft Hangar SF 91,811 Construction 
A Aircraft Washrack SF 30,600 Construction 
B Aircraft Parking Apron SF 397,350 Construction 
C AB SF 30,346 Construction 
D OTF SF 9,664 Construction 
E AEWWINGPAC Administration Building SF 14,000 Construction 
F Engine Maintenance Shop (Building 170) SF 10,000 Expansion 
G Avionics Shop (Building 160) SF 4,500 Expansion 
H Airframe Shop SF 23,491 Construction 
I Engine Test Cell SF 7,065 Construction 
J Aviation Supply Warehouse (Building 140) SF 40,000 Modification 
K Ground Support Storage (Fenced area 

around Building 179) 
SF 40,000 Modification 

K Ground Support Maintenance Shop 
(Building 179) 

SF 20,180 Modification 

L Child Development Center SF 11,035 Construction 
M BEQ SF 110,760 Construction 
N   . Youth Center SF 4,000 Construction 

Vehicle Parking SP 500 Construction 
SF — Square Feet; SP - Spaces 

project locations. The total cost to construct, remodel, and relocate functions at 
NAS Lemoore in support of the realignment of E-2 squadrons would be 
approximately $58.3 million. 

Airfield facilities. A new 91,811-square-foot (8,529-square-meter) hangar and 
397,350-square-foot (36,915-square-meter) aircraft parking apron adjacent to the 

existing Hangar 5 would be constructed. Included in the space would be all three 

types of hangar space (Ol, 02, and OH) and SCDF space. Due to high summer 
temperatures, cooling air and shaded parking (i.e., canopies) would be provided on 
the apron. Equipment required with this alternative includes one new fixed-point 
utility system, two bridge cranes, a fixed-point utility system compressor, aircraft 
washrack, power check pad (Table 2-5), and the addition of sufficient parking 
spaces. 

Table 2-5 
Other Equipment/Facility Needs at NAS Lemoore 

Equipment/Facility Requirement 
Bridge Crane 
Apron Canopy 
Fixed-Point Utility System 
Fixed-Point Utility System Compressor 
Power Check Pad 
Aircraft Washrack 

2 cranes 
10 canopies 
1 system with 8 plug ins 
1 compressor 
1 power check pad (11,997 SF) 
1 washrack (30,600 SF)  
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Proposed Project Sites: 
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2. Proposed Action and Alternatives 

I 

AIMD facilities. Existing facilities on the base have the capacity to accommodate 

the E-2's aviation supply warehouse, ground support storage, and maintenance 
shops. An additional 10,000 square feet (929 square meters) for the engine 
maintenance shop (Building 170) and 4,500 square feet (418 square meters) for the 

avionics shop (Building 160) would be required. A new 23,491-square-foot (2,183 
square meters) airframe shop would be constructed. A new engine test cell also 
would be required with this alternative. 

Training/administration facilities. Training/administration facilities would include 

new construction of a 30,346-square-foot (2,819-square-meter) AIB, a 9,664-square- 

foot (898-square-meter) OTF and a 14,000-square-foot (1,300-square-meter) 
AEWWINGPAC administration building. 

Personnel support facilities. Personnel support facilities would be expanded with a 
new 11,035-square-foot (1,025-square-meter) child development center, a new 

4,000-square-foot (371-square-meter) youth center, and new 110,760-square-foot 
(10,290-square-meter) BEQ to house 311 persons. Existing family services 
facilities, medical and dental facilities, galley, fitness center (Building 941) 
gymnasium, and commissary would accommodate incoming personnel and their 
families. 

Specific Assumptions for the NAS Lemoore Alternative 

Implementation of the proposed action at NAS Lemoore would involve the 
addition of specific projects/services described below: 

• Oil/water separators, sand filters, or other structural or non-structural 
methods of treating runoff from new parking areas. 

• Separation of engine wash water at engine test cell from storm drain 
system. 

2.3.3    NAF El Centra Alternative 

NAF El Centra occupies approximately 2,640 acres (1,069 hectares) in Imperial' 
County, California, approximately 7 miles (11 kilometers) west of the City of El 
Centra (the County seat) (Figure 2-6). The base is located approximately 
100 miles (193 kilometers) east of the Pacific Ocean and 65 miles (104 kilometers) 
west of Yuma, Arizona. The US/Mexico Border is situated 12 miles (19 
kilometers) to the south. 

Existing Base Operations 

The primary mission of NAF El Centra is to support fleet air squadrons 
performing tactical air training and to provide additional support to other 
Department of Defense (DOD) components. 
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2. Proposed Action and Alternatives 

The NAF El Centro airfield has two runways, numbered 08/26 and 12/30, which 
support nearby desert range target practice exercises. The 08/26 runway tracks 
west-east for a distance of 9,500 feet (2,896 meters). The 7,000-foot (2,133-meter) 
12/30 runway, intersects the 08/26 at a 45-degree angle. Flight patterns to the 
west, toward the coast, and to the north, toward the range, are the most heavily 
used. FCLPs are primarily conducted on runway 08/26. Both runways are at an 

elevation of 45 feet below MSL. The base currently supports approximately 

17,150 takeoffs and landings, 25,575 touch-and-go exercises, and 78,840 FCLPs 

each year. If E-2 squadrons realigned to NAF El Centro, approximately 92 
percent of the FCLPs would be conducted on-base and 8 percent at NALF San 

Clemente, representing no change over the present E-2 squadrons use of San 

Clemente Island. 

The predominant aircraft at NAF El Centro is the F-18. The base also supports 

squadrons of F-14s, T-45s, AV-8s, S-3s and C-2s. Several transient units use 
facilities and services at NAF El Centro throughout the year, including the Blue 
Angels Flight Demonstration Squadron (during their winter stay). Additionally, 
the S-3 aircraft based at NAS North Island, use NAF El Centro to conduct FCLPs 
and other training. The base is staffed with a permanent workforce of 
approximately 863 people, comprised of 343 military personnel and 520 civilian 

employees. 

Implementation Requirements—NAF El Centro 
With this alternative, new construction of facilities and new equipment in support 
of the realignment of the E-2 squadrons and associated personnel would be 
required. Existing resources at NAF El Centro are limited, and existing hangars, 
supply warehouses, and maintenance facilities are occupied. Table 2-6 provides a 
summary of the proposed construction projects in support of the realignment of 
the E-2 squadrons to NAF El Centro. Figure 2-7 illustrates the locations of the 
new structures. Construction of new E-2 facilities at NAF El Centro would cost 
approximately $69.8 million. 

Airfield facilities. Approximately 91,811 square feet (8,529 square meters) of 
hangar space, approximately 375 parking spaces, and a 397,350-square-foot (36,915- 

square-meter) aircraft parking apron would be required. SCIF space would be 
provided with the new hangar. Existing power check pads and aircraft washracks 
would be available for use by the E-2 squadrons. This alternative would require 
the addition of two bridge cranes, and a fixed-point utility system compressor. 
Cooling air and shaded parking (i.e., canopies) would be provided on the aircraft 

parking apron (Table 2-7). 
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2. Proposed Action and Alternatives 

Table 2-6 
E-2 Construction—Expansion Projects at NAF El Centro 

Figure Project Project 
Key Facility Units1 Size Type 
A Aircraft Hangar SF 91,811 Construction 
A Aircraft Parking Apron SF 397,350 Construction 
A Aviation Supply Warehouse SF 40,000 Construction 
A Engine Maintenance Shop SF 20,000 Construction 
A Engine Test Cell SF 7,065 Construction 
A Ground Support Storage SF 11,555 Construction 
A Ground Support Maintenance Shop SF 8,445 Construction 
A Avionics shop SF 16,302 Construction 
A Airframe shop SF 14,380 Construction 
A AEWwTNGPAC Administration Building SF 14,000 Construction 
A ALB SF 30,346 Construction 
A OTF SF 9,664 Const ruction 
A Vehicle Parking SP 375 Construction 
£ BEQ SF 110,760 Construction 
C Child Development Center SF 11,035 Construction 

'SF - Square Feet; SP - Spaces 

Table 2-7 
Other Equipment/Facility Needs at NAF El Centro 

Equipment/Facility Requirement 
Bridge Crane 2 cranes 
Apron Canopy 10 canopies 
Fixed-Point Utility System Compressor      1 compressor 

AIMD facilities. NAF El Centro does not have available AMD facility assets, and 

consequently, all the required AIMD facilities would need to be constructed. 
AIMD facilities would require 110,682 square feet (10,283 square meters) of new 
construction. An engine test cell also would be constructed. 

Training/administration facilities. NAF El Centro does not have available 
training/administration facilities to support the realignment of the E-2 squadrons. 
New construction would include a 14,000-square-foot (1,301-square-meter) 
AEWWINGPAC administration building, a 30,346-square-foot (2,819-square- 
meter) AIB, and a 9,664-square-foot (898-square-meter) OTF. 

Personnel support facilities. New personnel support facilities would include an 
11,035-square-foot (1,025-square-meter) child development center and an 110,760- 

square-foot (10,289-square-meter) BEQ to house 311 persons. Existing family 

services facilities, the galley, gymnasium and the commissary have the capacity to 
provide necessary services for the E-2 community. 
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2. Proposed Action and Alternatives 

Specific Assumptions for the NAF El Centro Alternative 

Implementation of the proposed action at NAF El Centro would involve the 
addition of specific projects/services described below: 

• The central gas main would be enlarged from 3 inches (8 centimeters) to 4 

inches (10 centimeters) and the peripheral laterals would be enlarged from 

1.25 inches (3 centimeters) to 2 inches (5 centimeters) to accommodate 
increased natural gas usage. Some peripherals are already 2 inches, but the 
smaller (1.25 inch) peripherals would need to be upgraded. 

• Fifteen to twenty 50-kilovolt-ampere transformers, new transmission 
lines, and switchgear would be needed to accommodate the increase in 
electricity usage. 

• Oil/water separators, sand filters, or other structural or non-structural 

methods of treating runoff from new parking areas. 

• Separation of engine wash water at engine test cell from storm drain 

system. 

2.3.4     No Action Alternative 

The no action alternative would not realign AEWWINGPAC assets and personnel 
to another naval air station following the transfer of NAS Miramar to the Marine 
Corps. Existing functions and capabilities of NAWS Point Mugu, NAS Lemoore, 
and NAF El Centro would be preserved with no subsequent need for new or 
modified E-2 facilities. 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, 10 USC § 2687 note, 
Public Law No. 101-510, (DBCRA) expressly excludes from NEPA analysis 

recommendations to close or realign facilities. A no action alternative, in the 
context of closure or realignment, is the antithesis of the recommendation to close 
or realign a facility. As such, it is the very thing expressly excluded from NEPA 
analysis by Congress when it enacted DBCRA. 

Since the no action alternative would fail to meet the legal directives of DBCRA to 
realign E-2 aircraft and facilities, which is the purpose of the proposed action, it is 
therefore not considered a reasonable alternative and has been eliminated from 
further analysis in this EIS. This EIS does, however, address alternative methods of 
accommodating the realignment and transfer of functions (alternative receiving site 
analysis), an analysis that is not exempt from the NEPA process. 

2.4        ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED 

The 1995 BRAC Commission recommended redirection of the E-2 squadrons 
from NAS Miramar to another naval air station, primarily NAS Oceana 
(Virginia), NAS North Island (California), and NAS Fallon (Nevada). NAS 
Oceana and NAS Fallon would not be capable of achieving the operational and 
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2. Proposed Action and Alternatives 

logistical criteria listed in Section 2.2. While NAS North Island meets the 
operational requirements, it was eliminated from consideration due to the need to 

support CAA requirements with regard to the Marine Corps realignment to 
MCAS Miramar. The reasons for their elimination are shown in Table 2-8 and 
summarized below. 

Table 2-8 
E-2 Site Screening 

Site Field 
Elev. 

Trng 
Ranges 

Tempo 
of Ops 

24 Hour 
Ops 

Dual 
Runway 

FCLP 

NAS Oceana 
NAS Fallon 

NAS Wbidbey Island • 
-.- 

• 
• • • 

• 

S meets criteria 
-.- did not meet operational criteria 

2.4.1 NAS North Island 

The Navy initially identified the following potential realignment locations for the 

E-2s: NAS North Island, NAWS Point Mugu, NAS Lemoore, and NAF El 
Centro. Required NEPA documentation for the relocation of the El Toro and 
Tustin assets to NAS Miramar was completed by the Navy in December 1996. 
The Miramar EIS did not preclude keeping the E-2s in the San Diego area. 

Subsequent to the Miramar ROD, and in response to concerns raised by the US 
Environmental Protection Agency and individuals, the Navy reevaluated the then- 
current conformity analysis required by the Clean Air Act, as amended, 42 US C § 
7401 et seq. One of the results of the reevaluation was a determination that, in 
order to support the Marine Corps realignment to NAS Miramar as required by 
law, and so as to support CAA requirements with regard to that realignment, 
relocation of the E-2 squadrons to a site located in a different air quality district 
from that NAS Miramar occupies was necessary. 

Therefore, the Navy has decided that the NAS North Island location, which, like 
NAS Miramar, is in the San Diego Air Quality Management District, is not a 

practicable alternative and will not be further analyzed in this document as a 
candidate receiving site for the E-2 squadrons. NAS North Island was not the 

preferred alternative, and even with the elimination of this potential alternative, 
there continues to be an adequate range of alternatives for purposes of the NEPA 
analysis. 

2.4.2 NAS Oceana 

The E-2 aircraft training requirements necessitate that the squadrons work 
regularly with other west coast-based aircraft squadrons, surface ships, and battle 
group commanders with whom they deploy. NAS Oceana (in Virginia) is 
obviously much farther than the 40-minute one-way transit time by air between 
home base and west coast E-2 training areas.  Additionally, several E-2 squadrons 
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2. Proposed Action and Alternatives 

are already based on the east coast at NAS Norfolk (located 10 miles from NAS 
Oceana). Realignment of Pacific Fleet E-2 squadrons to any east coast location 
would leave Pacific Fleet carrier air wings without a vital part of their tactical 
team, essential for effective training. No other members of the air wing, nor even 

any land based naval aircraft could fill the vital role. Because realignment of the 
west-coast-based E-2s to NAS Oceana, Virginia is inconsistent with their mission, 

it is an unreasonable alternative, and therefore, is eliminated from further 
consideration. 

2.4.3 NAS Falion 
The airfield elevation at NAS Falion (3,934 feet) exceeds the established criteria of 
1,000 feet maximum FCLP altitude, and there is no suitable outlying field where 
FCLPs could be conducted. NAS Falion is also located in western Nevada, well 

beyond the established 150-mile maximum distance to routine E-2 training areas. 

Moreover, NAS Falion is already frequently loaded to capacity hosting carrier air 

wings for interdeployment training in addition to the several other organizations 

based there permanently. For these reasons, realignment of the E-2s to NAS 

Falion is an unreasonable alternative and is eliminated from further consideration. 

2.4.4 Other Possible Air Installations 
Beyond the bases considered in detail in Section 2.3, there are no other receiving 
bases in the continental US or Hawaii that would provide for a 40-minute one-way 
flight time (150 NM) between the home base and the primary training areas used 
by the E-2 squadrons. Training interaction with aircraft and ships is vital to 
effective training of the entire force, which operates almost exclusively in 
Southern California operating areas. Therefore, air stations such as NAS Whidbey 
Island were not considered reasonable alternatives. 

2.5 PROJECT PERMIT REQUIREMENTS 

Several laws and regulations would apply to implementation of the E-2 aircraft 
squadron realignment. Table 2-9 lists potential permit and review requirements 

from applicable federal, state, and local agencies that would likely be involved in 
the project approval and implementation process. 

2.6 COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES 

NEPA requires that the EIS include a presentation of the alternatives in 
comparative form, to define the issues and to provide a clear basis for choice 
among options by the decision-makers and the public. Table 2-10 lists the 
significant impacts and corresponding mitigation measures for each alternative. 
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CHAPTER 3 
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

This chapter contains descriptions of. the existing environmental and 
socioeconomic conditions at each of the three proposed receiving bases which 
include Naval Air Weapons Station (NAWS) Point Mugu (the Preferred 
Alternative), Naval Air Station (NAS) Lemoore, and Naval Air Facility (NAF) El 
Centro. The information in this chapter will serve as baseline data to identify and 

evaluate any potential impacts that could result from the proposed action. Baseline 

information is presented for the current year where this information is available 

or, in some cases, information from documents prepared in previous years. 

A region of influence (ROI) has been identified and analyzed for each resource. 
An ROI is a geographic area in which environmental effects for that resource 
would be most likely to occur. The affected environment is described for 

biological resources, hydrology/surface water quality, land use and airspace 
designations, socioeconomics, traffic and circulation, air quality, noise, aesthetics 
and visual resources, utilities and public services, cultural resources, public health 

and safety, and hazardous materials and wastes. 

3.1      BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

This section describes the biological resources for the three alternative bases. The 
discussion of biological resources includes vegetation, wildlife, special status 
species, sensitive habitats, and, where appropriate, marine mammals. Due to its 
marine location, the NAWS Point Mugu alternative includes a discussion of 

marine resources. 

Definition of Resource 
For the purpose of this report, biological resources are defined as all plant and 
animal species that occur within the proposed project sites. Plant associations or 
recognizable floristic groupings or "plant communities" are referred to as habitat 
types in this report, and vegetation and wildlife associated with the groupings are 
described. Sensitive biological resources are defined as those plant and animal 

species that are listed as threatened or endangered by the United States Fish and 
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3.1  Biological Resources 

Wildlife Service (USFWS) or California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), 

species proposed for federal or state listing, and other species specifically protected 
by applicable laws. Also included as sensitive species are those listed by the 
California Native Plant Society (CNPS). Sensitive vegetation types and wildlife 
habitat include those that receive federal regulatory protection. Sensitive marine 
life includes marine mammals protected by the National Marine Fisheries Service 
(NMFS) and the Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA) of 1972, 16 USC § 

1431 et seq. 

Approach to the Analysis 

Biological resource data were collected from existing reports as described for each 

base and from field investigations. Nomenclature used throughout this report 

conforms to Hickman (1993) for plants, Holland (1986) for plant communities, 

Farrand (1985) for birds, Stebbins (1985) for reptiles and amphibians, and Jones et 

al. (1992) and Ingles (1965) for mammals. 

Special status species were identified by querying the California Natural Diversity 

Database, an electronic database of the CDFG (1997), and the Electronic 
Inventory, an electronic database for the California Native Plant Society (Skinner 
and Pavlik 1994). Sensitive plant communities and wildlife habitat include those 
that receive federal regulatory protection. Sensitive marine life includes marine 
mammals protected by the NMFS and the MMPA of 1972, 16 USC § 1431 et seq. 
In addition, field investigations were conducted on July 28 to August 1, 1997 to 
verify information contained in the reference documents and to identify any 

significant resources not indicated. 

Region of Influence 
Biological resources at each base and in the surrounding areas can be affected by 

development plans for each base, as well as associated aircraft operations. The 
impacts associated with the aircraft operations at each base can extend up to one 

mile (1.6 kilometers) from the base's airfield, based on noise levels above 75 dB 

from aircraft operations. Therefore, the ROI for aircraft operations associated 
with the proposed action will include biological resources within one mile (1.6 
kilometers) of the bases being considered and the ROI for development will 

include resources within each base's boundaries. 

3.1.1     Preferred Alternative: NAWS Point Mugu 
This section describes the biological resources for NAWS Point Mugu. The 
discussion of biological resources includes vegetation types, wildlife, special status 

species, and sensitive habitats. 

Vegetation 
The vegetation found within NAWS Point Mugu consists of over 250 species of 
plants. The NAWS Point Mugu Natural Resources Summary Report (US Navy 

1996b) identified four habitat types potentially affected by the proposed action at 

NAWS Point Mugu. These are described below. 
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3.1   Biological Resources 

Developed and landscaped areas. Vegetation in the developed and landscaped areas 

consists of ornamental trees, shrubs, and lawns near buildings in the NAWS Point 

Mugu developed areas. Little native vegetation exists in these areas. 

Disturbed/ruderal areas. These areas include roadways, areas of bare sand, and 

disturbed lands with vegetation. Plant species observed within these disturbed 
areas include Bermuda grass (Cynodon dactylon), ice plant (Mesembryanthemum 

edule), wild oat (Avena/atua), foxtail {Hordeum jubatum), ripgut brome (Bromus 

rigidus), black mustard (Brassica nigra), coyote brush {Baccharis pilularis), and 

white sweet-clover (Melilotus albus). Ice plant generally dominates disturbed sites 

with sandy soils closer to the coast at NAWS Point Mugu, while grasses dominate 

the sites that are located further inland. 

Sahmarsh wetland. The 2,500-acre (1,011-hectare) saltmarsh wetland (Figure 3-1) is 

the most significant biological resource on base. It includes Mugu Lagoon, which 

encompasses 580 acres (235 hectares) of subtidal water areas. Mugu Lagoon, the 
largest saltmarsh ecosystem left in southern California, is an important food, 
nursery, shelter, and breeding area for over 190 species of benthic invertebrates, 
200 species of birds, and 40 species of fish, and the flora consists of over 250 species 
of plants (Keeney, et al. 1996; Saiki 1994; Onuf 1987). Freshwater from Calleguas 

Creek and tidal flows provides a rich nutrient source that serves as a base for the 

food web of the lagoon and offshore biota. 

The saltmarsh wetland found within NAWS Point Mugu can be divided into two 
zones: the lower and upper marsh. The lower marsh is characterized by longer 
and more frequent periods of tidal inundation than the upper marsh. Common 
pickleweed {Salicomia virginica) is the dominant species in both the lower and 
upper marsh zones. Cordgrass (Spartina foliosa) is also present in the lower marsh 
zone. The upper marsh is a more diverse vegetation community than the lower 

marsh. In addition to common pickleweed, marsh rosemary (Limonium 

califomicum), alkali heath (Frankenia grandifolia), jaumea (Jaumea camosa), 

saltwort (Batis maritima), arrow-grass (Triglochin concinna), sea-blite (Suaeda 

califomica), and annual pickleweed (Salicomia bigelovii) are found in the lower 

marsh (US Navy 1996b). 

Drainage ditches/levee areas. The drainage ditches within NAWS Point Mugu are 
generally filled with brackish water, and many are influenced by tidal flow from 
Mugu Lagoon (Figure 3-1). Wetland species observed in these areas include cattail 

(J"ypha sp.), bulrush (Scirpus sp.), mulefat (Baccharis viminea), and pickleweed, and 

are generally found in thin strips along the edges of the ditch. 

Wildlife 
Developed and landscaped areas. Wildlife associated with the developed and 
landscaped areas of NAWS Point Mugu includes rabbit (Sylvilagus sp.); black-tailed 

jack rabbit (Lepus californicus); striped skunk (Mephitis mephitis), and a number of 
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3.1   Biological Resources 

rodents, such as ground squirrels (Spermophilus beecheyi); voles (Microtus 

californicus); gophers (Thomomys bottae); and mice (Mus musculus). Birds found in 
this area are typical of those found in urban areas. Common species include 

mourning dove (Zenaida macroura), house sparrow (Passer domesticus), house finch 

(Carpodacus mexicanus), European starling (Stumus vulgaris), rock dove (Columba 

livia), and Brewer's blackbird (Euphagus cyanocephalus). 

Disturbed/ruderal     areas. Overlap     in     habitat     use     exists     between 

developed/landscaped and disturbed/ruderal areas. Therefore, many of the species 

listed above are commonly found in disturbed/ruderal areas. A species that is less 
tolerant of human disturbance may also be found in these areas as well, including 
coyotes (Canis latrans). Other species include ground squirrels, red-tailed hawk 

(Buteo jamaicensis), American kestrel (Falco sparverius), western kingbird (Tyrannu 

verticalis), mourning dove, western meadowlark (Sturnella neglecta), and lark 

sparrow (Chondestes grammacus). 

\s 

Saltmarsh wetland. The saltmarsh wetland provides habitat for many wildlife 
species associated with wetlands. Some of the more common species include 
muskrat (Ondatra zibethica), striped skunk, American avocet (Recurvirostra 

americana), sandpipers (Calidris spps.), great blue heron (Ardea herodias), great 
egret (Casmerodius albus), black-necked stilt (Himantopus mexicans), waterfowl, and 
several special status species described below. Mugu Lagoon also supports a 

resident population of harbor seals (Phoca vitulina). These are described in more 

detail in the following section. 

Drainage ditch/levee areas. The drainage ditches create a connection to the interior 
area of NAWS Point Mugu and contain some of the fishes found in tidal wetland 

areas. Common wildlife species occurring here include those species that feed on 
the small fish, including the American bittern (Botaurus lentiginosus), great egret 
(Casmerodius albus), snowy egret (Egretta thula) and western aquatic garter snake 
(Jhamnophis couchi). Other common species associated with this habitat include 
skunk (Mephitis sp.), opossum (Didelphis marsupialis), muskrat, American coot 
(Fulica Americana), and pond turtle (Clemmys marmorata). 

Aquatic and Marine Resources 

Mugu Lagoon is the largest estuary in southern California, and the open water and 

intertidal wetlands support over 40 species of fish (Onuf 1987). The most common 
species found in the shallow water and tidal wetlands include topsmelt (Atherinops 

affinis), California killifish (Fundulus parvipinnis), western mosquitofish 
(Gambusia affinis), arrow goby (Clevelandia ios), Pacific staghorn sculpin 

(Leptocottus armatus), and arroyo chub (Gila orcutti) (Saiki 1994). Common 

species found in the deeper waters include topsmelt, Pacific staghorn sculpin, 
California killifish, shiner surfperch (Cymatogaster aggregata), diamond turbot 
(Hypsopsetta guttulata), bay pipefish (Sygnathus leptorhynchus), California halibut 
(Paralichthys californicus), and longjaw mudsucker (Gillichthys mirabilis) (Saiki 
1994).   Most of the smaller species of fish serve as a food source for many bird 
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species found at NAWS Point Mugu, including the California least tern and 
California brown pelican, both special status species. 

The waters immediately off of NAWS Point Mugu support a wide diversity of sea 

life. This includes mobile biota such as macroinvertebrates and fish. Marine 
mammal species in this area include various dolphin species and gray whales 
(Eschrichtius robustus). Inshore dolphin species mainly consist of the common 
dolphin (Delphinus delphis), the Pacific bottlenose dolphin (Tursiops truncates), and 

on occasion, Risso's dolphins (Grampus griseus). Gray whales regularly migrate 

both northward and southward within one mile (1.6 kilometers) offshore at 

NAWS Point Mugu and the runways. Incidental individual California Sea Lions 

(Zalophus californianus) are known to occur in the waters off of Point Mugu, but 

no consistent rookeries or haul-outs are present. There is a large population of 

harbor seals located on mud flats found within the central basin of the Point Mugu 

base, i.e. at Mugu Lagoon. The area is known as harbor seal flats. The population 

varies in size from approximately 180 animals in the winter to as many as 350 in 

the breeding season (March through July). This is the second largest harbor seal 

population south of Pt. Conception on the mainland coast. There are normally a 
small number of harbor seal pups, 20 to 35, born each year. (Keeney 1997). These 
animals are habituated to overflight noise and typically remain undisturbed as long 
as aerial operations are above 500 feet. (This limit applies to all fixed-wing craft.) 

Sensitive Habitat 
Sensitive habitats are natural plant communities and wildlife habitat that are 
protected by federal or state law, local ordinance, or policies of land management 
agencies. Wetlands are considered important to the public interest because they 

perform significant biological functions, such as providing nesting, breeding, 
foraging and spawning habitat for a wide variety of resident and migratory animal 

species (US Army Corps of Engineers [COE] Regulatory Program Regulations, 33 
CFR § 320.4). The wetlands of NAWS Point Mugu, shown on Figure 3-1, are 
considered jurisdictional wetlands by the US Army Corps of Engineers, and are 
recognized sensitive habitat. Wetlands also qualify as sensitive habitat under 
CDFG and USFWS, which have "no net loss" policies for wetlands. The Navy 

has a "no net loss" policy on wetlands as well. 

Wetlands defined as jurisdictional wetlands by the COE are "those areas that are 
inundated or saturated by surface or ground water at a frequency and duration 

sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do support, a 
prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions. 
Wetlands generally include swamps, marshes, bogs, and similar areas" (33 CFR § 
328.3(b) (1984)). All wetlands meeting this definition, which include all the 
wetlands shown on Figure 3-1, are protected from dredge or fill activities under 

the Clean Water Act, as amended, § 404, 33 USC § 1251 et seq. 
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Special Status Species 
The ranges of six state and five federally listed endangered species, one federally 

threatened species and three species of federal concern are known to include 

NAWS Point Mugu. In addition, a few marine mammals are found at the site. 
Table 3-1 describes the status and potential presence at NAWS Point Mugu for 

threatened and endangered species, and species of special concern that were 
identified by the USFWS (Appendix B). Western burrowing owl (Athene 

cunicularia hypugea) and Belding's savanna sparrow (Passerculus sandwichensis 

beldingi) are also included in the table because they are known to be present at 

NAWS Point Mugu. Although included in the USFWS letter (Appendix B), the 

island night lizard (Xantusia riversiana) is indigenous only to San Nicholas Island 

and not the mainland, and consequently does not appear on Table 3-1. The 
Western snowy plover (Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus) has been identified on the 

base and a species report is currently being prepared. This species is associated 

with sandy beaches, alkaline flats, and occasionally mudflats. Portions of NAWS 
Point Mugu are included in the proposed critical habitat for the snowy plover. 

Table 3-1 
Sensitive Species Known to Inhabit or Potentially Inhabit the Vicinity of NAWS Point Mugu 

Scientific Name Common Name Federal/State/ 
CNPS Status 

Present on 
Project Site? 

Mammals 
Phoca vitulina Harbor seal *MMPA c 
Eschricbtius robustus Gray whale *MMPA CO 
Zalophus califomianus California sea lion *MMPA P 
Delphinus delphis Common dolphin *MMPA p 
Tursiops truncatus Bottlenose dolphin *MMPA p 
Grampus griseus Rissos's dolphin »MMPA p 

Birds 
Athene cunicularia hypugea Western burrowing owl SC/CSCA c 
Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus Western snowy plover T/CSCA c 
Falco peregrinus anatum American peregrine falcon E/EA c 
Passerculus sandwichensis held ingi Belding's savanna sparrow SC/EA c 
Pelecanus occidentalis californicus California brown pelican E/EA c 
Rallus longirostris levipes Light-footed clapper rail E/EA c 
Sterna antillarum brownii California least tern E/EA c 

Plants 
Cordylanthus maritimus maritimus Salt marsh bird's beak E/E/1B c 
Astragalus pycnostachyus var. Ventura marsh milk-vetch SCA/1A u 
lanosissimus 

Source: USFWS 1997a; Skinner and Pavlik 1994; Biosystems Associates 1994. 
Notes: 
Federal Status State/CDFG Status                        CNPS Status Present? 
E - Endangered E- Endangered                             1A - Presumed extinct in Calif. C- Confirmed 
T — Threatened T- Threatened                              IB - Rare and endangered in CO - Confirmed Offshore 
PE = Proposed endangered R- Rare California and elsewhere P- Possible 
PT = Proposed threatened CSC ] - California species               4 - Limited distribution U- Unlikely 
C = Candidate of special concern 
SC= Species of concern *MMPA - Sensitive Species protected 

under the Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972 
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The California least tern (Sterna antillarum brownii), California brown pelican 
(Pelecanus occidentalis californicus), light-footed clapper rail (Rallus longirostris 
levipes), and American peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus anatum), are federally and 
state listed as endangered. The light-footed clapper rail occupies coastal saltmarsh 
within NAWS Point Mugu and is known to exist in habitat on the southern 
portion of the base. American peregrine falcon, a common winter resident of the 
area, does not nest at NAWS Point Mugu, but feeds on shorebirds and small ducks 
in the area. California brown pelican roosts and feeds in Mugu Lagoon (Keeney et 
al. 1996). California least tern nests on the sandy areas on Ormond Beach, located 
on the base (Figure 3-2). The saltmarsh bird's beak (Cordylanthus maritimus 

maritimus), a federally and state listed endangered species, exists within the coastal 
saltmarsh habitat of NAWS Point Mugu (Figure 3-2). Several species of marine 

mammals occur both on the coastline at Point Mugu and in the waters offshore of 

the base. All marine mammals have special protected status. Belding's savannah 

sparrow, a resident of coastal saltmarsh, is designated by the State of California as 

an endangered species, and is a federal species of concern. Within NAWS Point 

Mugu, habitat for this species covers roughly 50 percent of the base (Figure 3-2). 

Western burrowing owl is also a federal species of concern. The majority of winter 
roosting habitat for burrowing owl occurs from the end of October through mid- 
March in the area near where Operational Trainer Facility (OTF) vehicle parking 
is planned near 13,h Street and Photo Road (see Figure 3-2) (Keeney 1997). NAWS 
Point Mugu contains more than half of the winter roosting population of 
burrowing owls found within Ventura and Santa Barbara counties (Keeney 1997). 

3.1.2     NAS Lemoore Alternative 
This section describes the biological resources for NAS Lemoore Operations and 
Administration/Housing areas only. These are the only areas where there is a 

potential for impacts. The discussion of biological resources includes vegetation 
types, wildlife, special status species, and sensitive habitats. The Natural Resources 
Management Plan for NAS Lemoore (US Navy 1990e) identifies the habitat types 
found within these areas of the base. These habitat types are described below. 

Vegetation 
Buildings, roads, parking lots, landscaped areas, and disturbed annual grasslands 
cover most of NAS Lemoore administrative, housing, and operations areas. 

Agricultural lands, with little or no native vegetation, surround the developed 
areas. Wetlands are found associated with the irrigation and drainage ditches in 

the agricultural areas and in the Sunset Lakes area in the northeast corner of the 

property. 

Developed and landscaped lands. The vegetation in the developed and landscaped 
areas of NAS Lemoore consists of ornamental trees, shrubs, and small lawn areas 
near selected buildings.     Representative trees and shrubs  found within  the 
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3.1   Biological Resources 

operations area include Washingtonian palms (Wasbingtonian sp.), honey locust 
(Gleditsia triacantbos inermis), black locust {Robinia pseudo-acacia), oleander 
(Nerium oleander), and pyracantha {Pyracantha sp.). Small lawn areas are planted 
with Bermuda grass (Cynodon dactylon). The administration area includes Juniper 

(Juniperus sp.), fir (Abies sp.), pine {Pinus sp.), incense cedar (Libocedrus decurrens), 

tamarisk (Tamarix sp.), acacia {Acacia sp.), honey locust, ash (Fraxinus sp.), olive 
{Olea sp.), eucalyptus {Eucalyptus sp.), Fremont cottonwood {Populus fremonti), 

poplar {Populus sp.), willow {Salix sp.), sycamore {Platanus sp.), Washington palm, 
palo ornamental fruit trees {Cercidium sp.), palo verde (Cercidium torreyanum), 
crape-myrtle {Lagerstroemia indica), and pomegranate (Punica granatum). There 

are few native plant species found in these areas. 

Disturbed annual grassland. Disturbed annual grasslands surround the developed 
areas and are found almost entirely associated with the administrative area. These 

areas are mowed and plowed annually to reduce the threat of fire. The plants 
found in these areas include canary grass {Phalaris canariensis), barley {Hordeum 

stebbinsi), foxtail chess {Bromus madritensis), fiddleneck (Amsinckia sp.), Russian 
thistle {Salsola pestifer), wild oats, vinegar weed {Trichostema lanceolatum), and 

sweet fennel {Foeniculum vulgäre). 

Agricultural. Cotton is the largest agricultural crop grown on NAS Lemoore. 
Other crops grown include barley, wheat, sugar beets, alfalfa, field corn, tomatoes, 
beans, onions, garlic, safflower, and melons. There is very little natural vegetation 
in the agricultural areas as the fields are plowed to the edge of roads and irrigation 
ditches. Plant species common to the disturbed grassland are sparsely distributed 
along dirt access roads and ditches and some species common to the wedand areas 

can be found in the irrigation ditches or near well heads. 

Wetlands. Wetlands found at the NAS Lemoore site are described in the Wetland 

Identification and Classification Report (Tetra Tech 1996). Forty-three wetland 

sites were found to occur on the NAS Lemoore site (Figures 3-3 and 3-4). Nearly 

all of the wetlands on NAS Lemoore are associated with irrigated agriculture, 

primarily at the location of Westlands Water District irrigation valves and ditches. 

All but two wetland areas occur in man-made excavations. Five of the inventoried 

wetlands are of sufficient size and permanence to be of significance to wildlife of 

the area. While the remaining wetlands do have hydrophytes growing within 
them, the hydrology of the area does not naturally provide a sufficient water 
source for them to be of significance to wildlife. Sufficient water occurs in these 

locations only as seepage from irrigation pipes or pumped irrigation water. 

Only three wetlands occur near the operations area of the NAS Lemoore site; 

however, none occurs in or directly adjacent to proposed project locations. No 

wetlands occur within the Administration/Housing area of the NAS Lemoore 

site. Wetland sites 2, 33 and 9 are located within or partially within the boundary 

of the operations area (Figure 3-3).   Wetland site 2 consists of the main drainage 
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3.1  Biological Resources 

ditch, running southeast to east along the northeast and east side of Runway 32-R. 
This wetland site alternates between open water and freshwater marsh habitat. It 
is heavily overgrown, with the bank edges lined by such freshwater marsh species 
as cattails, umbrella sedge {Cyperus sp.), curly dock (Rumex crispus), rabbitfoot 
beard grass (Polypogon monspeliensis), blueweed (Helianthus ciliaris), narrow-leaf 
milkweed (Asclepias fascicularis), sea-blite (Suaeda moquini), foxtail chess (Bromus 

madritensis rubens), saltgrass (Disticblis spicata), and alkali-mallow {Malvella 

leprosa). The main drainage ditch carries run-off from the flight operations area 

and agricultural land across NAS Lemoore in an easterly direction to the Kings 

River. Although no proposed project actions are planned in this area, this wetland 
site has been declared an Installation Restoration (IR) site, due to trapped 
sediments and heavy metal residuals from numerous years of aircraft washdowns. 

Wetland site 33 consists of a drainage ditch that runs between taxiways 32-R and 
32-L at the north end of the operations area. This wetland site alternates between 
open water and freshwater marsh habitat. The dominant vegetation within the 
ditch includes blueweed, dallis grass (Paspalum dilaiatum), and heliotrope 
(Heliotropium sp.), with additional plant species including bristly ox-tongue (Picris 
ecbioides), prickly sow thistle (Soncbus asper), and cocklebur (Xantbium 
strumarium). This ditch transports runoff to the Main Drainage Ditch. 

Wetland site 9 consists of a small open water sump-pond located on the western 
side of NAS Lemoore operations area. The wetland contains cattails and water 
smartweed (Polypogum amphibium). Black willows [Salix gooddingii), tamarisk, 
heliotrope, bristly ox-tongue, dallis grass, and blueweed line the edges of the pond. 
This wetland site is located near the southwest corner of the operations area, well 
away and up slope of any proposed project sites within the area. 

Wildlife 
Wildlife species found at NAS Lemoore represent those common to the San 
Joaquin Valley and are described below by habitat type. 

Developed and landscaped lands. Wildlife found in these areas are typical of urban 
areas and include house mouse {Mus musculus), roof rat (Rattus rattus), pocket 
gopher (Thomomys sp.), and California ground squirrel (Spermophilus beecheyt). 
Bird species found include mourning dove, house sparrow, house finch, European 
starling, rock dove, barn swallow (Hirundo rustica), and Brewer's blackbird. 

Disturbed annual grassland. Mammals associated with this habitat type at NAS 
Lemoore include black-tailed jackrabbit (Lepus califomicus), cottontail {Sylvilagus 
auduboni), coyotes, skunks, opossum and a number of rodents, such as ground 
squirrels, and the Fresno kangaroo rat (Dipodomys nitratoides exilis). Reptiles 
associated with this habitat type include western whiptail (Cnemidophorus tigris), 
western fence lizard (Sceloporus occidentalism, side-blotched lizard (Uta 

stansburiana), and gopher snake (Pituophis melanoleucus).   Common bird species 
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3,1  Biological Resources 

found include the loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus), common raven (Corvus 
corax), western burrowing owl, and American kestrel. 

Agricultural. Some 46 species of water and shore birds have been observed on the 
base, including a variety of herons, egrets, geese, ducks, plovers, sandpipers, and 
gulls (US Navy 1990e). These birds are most numerous during the winter and 
spring months and are most commonly associated with the agricultural and 
wetland areas. Thirteen species of raptors have also been seen on base. These 
include nine species of hawk and four species of owl, including the western 
burrowing owl. In addition, the agricultural areas support game birds such as 
dove, and ring-necked pheasant (Phasianus colcbicus), and a wide variety of other 
birds, including red-winged blackbird, tricolored blackbird (Agelaius tricolor), and 
yellow-headed blackbird (Xanthocephalus xanthocephalus). Reptiles, amphibians, 
and mammals found here include those associated with the disturbed grassland, 
but at much lower populations. 

Wetlands. Most amphibian and reptiles associated with wetland areas are confined 

to the irrigation and drainage ditches located on the base and the wetland areas in 

the northeast corner of the base. Common species include the California treefrog 
(Hyla califomiae), bullfrog (Rana catesbeiana), western aquatic garter snake, and the 
common kingsnake (Lampropeltis getulus). Bird species commonly using the 
wetland areas include great blue heron, snowy egret, American coot, red-winged 
blackbird, and marsh wren. 

Special Status Species 
Table 3-2 describes status and presence at NAS Lemoore for threatened and 
endangered species and species of special concern that were identified by the 
USFWS (Appendix B). Seven federally listed endangered species, seven federally 
threatened species, nineteen species of federal concern, seven state listed 
endangered species, three state listed threatened species, and four state species of 
special concern occur in the vicinity and potentially could be present at NAS 
Lemoore. Figures 3-5 and 3-6 depict known special status species habitat at NAS 
Lemoore. 

3.1.3     NAF El Centra Alternative 
This section describes the biological resources for NAF El Centra. The discussion 
of biological resources includes vegetation types, wildlife, special status species, 
and sensitive habitats. The Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan for 
NAF El Centra (US Navy 1997f) and Draft EIS for the Proposed Closure of 
Naval Air Facility El Centra (US Navy 1990a) identify the habitat types found on 
base. These habitat types are described below. 

Vegetation 
Most of the lands at NAF El Centra have been heavily disturbed. Some areas are 
currently developed with structures or paved with a minimum of landscaping. 
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3.1  Biological Resources 

Table 3-2 
Sensitive Species Known to Inhabit or Potentially Inhabit the Vicinity of NAS Lemoore 

Federal/State/ Present on 
Scientific Name Common Name 

CNPS Status Project Site? 

Mammals 
A mmospermophilus nelsoni Nelson's antelope ground squirrel SCAA P 
Dipodomys ingens giant kangaroo rat E/EA U 

D. nitratoides Fresno kangaroo rat E/EA c 
D. nitratoides brevinasus short-nosed kangaroo rat SC/-A p 
D. nitratoides nitratoides Tipton kangaroo rat E/EA c 
Eumops perotis califomicus greater western mastiff bat SCAA p 
Myotis ciliolabrum small-footed myotis bat SCAA u 
My otis volans long-legged myotis bat SC/-A p 
Myotis yumanensis Yuma myotis bat SC/-A p 
Onychomys torridus tularensis Tulare grasshopper mouse SCAA p 
Perognathus inomatus San Joaquin pocket mouse SCAA u 
Plecotus townsendii townsendii Pacific western big-eared bat SCAA p 
Vulpes macrotis mutica San Joaquin kit fox E/TA p 

Birds 
A thene cunicularia hypugea western burrowing owl SC/CSCA c 
Branta canadensis leucopareia Aleutian Canada goose TAA p 
Buteo regalis ferruginous hawk SC/-A p 
Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus western snowy plover T/CSCA p 
Charadrius montanus mountain plover CAA p 
Empidonax traillii brewsteri little willow flycatcher SC/EA u 
Falco peregrinus anatum American peregrine falcon E/EA p 
Haliaeetus leucocephalus bald eagle T/EA p 
Plegadis chihi white-faced ibis SCAA- c 
Sterna antillarum brownii California least tern E/EA p 

Reptiles 
Clemmys marmorata marmorata northwestern pond turtle SC/CSCA p 
Clemmys marmorata pallida southwestern pond turtle SC/CSCA p 
Crotapbytus (Gambelia) silus blunt-nosed leopard lizard EAA p 
Masticophis flagellum ruddocki San Joaquin whipsnake SCAA p 
Pbrynosoma coronatum frontale California horned lizard SC/-A u 
Thamnophis gigas giant garter snake T/TA p 

Amphibians 
Rana aurora draytonii California red-legged frog T/CSCA u 
SCapbiopus hammondii western spadefoot toad SC/CSCA u 
Fish 
Hypomesus transpacificus delta smelt T/TA Unknown 

Invertebrates 
Branchinecta lynchi vernal pool fairy shrimp TAA P 

Desmocerus califomicus dimorphis        valley elderberry longhorn beetle TAA P 

Lytta molesta molestan blister beetle SCAA Unknown 

Source: USFWS 1997b; CDFG 1994. 
Notes: 
Federal Status State/CDFG Status                    CNPS Status Present? 
E - Endangered E - Endangered                         IB - Rare anc endangered in C - Confirmed 

T - Threatened T - Threatened                                 California and elsewhere P - Possible 

PE - Proposed endangered R - Rare                                   4 - Limited d stribution U - Unlikely 

PT - Proposed threatened CSC - California species 
C - Candidate of special concern 
SC - Species of concern, 

presumed extinct 
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3.1   Biological Resources 

Other areas have been graded or plowed to reduce the fire hazard while still other 
areas are in agricultural production. The character of remaining disturbed plant 
communities is strongly influenced by the sparseness and unpredictability of 
rainfall and soil alkalinity. 

Developed and landscaped areas. This habitat type includes buildings, parking areas, 
and landscaped areas within NAF El Centro. Common plant species found 
include eucalyptus, Brazilian pepper tree (Schinus terebinthifolius), and oleander. 
Few native plants are found in these areas. 

Disturbed grassland. These areas include dirt roads, bare soil, and disturbed lands 
with vegetation. Wildlife diversity is low due to human disturbance and the 
absence or scarcity of vegetation. Weedy species, such as telegraph weed 
(Heterotbeca grandiflora), black mustard, and Bermuda grass tend to exist in 
undeveloped areas, such as between taxiways and runways, and many of the large 

bare soil areas. 

Agricultural. Crops currently being grown on the agricultural lands leased to 

farmers by NAF El Centro include alfalfa and Bermuda grass for seed. Many of 
the same species found in the disturbed grassland areas are found on field edges or 
near irrigation ditches. 

Wetlands. The Natural Resources Conservation Service completed a jurisdictional 
wetland delineation of NAF El Centro on November 1996. Figure 3-7 shows the 
location of jurisdictional wetlands found on NAF El Centro. The only 
jurisdictional wetland that was identified is in the northeast corner of the base in 
an old riverbed of New River. There are no other jurisdictional wetlands found 
on the base. There are several irrigation ditches on the base which were examined 
during a field visit on July 31, 1997 and there is no indication of hydric soils or 
sufficient hydrologic conditions to support a wetland. 

Wildlife 
Developed and landscaped areas. Wildlife associated with the developed portions of 
NAF El Centro include mice, ground squirrels, bats, and opossums. Birds 
commonly found in this habitat type include rock dove, mourning dove, common 
grackle {Quiscalis quiscula), Brewer's blackbird, house finch, and house sparrow. 

Disturbed grassland. The disturbed grasslands support black-tailed jack rabbits, 
ground squirrels, kangaroo rats (Dipodomys sp.), and skunk. Bird species include 
killdeer (Charadrius voci/erus), lesser nighthawk (Chordeiles acutipennis), western 
burrowing owl, and American kestrel. Reptiles found in the disturbed grassland 
areas at NAF El Centro include side-blotched lizards, desert horned lizard 
(Phrynosoma platyrhinos), and desert spiny lizards (Sceloporus magister). 
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3.1  Biological Resources 

Agricultural lands. The agricultural lands, with monotypic planting, provide 
temporary habitat for a limited number of wildlife species that tolerate human 
activities. Coyotes (Canis latrans), raccoons (Procyon lotor), skunks, and a variety 
of small rodents can be found associated with the agricultural lands. Bird species 
sighted on agricultural lands on the base include great blue herons (Ardea herodias), 
burrowing owls, northern harriers {Circus cyaneus), white-faced ibis (Plegadis 
chichi), great egrets, snowy egrets, and red-winged blackbirds. The Salton Sea and 
Pacific Flyway located to the north of NAF. El Centro, attract many species of 
birds, including migratory waterfowl that use the agricultural fields as resting 

areas. 

Special Status Species 

Special status species in the vicinity of NAF El Centro are listed in Table 3-3. 
Three federally listed endangered species, two species of federal concern, two state 

listed endangered species, and three state species of special concern potentially 

could be present at NAF El Centro. Table 3-3 describes status and presence at 

NAF El Centro for threatened and endangered species that were identified by the 
USFWS (Appendix B). Figure 3-8 depicts special status species habitat. 

Table 3-3 
Sensitive Species Known to Inhabit or Potentially Inhabit the Vicinity of NAF El Centro 

Federal/State/ Present on 
Scientific Name Common Name 

CNPS Status Project Site? 

Birds 
Athene cunicularia hypugea Western burrowing owl SC/CSCA C 
Empidonax trailii extimus southwestern willow flycatcher E/EA u 
Falco peregrinus anatum peregrine falcon E/EA p 

Reptiles 
Gopberus agassizii desert tortoise T/TA P 

Phrynosoma mcalli flat-tailed homed lizard SC/CSCA P 

Uma notata Colorado desert fringe-toed lizard -/CSCA P 

Fish 
Cyprinodon macularius desert pupfish EAA u 
Plants • 

Astragalus magdalenae var. Pierson's milkvetch PEA/IB p 

peirsonn 
Pilostyles thurberi Thurber's pilostyles -A/4 c 
Pholisma sonorae sand food -A/1B c 

Source: USFWS 1997c, US Navy 1997f 
Notes: 
Federal Status State/CDFG Status CNPS Status Present? 
E - Endangered E - Endangered IB - Rare and endangered in C- - Confirmed 
T - Threatened T - Threatened California and elsewhere P- ■ Possible 
PE - Proposed endangered R - Rare 4 - Limited distribution U - Unlikely 
PT - Proposed threatened CSC - California species 
C - Candidate of special concern 
SC - Species of Concern 
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3.2 Hydrology/Surface Water Quality 

3.2      HYDROLOGY/SURFACE WATER QUALITY 

This section describes the hydrology /surface water quality for the three alternative 
bases, including the occurrence, beneficial uses, quality, and flood hazards 
associated with water resources. 

Definition of Resource 
Hydrology addresses the quantity, circulation, and distribution of water. For the 

purposes of this analysis, hydrology is evaluated with respect to changes in runoff 

volumes, drainage patterns, and flood potential. 

Water quality involves the chemical and physical composition of water as affected 
by natural conditions and human activities. For the purposes of this analysis, 
surface water quality is evaluated primarily with respect to possible release of 
petroleum hydrocarbon products from aircraft and motor vehicles; herbicides, 
pesticides, and fertilizers associated with landscaping and agricultural practices; 

spills of contaminants; sewage disposal activities; sedimentation resulting from 
earthwork and other construction activities; and other contaminant sources. 

Regulatory Overview 
Water resource regulations focus on the right to use water, protection from flood 
hazards, and protection of water quality. As a rule, each state regulates the use of 
the water within its boundaries (except for interstate water resources). The 
California Department of Water Resources (DWR) is responsible for the 
allocation of state water resources. 

The principal federal laws protecting water quality are the Clean Water Act, as 
amended, 33 USC § 1251 et seq., the Safe Drinking Water Act, 42 USC 300f et seq. 
Both laws are enforced by the US Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA 
1995). The Clean Water Act, as amended, 33 USC § 1251 et seq., provides 
protection of surface water quality and preservation of wetlands. The Safe 
Drinking Water Act, 42 USC 30 of et seq., is directed at protection of drinking 
water supplies. 

At the state level, the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, California 
Water Code § 13000-13999.10, gives the State Water Resources Control Board 
(SWRCB) and nine Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCB) 
responsibility for protecting surface and ground water quality. As such, the 

RWQCBs prepare Water Quality Control Plans (WQCP) defining the beneficial 
uses and standards for protection of the waters within their regions. The regional 
boards also are responsible for implementing provisions of the Clean Water Act 
(CWA), as amended, §§ 401-402, 33 ÜSC § 1251 et seq., delegated to states, such as 
the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES), which regulates 
point (industrial) and non-point (storm water) sources of pollutants. All of the 
bases assessed in this analysis are required to comply with NPDES permit 
requirements through compliance with statewide construction and industrial 
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3.2 Hydrology/Surface Water Quality 

stormwater permits, and obtaining individual permits for point-source municipal 

and industrial discharges. 

• The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), in support of local flood 
management agencies, performs studies to identify flood zones under the National 
Flood Insurance Program (NFIP). A product of these studies is Flood Insurance 
Rate Maps (FIRMs), which delineate the regions that would be inundated by 
floods with average recurrence intervals of 100 and 500 years. FEMA flood 
insurance programs do not apply to federal lands such as the three alternative 

bases. 

3.2.1     Preferred Alternative: NAWS Point Mugu 

Region of Influence 
The region of influence for NAWS Point Mugu includes the base, adjacent 
saltmarsh wetlands, the lower reaches of Calleguas Creek, and adjacent receiving 

waters of Mugu Lagoon and the Pacific Ocean. 

Surface Water Hydrology and Drainage 
NAWS Point Mugu is located on a broad coastal plain adjacent to the Pacific 
Ocean and the Mugu Lagoon. The base is located in the southern end of the Santa 
Clara River Valley sub-basin of the Ventura Central Ground Water Basin of the 
South Coastal Hydrologie Region (DWR 1994; DWR 1980). The long-term 
ground water draw or pumping exceeds the long-term recharge in the Santa Clara 
River Valley (DWR 1980). Rainfall at NAWS Point Mugu averages approximately 
12 inches (29 centimeters) per year. 

The base is generally level and slopes gently southward from the residential area in 
the north to the tidal flats surrounding Mugu Lagoon. Upland elevations range 
from about seven to 12 feet (two to four meters) above mean sea level (MSL), with 
most of the base below 10 feet (three meters) MSL. All of the improved portions 
of the base are located above the elevation of mean high water. 

About two-thirds of the region's water supply comes from surface water imports. 
Ground water supplies about 25 percent of the basin's water demand, and local 
surface water and reclaimed water supply the remaining eight percent (DWR 
1994). With the exception of one well used for golf course irrigation, ground water 
beneath the base is not used as a water supply source. Urban demand for water in 
the Santa Clara River Valley sub-basin is about 183,000 acre-feet (22,573 hectare- 
meters) per year, or about 42 percent of sub-basin's the total demand. Urban 
water demand is expected to increase to about 345,000 acre-feet (42,556 hectare- 
meters) per year by the year 2020 due to the projected population increase, while 
agricultural water demand is expected to decrease to about 138,000 acre-feet 
(17,022 hectare-meters) per year (DWR 1994). 

0544 E-2 Aircraft Squadrons Realignment Final Environmental Impact Statement March 1998 

3-23 



3.2 Hydrology/Surface Water Quality 

The principal stream draining NAWS Point Mugu is Calleguas Creek (Figure 3-9). 
Calleguas Creek flows approximately 37 miles (60 kilometers) from its source in 
the Santa Susana Mountains to Mugu Lagoon, which eventually discharges into the 
Pacific Ocean. Runoff to the creek from upstream areas includes treated sewage 
effluent and agricultural return flows potentially contaminated by pesticides. 
Mugu Lagoon, associated marsh areas, the lower reaches of Calleguas Creek, and a 
stretch of ocean beaches and dunes are located'along the southern portion of the 

base. 

Twenty-four storm water drainage areas have been delineated at NAWS Point 
Mugu. Many of these drainage areas have multiple outfalls that discharge to the 
Mugu Lagoon, wetlands surrounding the base, and the Oxnard Drainage Ditch 

(ODD) system. 

At least two drainage ditches that are part of the ODD system and cross the base 

have the potential for conveying contaminants from upstream of the base to Mugu 
Lagoon. One of these ditches collects agricultural drainage from an area of 
approximately 18 square miles (47 square kilometers). The other ditch drains the 
narrow coastal strip between the western arm of Mugu Lagoon and the adjacent 
Southern California Edison (SCE) Ormand Beach Generating Station. 

With the exception of the proposed vehicle parking lots, all of the proposed 
project sites are in paved or developed areas of NAWS Point Mugu. 

Ground Water Hydrology 
Ground water underlying the site is shallow and is influenced by seasonal 
precipitation, flows in Calleguas Creek, and, nearest the coast, by tidal action. 

Flooding 
The generally level topography and soil conditions at NAWS Point Mugu are 
contributing factors to the serious flooding and drainage problems that affect the 
siting and construction of new facilities. Approximately one-half of the base is 
located within the flood zone of Calleguas Creek. Historically, flooding has 
caused drainage problems and damage to structures. A flood event characterized 
as being equal to a 50-year flood caused significant damage to the base in the 
winter of 1980 to 1981 (US Army Corps of Engineers [COE] 1981). The family 
housing area was most affected by this flooding. Due to the damage, several 
improvements have been constructed to mitigate flood damage, including a system 
of retaining walls and berms located around the north and east perimeters of the 
base to divert flood waters. Additional improvements; however, are necessary for 
flood protection on the northwest side of the base (US Navy 1986a). No proposed 
project sites are located within the 50-year flood zone shown in the 1986 master 

plan. 
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3.2 Hydrology/Surface Water Quality 

Tsunami runup at NAWS Point Mugu is approximately four feet (1.2 meters) 
during a 100-year flood event and five feet (1.5 meters) during a 500-year flood 
event (COE 1980); waves of this magnitude would not reach any of the proposed 
project sites. The USEPA projects a 50 percent probability of a rise in sea level of 
about 0.75 feet (0.2 meters) by the year 2050 (USEPA 1995). This would increase 
the runup of tsunamis and high tides; however, with this projected increase, waves 

would not reach the proposed project sites. 

Water Quality 
Water quality in Calleguas Creek is below drinking water standards due to 
upstream sources of agricultural chemicals and treated sanitary wastewater 

effluent. 

3.2.2    NAS Lemoore Alternative 

Region of Influence 
The region of influence for NAS Lemoore includes the base and drainages located 

immediately downstream from the base. 

Surface Water Hydrology and Drainage 
NAS Lemoore is located mainly within the Westside Basin, adjacent to the Kings 
and Tulare Lake basins of the Tulare Lake Hydrologie Region. The base is located 
on the alluvial fan of the Kings River, near the divergence of the River's north and 
south forks (Figure 3-10). The north fork flows north into the San Joaquin River 
drainage. The south fork flows south near the eastern boundary of the base and 
drains to Tulare Lake, which has no outlets. Flows in the Kings River are depleted 
by upstream irrigation diversions, so that during most of the year, there is little 
flow in the river as it passes NAS Lemoore. Average precipitation within the 
Tulare Lake hydrologic region is 15.4 inches (39 centimeters) per year (DWR 
1994); however, in the vicinity of NAS Lemoore, the average annual rainfall is 

only six to eight inches. 

Elevations at the base range from approximately 210 feet to 265 feet (64 to 
81 meters) above MSL. The land surface in the vicinity of the base is relatively 
level and slopes towards the northeast at a rate of approximately eight feet (2.4 
meters) per mile (1.6 kilometers). In the past, surface runoff from the alluvial fan 
of the Arroyo Pasajero, which collects drainage from the hills west of Coalinga, 
has sometimes flowed across the base into the Kings River; however, construction 
of the California Aqueduct created a barrier to this flow. 

Surface drainage at NAS Lemoore is generally to the northeast, towards the Kings 
River. Drainage is poor in some areas, occasionally resulting in ponding. Wetland 
areas in the northeast part of the base that lie along the North Fork of the Kings 
River are fed in part by storm water runoff from the base and agricultural 
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3.2  Hydrology/Surface Water Quality 

drainage. Approximately 400 acres (162 hectares) of sewage treatment ponds used 
for treatment of sanitary wastewater from NAS Lemoore are south of Highway 
198. 

Ground Water Hydrology 
The Tulare Lake Basin is underlain by a thick sequence of clay sediments 
deposited in the large lakes that have covered the region in recent geologic time. 
The clay deposits overlie and confine several fresh water aquifers at relatively great 
depths. The confined ground water has been highly exploited for agriculture, 

resulting in overdraft conditions, where net ground water withdrawal exceeds 
recharge. Ground water overdrafts led to 4 to 12 feet of land subsidence (settling) 
by the 1960s in the immediate vicinity of NAS Lemoore. Subsidence of more than 
20 feet (6 meters) occurred further to the west (Poland and Evenson 1966). 

Importation of surface water from the state and federal water projects has 

significantly reduced dependence on ground water except during drought periods. 
Ground water use during an average water year in the Tulare Lake Basin is 
estimated to be about 915,000 acre-feet (112,865 hectare-meters). During drought 
conditions, annual ground water use increases nearly four-fold to 3,773,000 acre- 
feet (465,400 hectare-meters) (DWR 1994). 

The thick, extensive, shallow clay sediments underlying the region, limit local 
recharge of the deeper aquifers. Instead, water used for irrigation of crops tends to 
contribute to the shallow perched water table. The shallow water table in 
agricultural outlease areas ranges in depth from approximately 5 to 10 feet (1.5 to 3 
meters) below the surface and flows generally toward the northeast (CSU Fresno 
1990). Drainage sumps and canals have been constructed to prevent water logging 
of shallow soils and maintain the water table below the root zone of crops. 

Flooding 
Flooding- potential exists at NAS Lemoore due to the potential overflow of 
streams to the west. The natural floodplain for these streams lies north of the 
town of Huron and crosses Highway 198 immediately west of NAS Lemoore. 
Floodwaters drain to the Kings River by crossing NAS Lemoore. None of the 
proposed project sites associated with this alternative are located within areas 
historically subject to flooding or ponding. 

Water Quality 
In portions of Kings County, elevated concentrations of boron, arsenic, and 
selenium occur in ground water, affecting drinking water supplies. Boron 
concentrations also impair crop yields. Shallow ground water is of generally poor 
quality due to the accumulation of salts in irrigation water. The total dissolved 
solids (TDS) concentration of shallow ground water in the vicinity of NAS 
Lemoore is reported to be in the range of 500 to 1,500 milligrams per liter (mg/L). 
By comparison, the primary drinking water standard for TDS is 1,000 mg/L. 

0544 E-2 Aircraft Squadrons Realignment Final Environmental Impact Statement March 1998 
3-28 



3.2 Hydrology/Surface Water Quality 

Ground water and local surface water are not a primary source of potable water 
for NAS Lemoore or the surrounding communities. Good quality ground water 
is available from wells that are 1,500 to 2,000 feet (457 to 610 meters) deep (CSU 
Fresno 1990), which are used only as an emergency water supply. Domestic and 
agricultural water is supplied by the Westlands Water District through the 
California Aqueduct. 

3.2.3     NAF El Centro Alternative 

Region of Influence 
The region of influence for NAF El Centro includes the base and immediate 
downstream areas of the New River, as well as canals crossing or draining the base. 

Surface Water Hydrology and Drainage 
The average annual rainfall for Imperial County is approximately 3 inches. NAF 
El Centro is located within the Imperial Valley basin of the Colorado River 
hydrologic region. With an average annual precipitation of 5.5 inches (14 
centimeters) per year, the Colorado River Basin is characterized as arid (DWR 
1994). Drainage in the 1,870 square mile (3,010 square kilometer) Imperial Valley 
is provided by the New River, the Alamo River, and irrigation drainage ditches 
that discharge to the Salton Sea, which has no outlets. The Salton Sea watershed, 
which extends into Mexico, has an area of about 7,700 square miles (12,390 square 
kilometers), with an average precipitation of only 1 to 3 inches per year (Iwanaga 
Seidel Associates 1987). 

Most of the water used within the Colorado River Basin comes from the Colorado 
River, and is used for agriculture. Irrigation water from the Colorado River is 
delivered to water users by a network of canals operated by the Imperial Irrigation 
District (HD). Total agricultural water demand in the Colorado River Basin is 
about 3,705,000 acre-feet (457,011 hectare-meters) per year, while annual urban 
water demand is about 301,000 acre-feet (37,128 hectare-meters) (DWR 1994). 
Colorado River water is allocated by interstate and international agreements. The 
amount of ground water used annually within the Colorado River Basin is 
independent of rainfall and averages about 80,000 acre-feet (9,868 hectare-meters) 
per year. NAF El Centro receives two acre-feet (0.25 hectare-meters) per day of 

raw water from the HD/Colorado River and treats this water on base. 

The topography at NAF El Centro is generally flat. Elevations range from 52 feet 
(16 meters) below MSL to 42 feet (13 meters) below MSL. Surface drainage from 
NAF El Centro is to the New River, which originates in Baja California, Mexico, 
and runs near the western boundary of NAF El Centro (Figure 3-11). 

Runoff from the base generally flows to the northwest. All runoff and treated 
wastewater from the base discharges to the New River. All of the proposed 
project sites would be constructed in portions of the base that are currently 

unpaved. 
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3.2 Hydrology/Surface Water Quality 

Ground Water Hydrology 
Shallow, perched ground water occurs at depths of as little as 3 to 5 feet (1 to 1.5 

meters) below the ground surface in the vicinity of NAF El Centro (US 
Department of Agriculture .1981). Several confined aquifer units exist below the 
perched aquifer. Wells drilled to depths of 1,000 to 8,000 feet (300 to 2,440 meters) 
encounter hydrothermal brines, which are used to produce geothermal energy 
(Hely et al. 1966). The main source of ground water recharge in the Imperial 
Valley is from the Colorado River and leakage from canals (Loeltz et al. 1975). 
Regional ground water flow moves toward the axis of the Imperial Valley, which 
roughly corresponds with the channel of the Alamo River, and then northwest 
toward the Salton Sea (Bechtel 1996; Morton 1977; Loeltz et al. 1975). 

Flooding 
The floodplain of the New River extends approximately 1,200 feet (366 meters) 
onto the westernmost portion of the base. No proposed project sites are located 
within this area. No flooding has occurred outside this floodplain since the 
completion of Hoover Dam and the All American Canal, which prevented 
flooding of the region by the Colorado River (US Navy 1988a). Moderate to 
severe flash flooding during storms is reportedly restricted to areas within and 
along stream channels or dry washes having a width of 200 feet (60 meters) or 
more (Iw.anaga Seidel Associates 1987). 

Wafer Quality 
The New River is used primarily for drainage of agricultural return flows and 
treated municipal wastewater, which are not suitable for domestic or agricultural 
use. The Salton Sea water quality is poor. Ground water in the Imperial Valley 
contains mineral concentrations in excess of primary drinking water standards, 
with sulfate concentrations in the range of 80 to 4,000 milligrams per liter (mg/L), 
chloride concentrations of 500 to 8,500 mg/L, and TDS concentrations of 1,480 to 
15,700 mg/L (Bechtel 1996; Iwanaga Seidel Associates 1987). The base receives all 
of its water from the IID, which diverts the water from the Colorado River at the 
Imperial Dam. Colorado River water quality periodically has high levels of salt 
and other contaminant levels due to upstream agricultural return flow. 
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3.3      LAND USE AND AIRSPACE 

This section describes surrounding and on-base land uses at each alternative base. 
Because the proposed action would introduce additional aircraft at the receiving 
base, airspace as well as on-the-ground facilities are part of the project area. 
Airspace designations identifying allowable uses are therefore described in this 
section. Land use and airspace compatibility guidelines and recommendations 
related to noise and safety contained in the Air Installation Compatible Use Zone 
(AICUZ) program and imaginary surface requirements regulated by Federal 

Aviation Administration (FAA) are also described. 

Definition of Resource 

Land Use Designations 
Land use encompasses undeveloped and developed land on base and in the 

immediately surrounding area. Undeveloped land is commonly classified as open 

space, while developed land uses range from residential and commercial to 

recreational and agricultural. Land use is regulated by plans and policies that 

identify the type and extent of uses allowed in specific areas. 

Airspace Designations 
Airspace is also designated to accommodate certain types of uses, including federal 
airways, military training routes (MTRs), restricted use airspace, military 
operations areas (MOAs), and air traffic control authorized airspace (ATCAA). 
Airspace designations throughout the United States are controlled by the FAA and 
are applicable to all aircraft. No changes in the FAA airspace designations are 

proposed as part of this action. 

Federal airways. Federal airways are corridors for civilian air traffic. These civilian 

airways are designated with a "V or a "J" and a number. "V denotes vector 

corridors that cover elevations up to 18,000 feet (5,486 meters) above mean sea 
level (MSL), while "J" denotes jet corridors that cover elevations over 18,000 feet 

(5,486 meters) above MSL. 

Military training routes. MTRs are military airways and are often low altitude 
routes used for access to or from MO As or for cross-country flight practice. MTRs 
are designated as a visual route (VR) or instrument route (IR). Visual routes are 
flown by maintaining a visual reference to the ground at all times with periodic 
instrument checks of altitude, engine status, and other aircraft conditions. 
Regulations governing visual flight are called visual flight rules (VFR). Instrument 
routes are flown using instrument flight rules (EFR), which enable the pilot to fly 

without visual reference to the ground. 

Restricted use airspace. Restricted use airspace is used for military flight training 

and not usually accessed by civilian or commercial aircraft for safety reasons. 
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Military operations areas. MOAs accommodate aircraft maneuvering in airspace 

adjacent to the restricted areas and are broader and higher than the restricted areas. 
MOAs can extend up to 18,000 feet (5,486 meters) above MSL, but not beyond. 
Non-hazardous military training activities, such as air combat maneuvers, air 
intercepts, and aerobatics, are conducted in the MOAs. Civilian aircraft flying by 
VFR can use the airspace within MOAs at any time, while aircraft using IFR, such 
as commercial carriers, cannot access MOAs, unless cleared by air traffic control. 

Air traffic control assigned airspace. ATCAAs are similar to MOAs in that they 
accommodate aircraft maneuvering in airspace adjacent to the restricted areas and 
are broader and higher than the restricted areas. ATCAAs afford military aircraft 

the opportunity for flight above 18,000 feet (5,486 meters) MSL, under direct 

control by an FAA ARTCC. All aircraft in an ATCAA must fly IFR. ATCAAs 
are made available when their use will not interfere with other air traffic in that 

airspace. Most ATCAA military air activity is the same as MOA air activity, with, 
the exception of air-to-air combat training, which is usually not permissible in an 

ATCAA. 

Plans and Policies 
Land use on military bases is planned and documented in base Master Plans to 
provide a framework to guide future growth. One of the primary land use issues 
addressed in Master Plans for naval air facilities is the protection of airspace for 
aircraft operations conducted at an airfield or in a special use airspace. 
Preservation of unobstructed runway approach paths and other navigable airspace 
near airfields is an important factor when discussing land use compatibility. Land 
surrounding military bases is regulated by local and regional land use planning 
requirements, which are described below. 

Master Plans. A master plan is used in the short-term to site new construction 
projects, but also serves as a guide for achieving long-term development objectives. 
Each of the Navy bases evaluated in this environmental impact statement (EIS) has 
a Master Plan that identifies land uses and recommends construction projects to 
achieve development objectives. The recommendations help to optimize the use 
of Navy resources and allow increases in operational capabilities. The AICUZ 
program is a component of Master Plans. 

Air Installation Compatibility Use Zones Program. The purpose of the AICUZ 
program is to prevent incompatible development in areas of high noise, in areas 
that would expose the public to potential health and safety hazards associated with 
aircraft operations, and in areas that would jeopardize pilot safety and the 
operational capability of the air installation. The AICUZ establishes guidelines and 
provides recommendations for land use planning and policies that affect military 
installations and surrounding communities. On-base land use compatibility is a 
combination of two factors: noise and aircraft safety. The Navy requires that an 
AICUZ program address noise levels and accident potential zones. 
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The AICUZ program identifies land uses that would be compatible with certain 
noise levels, accident potential, and flight clearance requirements associated with 
military airfield operations. Noise levels are measured as community noise 
equivalent levels (CNELs) and are shown as noise contour lines on AICUZ maps. 
Compatible land uses within given noise contours are described in the AICUZ. 
Additional considerations associated with noise are discussed in Section 3.7, Noise. 

Similarly, accident potential zones (APZs) defined in the AICUZ limit the types of 
land uses that may occur in a particular zone. APZs identify areas that would 
most likely be affected by an accident. The purpose of defining APZs is to restrict 
surrounding land uses for the protection of pilots as well as persons and property 
on the ground. Three types of APZs are identified: the Clear Zone, APZ I and 
APZ II. The dimensions and applications of these zones are described below. 

• The Clear Zone—The Clear Zone lies immediately beyond the end of the 

runway and outward along the extended runway centerline for a distance 

of 3,000 feet (914 meters). The fan-shaped Clear Zone is 1,500 feet (457 
meters) wide at the end of the runway and 2,284 feet (696 meters) wide at 
3,000 feet (914 meters) from the end of the runway. The Clear Zone 
should have no obstructions, since it has the highest probability of being 

affected by accidents. 

• Accident Potential Zone I—APZ I is the area beyond the Clear Zone that 
possesses a significant potential for accidents. This zone is normally 
provided under flight paths that experience 5,000 or more annual 
operations. Typically, the APZ I is 3,000 feet (914 meters) wide by 5,000 
feet (1,524 meters) long and may be curved to conform to the shape of the 
flight paths. The accident potential would be less in this zone than in the 
Clear Zone. 

• Accident Potential Zone II—APZ II extends beyond APZ I and has a lower 
potential for accidents than APZ I. APZ II is normally provided under a 
flight path whenever an APZ I is required. Dimensions of the APZ II are 
usually 3,000 feet (914 meters) wide by 7,000 feet (2,133 meters) long and 
they are curved to conform to the shape of the flight paths (US Navy 

1993). 

Imaginary surfaces. Another land use compatibility issue associated with airfield 
operations is the proximity of structures to imaginary surfaces. An imaginary 
surface is the slope or angle at which an aircraft departs or arrives from an airfield. 
Imaginary surfaces are another way to describe clearances for air navigation. FAA 
Regulations specify a series of imaginary height restriction surfaces surrounding an 
airport to prevent conflicts with aircraft approach and departure paths. 

The FAA considers any terrain or man-made objects that extend above the 
imaginary surface an obstruction. All obstructions are reviewed by the FAA to 
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determine if they represent a hazard to air navigation. All new development 
should take place below the surfaces if physically and economically possible. 
Imaginary surfaces can affect on-base and regional land use planning. Specific 
imaginary surfaces for airfields are defined below (US Navy 1993). Similar surfaces 
also exist for helicopter pads, although they are much smaller. 

• The primary surface—-The primary surface is centered on the runway. It is 
1,500 feet (457 meters) wide and extends 200 feet (61 meters) beyond each 
end of the runway. Unless required for safe navigation, nothing within the 
primary surface is acceptable above the runway elevation. 

• The approach-departure clearance surface—-This imaginary surface flares 
outward and upward from the primary surface. The surface extends 
horizontally and vertically at a 50:1 slope until it is 500 feet (152 meters) 
above the airfield. At this point, it extends horizontally to a point 50,000 

feet (15,240 meters) from its beginning. At its beginning, the approach- 
departure clearance surface is 1,500 feet (457 meters) wide. It broadens 
uniformly at approximately 7.5 degrees to an outer width of 16,000 feet 
(4,877 meters). 

• The inner horizontal surface—-This imaginary surface is an oval shaped 
plane located 150 feet (46 meters) above the airfield with an outer edge 

located 7,500 feet (2,287 meters) from the runway. 

• The conical surface—-This imaginary surface extends horizontally and 
vertically at a 20:1 slope from the outer edge of the inner horizontal 
surface. The conical surface stretches 500 feet (152 meters) vertically above 
the airfield and 7,000 feet (2,134 meters) horizontally from the outer edge 
of the inner horizontal surface. 

• The outer horizontal surface—-This imaginary surface begins at the outer 
edge of the conical surface, 500 feet (152 meters) above the airfield, and 
extends horizontally for 30,000 feet (9,146 meters). 

• The transitional surface—Another imaginary surface is the transitional 
surface, which is an inclined plane that connects the primary surface and 
the approach-departure surface. The slope ratio for this surface is 7:1, 
horizontal to vertical, and falls in upward and outward right angles to the 
runway centerline and the extended centerline. If any objects penetrate 
these surfaces, a waiver must be obtained from NAVAIR. These 
restrictions and regulations are considered during construction activities 
and planning of military air installations. 

California Coastal Management Program. Coastal states are provided the authority 
to evaluate projects conducted, funded, or permitted by the federal government 
through the Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) of 1972, as amended, 16 USC 
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§ 1451 et seq. Under CZMA, 16 USC § 1451 et seq., any federal project or 
activity affecting the coastal zone must be consistent to the maximum extent 
practicable with the provisions of federally approved state coastal plans. 

The 1,100-mile (1,770-kilometer) California coastal zone is regulated by the 
California Coastal Act (CCA) of 1976, as amended, 14 CCR § 13001 et seq., and 
the federal CZMA, 16 USC § 1451 et seq.. The CCA, 14 CCR § 13001 et seq., 
sets a number of goals, including protecting, maintaining, and enhancing the 
beauty of the coastal zone environment; balancing the use of coastal zone 
resources with the social and economic needs of the state; maximizing public 
access and recreational activities along the coast; and encouraging coastal- 
dependent development over other types of development. Each county or city 
incorporates the policies of the CCA, 14 CCR § 13001 et seq., into a Local Coastal 
Program (LCP). The LCPs are specific long-term management plans that consist of 

zoning ordinances, land use plans, and implementing actions. 

The CCA, 14 CCR § 13001 et seq., also established the California Coastal 
Commission (CCC), the state agency responsible for implementing the CZM, A16 
USC § 1451 et seq. The CCC developed the California Coastal Management 
Program (CCMP) pursuant to the requirements of the CZMA, 16 USC § 1451 et 
seq., and the CCC is responsible for reviewing proposed federal and federally 
authorized activities affecting the state's coastal resources to assess their 
consistency with the federally approved CCMP. 

Federal or federally approved actions that could potentially affect the coastal zone 
must be consistent with the CCMP to the maximum extent practicable. The 
federal entity proposing the action must submit a coastal consistency 
determination (CCD) to the CCC documenting how the action complies with the 
policies of the CCA, 14 CCR § 13001 et seq. Because NAWS Point Mugu is the 
preferred alternative, a CCD was prepared and submitted to the CCC for 
concurrance. On January 13, 1998, the Commission unanimously concurred with 
the Navy that the E-2 realignment would be consistent with the California Coastal 
Management Act (see Appendix G for a copy of this letter and the CCD). 

3.3.1     Preferred Alternative: NAWS Point Mugu 

Region of Influence 
Land uses can be affected by development plans for the base and the surrounding 
area, as well as by aircraft operations associated with the base. The ROI for land 
use includes the base and immediately surrounding area. The ROI for airspace use 
includes any military airspace associated with the base. The imaginary surface 
restrictions associated with aircraft operations at a base can extend up to 10 miles 
(16 kilometers) from the base's airfield. Consequently, the ROI also includes land 
uses below imaginary surface restrictions, usually within 10 miles (16 kilometers) 

of any base airfield. 
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Setting 
NAWS Point Mugu encompasses approximately 4,575 acres (1,851 hectares) of 
land and marsh area in the southern portion of Ventura County, along the coast of 
the Pacific Ocean. Approximately 4,568 acres (1,849 hectares) are held in fee title, 
393 acres (159 hectares) are held in easements, and 173 acres (70 hectares) are 
leased. Mugu Lagoon encompasses approximately 2,000 acres (809 hectares) of the 
total area of the base (US Navy 1986a). The base is approximately 50 miles (80 
kilometers) northwest of Los Angeles, with the city of Oxnard located six miles 
(nine kilometers) to the northwest. Other communities near NAWS Point Mugu 
include Camarillo, located 7 miles (11 kilometers) to the northeast, and Port 
Hueneme, located 6 miles (9 kilometers) to the northwest. 

Regional Land Uses 
Land uses immediately surrounding the base are primarily agricultural and 
recreational. Agricultural lands extend north and northeast of the base. More 
urbanized land uses are located beyond the agricultural uses in the communities of 
Port Hueneme and Camarillo (Figure 3-12).' Recreational uses include the Ventura 
County Game Reserve to the immediate northwest, Point Mugu State Park to the 
east, and the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area to the northeast. 
The Camarillo and Oxnard airports are located north and northwest, respectively, 
of NAWS Point Mugu. 

Other government agencies having jurisdiction within the Point Mugu area are the 
State Coastal Commission and Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation 
Area. The State Coastal Commission administers the Coastal Zone that runs 
along the coast adjacent to NAWS Point Mugu. The Santa Monica Mountains 
National Recreational Area, a portion of which is located on NAWS Point Mugu, 
is administered by the National Park Service. 

On-base Land Uses 
Land uses at NAWS Point Mugu include developed and undeveloped land. 
Developed areas are located primarily in the northern portion of the base, with 
the southern portion of the base predominantly open space. Training operations 
are located in the runway areas with maintenance facilities adjacent to the 
runways. The administration area is centrally located near training/operations 
and maintenance areas. Testing, supply, and public works facilities are provided at 
several locations on the base. Housing and personnel support facilities are located 
along the northeastern edge of the base. Existing land uses and proposed locations 
of the E-2 facilities are depicted in Figure 3-13. 

The landing field at NAWS Point Mugu consists of two runways: 03/21 and 
09/27. Runway 03/21 is 200 feet (61 meters) wide and 11,100 feet (3,383 meters) 
long. Runway 09/27 is 200 feet (61 meters) wide and 5,500 feet (1,676 meters) long. 
Runway 03/21 is the main runway used for most takeoffs and landings, with 
Runway 09/27 as the secondary runway (US Navy 1992b). 
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3.3 Land Use and Airspace 

Airspace Designations 
The NAWS Point Mugu airfield is located within the control area boundary of the 
Los Angeles ARTCC, which has delegated responsibility for air operations to the 

NAWS Point Mugu radar air traffic control facility (RATCF). The NAWS Point 
Mugu RATCF has responsibility for the control of all civilian and military aircraft 

operating on IFR air traffic control clearances within its designated airspace (US 

Navy 1992b). 

Figure 3-14 shows the airspace environment surrounding NAWS Point Mugu. The 

base is located below restricted airspace R-2519 and several low-altitude federal 
airways traverse the area. Oxnard Airport is located 7 miles (11 kilometers) to the 
northwest, and Camarillo Airport is located 6 miles (10 kilometers) north of 

NAWS Point Mugu. Factors influencing air traffic flow in the area are described 

below: 

• VFR traffic flow along the coastline is heavy, but does not present a 

conflict with NAWS Point Mugu air traffic operations because of altitude 

separation. 

• The altitude of traffic on federal airways V25, V27, and V299 is high 
enough so as not to cause a conflict with NAWS Point Mugu. V107, 
located to the east, is used to descend traffic during the early morning 
hours for the noise abatement approaches into Los Angeles. 

• VFR operations at Oxnard Airport, Camarillo Airport, and NAWS Point 

Mugu operate independently. 

• IFR operations at the airports conflict under certain conditions and result 
in either a one-for-one sharing of the airspace or circuitous routing 
procedures. Specific conflicts include instrument approaches to NAWS 
Point Mugu Runway 21, Oxnard Airport Runway 25, and Camarillo 
Airport Runway 26; and instrument departures from NAWS Point Mugu 
Runway 3, Oxnard Airport Runway 7, and Camarillo Airport Runway 8. 

Aircraft using VFR traffic patterns at Camarillo Airport may cause further 

congestion in the area due to conflicts with IFR traffic at all three other airports. 
These conflicts are publicized through user safety bulletins and air traffic safety 

bulletins. Communication between aircraft at Camarillo and the NAWS Point 
Mugu air traffic control facility is provided by two VHF transmitters/receivers. 

An aircraft on an instrument approach to NAWS Point Mugu will cross the 
Oxnard Airport final approach course at 6.5 nautical miles (12 kilometers) from 
NAWS Point Mugu and 9.5 nautical miles (17.6 kilometers) from Oxnard Airport. 
The vertical separation of the two approach paths at the crossing point is 
approximately 860 feet (262 meters). As a result, a one-for-one sharing of the 
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airspace, or circuitous routing, is required during IFR conditions. The separation 
between aircraft in the local pattern at Camarillo Airport and aircraft on an 
instrument landing system's final approach to Oxnard Airport is approximately 
800 feet (244 meters). The FAA has established an Oxnard control zone extension 
over Camarillo (US Navy 1992b). 

The Point Mugu Regional Airport Authority (PMRAA) has proposed joint use of 
NAWS Point Mugu by commercial and military aircraft. This proposal is the 
result of ongoing discussion between the Navy, the FAA, the Southern California 
Association of Governments (SCAG) and the cities and County of Ventura that 
began in March 1993. This proposal has not been enacted nor would its 
enactment affect the proposed E-2 realignment because one of the Navy's 
conditions for approval is that it not impact the Navy's ability to conduct 

operations (Parisi 1997b). 

Regional AICUZ and Imaginary Surfaces 

Some existing regional land uses conflict with the requirements of the NAWS 
Point Mugu 1986 AICUZ. A portion of the Ventura County Game Reserve is 
located in the Clear Zone associated with Runway 09, the Naval Air Mobile 
Home Park is located in APZ I associated with Runway 21. APZ zones are shown 
on Figure 3-15. Nine acres (4 hectares) of residences adjacent to the northwest 
boundary of the base are located inside the 75 CNEL noise contour, and 49 acres 
(20 hectares) of residences are scattered throughout the 65 to 75 CNEL noise 
contour (US Navy 1992b). No off-base structures currently penetrate imaginary 
surfaces. The cities of Oxnard, Port Hueneme, Camarillo, and Ventura, as well as 
the Oxnard and Camarillo airports, are located below the outer horizontal surface 

(US Navy 1992b). 

On-base AICUZ and Imaginary Surfaces 
There are no existing on-base land use incompatibilities within APZs at NAWS 
Point Mugu. Some existing on-base land uses are located in incompatible noise 
environments. A 4 acre (2 hectare) portion of the Capehart 2 Housing Complex 
in the northern portion of NAWS Point Mugu is within the 75 CNEL noise 
contour. In addition, various housing, administration facilities, and personnel 
support facilities are within the 65 CNEL noise contour. Because relocating these 
facilities would be impractical, the NAWS Point Mugu AICUZ recommends, 
independent of the proposed E-2 realignment, insulating these buildings to 
attenuate noise impacts (US Navy 1992b). 

Six on-base buildings along the sides of Runway 09/27 penetrate imaginary 
surfaces and operate under airfield safety waivers granted by NAVAIR. The base is 
attempting to resolve these incompatibilities through long-term, comprehensive 
base planning since it is economically infeasible to relocate these structures in the 
short term (US Navy  1986a). The foothills of the Santa Monica Mountains 
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3.3 Land Use and Airspace 

penetrate the imaginary surfaces to the west of the station, thereby creating flight 
hazards and prohibiting straight-in approaches to Runway 27 and straight-out 

departures from Runway 09. 

3.3.2     NAS Lemoore Alternative 

Region of Influence 
Land uses can be affected by development plans for the base and the surrounding 
area, as well as by aircraft operations associated with the base. The ROI for land 
uses includes the base and immediately surrounding area. The ROI for airspace use 
includes any military airspace associated with the base. The imaginary surface 
restrictions associated with aircraft operations at a base can extend up to 10 miles 
(16 kilometers) from the base's airfield. Consequently, the ROI includes land uses 

below imaginary surface restrictions, usually within 10 miles (16 kilometers) of 

any base airfield. 

Setting 
NAS Lemoore is in the central portion of the San Joaquin Valley, located 

approximately 80 miles (129 kilometers) east of the Pacific Ocean in Fresno and 
Kings counties. Approximately 15,744 acres (6,372 hectares) of Navy-owned land 
are within Kings County and 3,040 acres (1,230 hectares) are within Fresno 
County. Fresno and Kings counties administer and regulate land uses within their 
respective boundaries. As a federal property, NAS Lemoore is not within the 
jurisdiction of either of these counties. When NAS Lemoore was first developed, 
the counties zoned approximately 108 square miles (280 square kilometers) of land 
surrounding the base as agriculture to prevent encroachment of residential 
development and other land uses that may pose a conflict to the base's mission (US 
Navy 1994d). In addition, the Navy holds flight easements over 11,020 acres 

(4,460 hectares) of land over both counties. 

The closest urban center is Fresno, located 35 miles (56 kilometers) north of NAS 
Lemoore in Fresno County. Other nearby cities in Kings County include 
Lemoore, located 7 miles (11 kilometers) to the east, Hanford, located 17 miles (27 
kilometers) to the east, and Stratford, located 6 miles (9 kilometers) to the 

southeast (US Navy 1993). 

Regional Land Uses 
The primary land use surrounding the base is agriculture, with common crops 
being cotton, safflower, tomatoes, and various types of hay (Figure 3-16). Off-base 
land within approximately 4 miles (6 kilometers) of the base airfield is zoned by 
both Fresno and Kings counties as agriculture for farms with a minimum of 40 
acres (16 hectares). Off-base land between 4 to 10 miles (6 to 16 kilometers) of the 
base airfield is zoned by both counties as agriculture for farms with a minimum of 

20 acres (eight hectares). 
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On-base Land Uses 
Land uses at NAS Lemoore include developed and undeveloped land. Developed 
areas are used primarily for operations, administration and housing. The 
operations area is located in the central part of the base and includes 
training/operations, public works, maintenance, administration, and supply- 
facilities. The landing field at NAS Lemoore consists of two runways, 14R/32L 
and 14L/32R, which are both 13,500 feet (4,114 meters) long. The operations area 
is bordered by open space. 

The administration/housing area is located at the southern end of the base and is 
separated from the operational area by approximately 3 to 4 miles. It provides a 
range of facilities supporting the base operations and training functions. Housing 
and personnel support facilities and recreation facilities make up the largest area of 
land use, with some training operations and administration facilities also located in 

this area. Land currently not in use for base operations is leased for agricultural 

use. Existing land uses and the proposed location of the E-2 facilities at NAS 

Lemoore are shown on Figures 3-17 and 3-18. 

Airspace Designations 
The NAS Lemoore airfield is located within the control area boundary of the 
Oakland ARTCC. NAS Lemoore maintains a RATCF that controls aircraft 
traversing the NAS Lemoore airspace. The RATCF at NAS Lemoore controls 
airspace in two areas: Alpha and Bravo. RATGF control extends from the ground 
surface to 15,000 feet (4,572 meters) above MSL in the Alpha area and from the 
ground surface to 10,000 feet (3,048 meters) above MSL in the Bravo area. 
Neighboring RATCFs include the City of Fresno Airport and Castle Air Force 
Base (now closed). There are other smaller commercial and private airports in the 
area. The southern border of the NAS Lemoore RATCF is also the border 
between the Oakland ARTCC and Los Angeles ARTCC. NAS Lemoore 
coordinates air traffic with the Oakland and Los Angeles ARTCCs and 

neighboring air traffic control facilities (US Navy 1994d). 

Figure 3-19 shows the airspace environment surrounding NAS Lemoore. There is 
no military airspace associated with NAS Lemoore. Current flight operations 
require NAS Lemoore aircraft to use the MOA above Fort Hunter Ligett on the 
coast. Several federal airways are located in the area. Commercial jet corridors 
connecting northwestern and southern California are some of the busiest flight 
corridors in the country. Local carriers to Bakersfield and Fresno routinely 
descend through the NAS Lemoore RATCF (US Navy 1994d). 

Regional AICUZ and Imaginary Surfaces 
Existing regional land uses are predominantly agriculture, which, according to the 
requirements of the NAS Lemoore 1993 AICUZ, is a compatible land use in areas 
where noise levels are above 85 CNEL and within the APZs. APZ zones are 
shown on Figure 3-20. The western portion of the City of Lemoore is below the 
outer horizontal imaginary surface (US Navy 1993). 
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3.3 Land Use and Airspace 

On-base AICUZ and Imaginary Surfaces 
In general, on-base land uses at NAS Lemoore are compatible with the AICUZ 
except for noise impacts within the administration area. Some residential uses 
occur within the 65 CNEL noise contour, and some administration offices are 
located within the 70 CNEL noise contour. A corner of the APZ I associated with 
Runway 32R is over two underground storage tanks containing fuel, however, 
these tanks have been constructed to make them compatible with APZ 
requirements (US Navy 1993). 

There are a number of imaginary surfaces associated with NAS Lemoore that 
restrict or limit the structure height for safety purposes. There are currently no 

violations of imaginary surface restrictions at NAS Lemoore other than those 
necessary for safe air navigation (US Navy 1993). 

3.3.3     NAF El Centro Alternative 

Region of Influence 
Land uses can be affected by development plans for the base and the surrounding 
area, as well as by aircraft operations associated with the base. The ROI for land 
use includes the base and immediately surrounding area. The ROI for airspace use 
includes any military airspace associated with the base. The imaginary surface 
restrictions associated with aircraft operations at a base can extend up to 10 miles 
(16 kilometers) from the base's airfield. Consequently, the ROI includes land uses 
below imaginary surface restrictions, usually within 10 miles (16 kilometers) of 

any base airfield. 

Setting 
NAF El Centro is located in the southeastern part of California in Imperial 
County and is comprised of 2,640 acres (1,069 hectares). The Navy holds the 
majority of this acreage in fee simple title with some lands leased under an 
agricultural outlease program and others are granted in easements. The base is 
approximately 120 miles (193 kilometers) east of San Diego and 65 miles (104 
kilometers) west of Yuma, Arizona. The closest population centers to the base are 
the City of El Centro, located 7 miles (11 kilometers) to the southeast; Imperial, 
located 6 miles (9 kilometers) to the east; and Seeley, located 1 mile (1.6 
kilometers) to the south (US Navy 1990a). The Naval Air Facility is 12 miles (19 

kilometers) from the Mexican border. 

Regional Land Uses 
NAF El Centro is generally surrounded by unincorporated land in Imperial 
County. Regional land uses surrounding the base are almost entirely agricultural, 
as shown on Figure 3-21, and are zoned as general agricultural by Imperial 
County. Residential units in the vicinity of the base are primarily rural 
farmhouses, and the closest residential community is the town of Seeley, about 1 
mile (1.6 kilometers) to the south (US Navy 1990a).  Open space and recreational 
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3.3 Land Use and Airspace 

uses occur along the New River, west of the base. The Imperial County Airport is 
located approximately 5 miles (8 kilometers) east of NAF El Centra. 

On-base Land Uses 
Training/operations uses comprise the major land use area at NAF El Centra. 
Other developed areas border the training/operations area to the south, while 
open space is located to the west, north, and east. Other land uses supporting 
aircraft and training activities at the base include on-base housing, medical 
facilities, maintenance and public works facilities. Personnel support uses such as 
the commissary and gymnasium, along with recreation areas, are located close to 
the housing facilities. A portion of the base is leased under an agricultural outlease 
program, which allows for growing of commercial crops (JJS Navy 1990a). 
Existing land uses and the proposed location of the E-2 facilities are shown on 
Figure 3-22. 

The landing field at NAF El Centra consists of three runways: 8/26, 12/30, and 3. 
Runway 8/26 is 9,500 feet (2,896 meters) long, and Runway 12/30 is 6,823 feet 
(2,080 meters) long. Runway 8/26 is the primary runway and is used for most 
takeoffs and landings, Runway 12/30 is the secondary runway, and Runway 3 is 
closed to fixed-wing aircraft and is used only by helicopters (US Navy 1988a). 

Airspace Designations 
The NAF El Centro airfield is located within the control area boundary of the Los 
Angeles ARTCC. When restricted airspace, MO As, or MTRs are in use, the FAA 
transfers control of this airspace to the military. "When not in use, the Los Angeles 
ARTCC has jurisdiction over flights in the area (US Navy 1990b). Figure 3-23 
shows the airspace environment surrounding NAF El Centro. Nearby restricted 
areas include R-2510, which is in the Kane MOA; and R-2512, R-2507N, and 
R-207S, which are in the Able MOA. Federal airways in the area provide access 
to San Diego; Los Angeles, and Yuma. There are several MTRs in the airspace 
above NAF El Centro (US Navy 1990b). 

An airport .control zone is normally a circle with a 5 mile radius (8 kilometer 
radius) centered on the airport. However, because the airfields at NAF El Centro 
and Imperial County Airport are located 5 miles (8 kilometers) apart, their control 
zones overlap. Coordination between the two airports has resulted in well-defined 
airspace boundaries and control procedures for overlapping airport control zones 
(US Navy 1990b). 

Figure 3-24 shows the airport traffic pattern interface between NAF El Centro and 
Imperial County Airport. Imperial County Runway 8/26 is on the same 
alignment as NAF El Centro Runway 8/26. Along with the overlapping control 
zones, operation of these runways requires special procedures for approaches and 
departures. An arbitrary low-altitude airport traffic boundary line has been 
established midway between NAF El Centro and the Imperial County Airport. 
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3.3 Land Use and Airspace 

Military aircraft that approach NAF El Centro Runway 8/26 from the north must 
hold their altitude above 3,000 feet (914 meters) over the Imperial County Airport 
and then descend rapidly to 1,500 feet (457 meters) to enter the circling approach 

(US Navy 1990b). 

This airport traffic boundary line has forced NAF El Centro to shorten standard 
Field Carrier Landing Practices (FCLP) patterns to the east. Normally, the FCLP 
pattern would lengthen on approach to the runway when several aircraft are in the 
FCLP pattern. However, the pattern on NAF El Centro Runway 8/26 must 
lengthen on departure (US Navy 1990b). 

Additionally, civilian aircraft that depart from Imperial County Airport must 
avoid flying into the NAF El Centro airport control zone. NAF El Centro has 
agreed to provide advisory service, to the extent possible, for Imperial County 
Airport traffic. The FAA has recommended several flight safety procedures at the 

Imperial County Airport to reduce the risk to aircraft safety: 

• Traffic patterns for Runway 26 should be established as right-hand 
traffic; traffic patterns for Runway 8 should be established as left-hand 
traffic and traffic pattern altitude should be established at 800 feet (244 
meters) for both patterns. 

• Departure procedures for Runway 26 should be established restrictingall 
turns to be right turns only after takeoff. All aircraft departing Runway 26 
should be required to fly a minimum heading of 310 degrees after takeoff. 
A traffic pattern indicator should be installed indicating right traffic for 

Runway 26. 

• The Imperial County Airport manager should conduct pilot briefings to 
fixed base operators and provide briefing sheets for all pilots using 
Imperial County Airport. The briefing should explain in detail the 
procedures to be used for Runway 8/26. 

• All special operating procedures should be published in the Airport 
Facility Directory. Signs should be erected in conspicuous places on 
Imperial County Airport grounds advising pilots of the location of NAF 
El Centro and the special procedures that are recommended (US Navy 

1990b). 

Regional AICUZ and Imaginary Surfaces 
Regional land uses are limited to agriculture and recreation, which, according to 
the NAF El Centro 1990 AICUZ, are allowable uses under existing APZ and 
noise designations. APZ zones are shown on Figure 3-25. Currently, no off-base 
structures are known to penetrate the imaginary surfaces; however, the Imperial 
County Airport is located under the approach-departure clearance surface, and 
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3.3 Land Use and Airspace 

portions of the cities of Imperial and El Centro are located below the approach- 
departure clearance surface or the outer horizontal imaginary surface. The 
community of Seeley is located below the conical surface (US Navy 1990b). 

On-base AICUZ and Imaginary Surfaces 
The majority of NAF El Centro is within the 80 CNEL noise contour specified in 
the AICUZ for the base. Existing land uses not compatible with these noise levels 
include the medical and dental clinic, administration facilities, housing, and 
personnel support facilities. Because relocating these facilities would be 
impractical, the NAF El Centro AICUZ recommends insulating the buildings to 
attenuate noise impacts (US Navy 1990b). NAF El Centro has imaginary surfaces 
for helicopters that are different from those associated with planes (Figure 3-26) 
(US Navy 1988a). Currently, no structures, other than those necessary for safe 
aircraft operation, violate imaginary surface restrictions (US Navy 1990b). 
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3.4 Socioeconomics 

3.4      SOCIOECONOMICS 

This section describes recent socioeconomic trends in the region surrounding the 
three alternative bases. To ensure data comparability of population, employment, 
income, housing, business volume, and government revenue among all affected 
bases, the same sources of data were used when available. 

Socioeconomics includes data on population, employment, income, housing, 
business volume, and government revenue. (For information on school 
enrollments, please see section 3.9, Utilities and Public Services). Population data 
includes the number of residents in the area. Employment data include labor 
sectors, labor force, and statistics on unemployment. Income information is 
provided as an annual total by county and as per capita income. Housing data 
includes numbers of multifamily units, single-family homes, and mobile homes 
and their vacancy rate. Business volume is the total business activity or sales. 

Government revenues are total sources. 

The ROI described for each alternative includes the area in which principal direct 
and secondary socioeconomic effects of site actions are likely to occur and are 
expected to be of the most consequence for local jurisdictions. Distribution of 
residences and of commuting and spending patterns for current military and 
civilian personnel employed at each base is an aid in determining where the 
greatest effects of relocation would occur. 

ROIs addressed in this section may vary as appropriate from one socioeconomic 
issue to another. Most demands associated with regional population and 
economic (employment and income) effects of base relocation are anticipated to 
be concentrated within the surrounding county or counties. 

3.4.1      Preferred Alternative: NAWS Point Mugu 

Region of Influence 
The ROI for NAWS Point Mugu, the preferred alternative, is Ventura County, 
California. The ROI was selected based on the assumption that most base 
personnel commute to work from and spend dollars in Ventura County: 
Ventura County is surrounded by Los Angeles County to the south and east, 
Kern County to the north, Santa Barbara County to the west, and the Pacific 
Ocean to the south and west. Ventura County includes 11 incorporated cities: 
Camarillo, Fillmore, Moorpark, Ojai, Oxnard, Port Hueneme, Thousand Oaks, 
Ventura, Santa Paula, Simi Valley, and Thousand Oaks. The county seat is the 

City of Ventura (Economic Forecast Project 1997). 

Population 

The population in the ROI (Table 34) totaled approximately 670,300 in 1990 and 
grew 4.8 percent to 702,700 in 1994. Population density in 1994 was 381 people 

per square mile. 
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3.4 Socioeconomics 

Table 3-4 
Population, Ventura County 

Population                   Change from 1990 
(1,000s) (percent) 

1990 670.3 0.0 

1992 686.7 2.4 

 1994 702.7 jk8  

Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis 1996m; 1996n. 

Employment 
Ventura County experienced the greatest decreases in construction (24.3 percent) 
and mining sectors (16.9 percent) and the greatest increase in the agricultural 
services, which includes fisheries (18.4 percent), and services sectors (17.9 
percent). Military sector employment decreased 7.7 percent from 1990 to 1994. 

Federal civilian and military sector employment has declined as downsizing 
continues at Point Mugu and Port Hueneme. The largest downsizings recently 
occurred at NAWS Point Mugu (720 positions) and the Naval Construction 
Battalion Center and all tenant commands at Port Hueneme (680 positions). The 
oil and gas industry continues to consolidate or leave the county. 

Crop production and sales have soared recently in Ventura County. Farmers 
have replanted agricultural land with products that yield higher values per acre, 
such as strawberries, lettuce, avocados, and flowers. As a result, value per acre 
has soared, and total agricultural crop sales are now at record levels, resulting in 
the 18.4 percent employment growth in that sector. Services sector employment 
rose 17.9 percent from 1990 to 1994. The principal service sectors are health, 
business, and education services. Statewide, the entertainment industry is the 
leading growth industry, particularly motion picture production (Economic 
Forecast Project 1997). Employment in the ROI is detailed in Table 3-5. 

The County of Ventura had a labor force of 384,414 in 1994, a 4.8 percent 
increase from 1990. Although still higher than the 1990 unemployment rate of 5.6 
percent, the unemployment rate in 1994 decreased slightly to 7.9 percent, 
reflecting an increase in employment opportunities as the economy attempts to 
stabilize (Table 3-6). The top employers in Ventura County include the Naval 
Construction Battalion Center at Port Hueneme, NAWS Point Mugu, the 
County of Ventura, and Amgen, a biotechnical research company in Thousand 
Oaks (Economic Forecast Project 1997). 

Sources for civilian employment at NAWS Point Mugu include federal civil 
service positions; non-federal civil service positions, such as the Navy Exchange 
and the Morale, Welfare, and Recreation Department; and contractors and 
subcontractors. The workforce at NAWS Point Mugu consists of approximately 
8,167 personnel. 
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3.4 Socioeconomics 

Table 3-5 
Sector Employment, Ventura County 

Sector 1990 1992 1994 
Change 1990 to 
1994 (percent) 

Farm 10,597 10,110 10,596 0.0 

Nonfarm 320,606 317,856 327,871 2.3 

Private 269,642 266,946 278,749 3.4 

Agricultural Services 9,897 10,920 11,715 18.4 

Mining 3,011 2,744 2,503 -16.9 

Construction 23,020 17,226 17,430 -24.3 

Manufacturing 35,568 34,465 32,532 -8.5 

Transportation and Public 13,392 11,564 12,651 -5.5 
Utilities 

Wholesale Trade 13,313 13,465 14,123 6.1 

Retail Trade 54,832 54,017 55,154 0.6 

Finance, Insurance, and Real 24,947 24,219 24,579 -1.5 
Estate 
Services 91,662 98,326 108,062 17.9 

Government and Government 50,964 50,910 49,122 -3.6 
Enterprises 

Federal, Civilian 12,568 12,265 11,369 -9.5 

Military- 8,110 7,959 7,482 . -7.7 

State and Local 30,286 30,686 30,271 0.0 

Total 331,203 327,966 338,467 2.2 

Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis 1996o; 1996p. 

Table 3-6 
Labor Force and Unemployment, Ventura County 

Labor Force     Unemployed 
Unemployment 
Rate (percent) 

1990 
1992 
1994 

366,769 
372,470 
384,414 

20,573 
32,730 
30,281 

5.6 
8.8 
7.9 

Source: US Bureau of Labor Statistics 1996e. 

Income 
In 1994, the per capita income for Ventura County was $22,625, an increase over 
the 1992 figure of $21,837 (Table 3-7). The average income of NAWS Point Mugu 
civilian personnel is $37,932 (US Navy 1997b) and the average income of NAWS 
Point Mugu military personnel is $27,331. 
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3.4 Socioeconomics 

Table 3-7 
Income by Place of Residence, Ventura County 

Total Personal Income Per Capita 
($l»000s) Income 

1990 $14,162,477 $21,127 

1992 $14,995,194 $21,837 

1994 $15,899,444 $22,625  

Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis 1996m; 1996n. 

Housing 
In 1994, there were 237,747 housing units in the ROI, with 11,764 vacant units 
(Table 3-8). The vacancy rate of 4.9 percent is at a level generally indicating that 
there is high demand for housing in the area. 

Table 3-8 
Housing Stock and Vacancy Rate, Ventura County 

1990 1992 1994 

Single-Family Units 167,412 170,583 173,263 

Multifamily Units 48,865 50,873 52,237 

Mobile Homes 12,201 12,220 12,247 

Total Housing Units 228,478 233,676 237,747 

Vacant 11,180 11,430 11,764 

Percent Vacant 4.9 4.9 4.9 

Source: California Department of Finance 1990. 

The NAWS Point Mugu area is considered a high-cost area, and the waiting lists 
for government quarters can be long. For married personnel, two housing areas 
with 983 units are utilized, one at NAWS Point Mugu, the other in the City of 
Camarillo, which is located 8 miles from NAWS Point Mugu. Personnel must 
meet family size and age criteria, and waiting lists vary throughout the year. 
There are no temporary government quarters in this area (SITES 1997c). 

Family housing on the main base accommodates 464 enlisted families, 18 junior 
officer families, 66 field officer families, 19 senior officer families, and 1 flag 
officer family. A total of 568 military families is accommodated on the main base. 
Bachelor Enlisted Quarters (BEQs) on the base house 807 enlisted personnel. The 
Bachelor Officers Quarters (BOQ) in Building 6 houses 27 transient officers 
(Grades W-l through 0-2), but is inadequate for higher grades because of the 
small size of the suites. Buildings 166 through 171 are BOQs that presently house 
48 officers, Grades 0-3 and above. Designed for Grades W-l through 0-2, these 
BOQs also are inadequate for the grades currently housed in them (US Navy 
1986a). Family housing in the City of Camarillo contains 315 housing units, 9 of 
which are for officers (Connor 1997). 
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3.4 Socioeconomics 

Business Volume 
Business volume is defined as local business activity or sales and is the sum of 
total retail and wholesale trade sales, total service receipts, and value added by- 
manufacturing. Business volume in Ventura County (Table 3-9) has steadily risen 
from almost $7 million in 1990 to over $8 million in 1994. 

Table 3-9 
Business Volume ($l,000s), Ventura County 

Sector 1990 1992 1994 
Manufacturing $1,174,323 $1,247,518 $1,239,518 
Transportation and Public Utilities $468,146 $454,069 $514,980 
Wholesale Trade $417,197 $448,408 $508,218 
Retail Trade $885,515 $912,824 $986,671 
Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate $394,045 $516,862 $552,383 
Services $2,072,861 $2,511,553 $2,826,155 
Government and Government Enterprises $1,477,030 $1,665,581 $1,700,923 
Total $6,889,117 $7,756,815 $8,328,848 

Sources: Bureau of Economic Analysis 1996m; 1996n. 

Net Government Revenues 
Net government revenues are total financing sources and transfers in less total 
financing uses and transfers out. Net government revenues in Ventura County 
(Table 3-10) have fluctuated through the past few years from a low of 
approximately $1,729,000 to a high of $15,098,000. 

Table 3-10 
Net Government Revenues, Ventura County 

Fiscal Years 
 1990/1991 1992/1993 1994/1995 
Sources $421,891,263 $474,499,374 $513,351,461 
Uses $417,057,395 $459,401,263 $511,622,009 
Net Revenues $4,833,868 $15,098,111 $1,729,452 

Sources: California State Controller 1993a; 1995b; 1997a. 

Projected Demographics 
Regional government agencies have projected Ventura County's population, 
household, and employment growth through 2020 (Table 3-1 lj. Ventura 
County's population is projected to be 932,326 in 2020, an increase of 30.8 
percent from the projected population of 712,630 in 2000. Total number of 
households is expected to increase to 326,428 in 2020, an increase of 37.4 percent 
from the 237,551 households in 2000. Employment is expected to be 485,543 in 
2020, an increase of 58.4 percent from the projection of 306,605 for 2000. 
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3.4 Socioeconomics 

Table 3-11_ 
Projected Demographics, Ventura County 

2000 2010 2020 Change 2000 to 
2020 (percent) 

Population 
Households 
Employment 

712,630 
237,551 
306,605 

804,329 
274,659 
394,943 

932,326 
326,428 
485,543 

30.8 
37.4 
58.4 

Sources: SCAG 1997. 

3.4.2      NAS Lemoore Alternative 

Region of Influence 

The ROI for NAS Lemoore includes Kings and Fresno Counties, California. The 

ROI was selected based on the assumption that most base personnel commute to 

work from and spend money in one or both of the counties. Kings County is 

surrounded by Fresno County to the north and west, Tulare County to the east, 

Kern County to the south, and Monterey County to the west. Four 
incorporated cities, Avenal, Corocoran, Hanford (the county seat), and Lemoore, 
are located in Kings County (Crown Economic Development Corporation 1997). 

Fresno County is surrounded by Kings County and Tulare County to the south, 
Madera County, Mono County, and Merced County to the north, San Benito 
County and Monterey County to the west, and Inyo County to the east. There 
are 12 incorporated cities: Clovis, Coalinga, Firebaugh, Fowler, Fresno (the 
county seat), Huron, Kerman, Kingsburg, Mendota, Reedley, Sänger, and Selma 
(Fresno County 1997). 

Population 
The population in the ROI totaled approximately 839,800 in 1994, representing 
an increase of 8.5 percent from the 1990 population (Table 3-12). Each county had 
similar population growth rates: Kings County was 8.2 percent and Fresno 
County was 8.6 percent. In 1994, population density was 79 persons per square 
mile in Kings County and 122 in Fresno County. 

Table 3-12 
Population, Kings and Fresno Counties 

Kings County Fresno County 
(1,000s) (1,000s) Total 

1990 101.8 671.9 773.7 

1992 106.8 706.0 812.8 

1994 110.1 729.7 839.8 

Change 1990 to 1994 (percent) 8.2 8.6 8.5 

Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis 1996a; 1996b; 1996e; 1996f. 
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Employment 
Between 1990 and 1994, total employment in Kings and Fresno counties increased 
by 4.8 percent (Table 3-13). The greatest increase at 30.9 percent was in the 

agricultural services sector; however, this was offset by decreases in mining (22.5 
percent) and construction (10.5 percent). Military employment decreased 4.5 
percent in Kings and Fresno counties from 1990 to 1994. 

In 1994, the civilian labor force for Kings County totaled 42,056 with 5,741 
people unemployed (Table 3-14). The unemployment rate was 13.7 percent for 
1994, up 3.5 percent from 1990. In Fresno County, the civilian labor force totaled 
366,223 in 1994, with 49,670 persons unemployed (13.6 percent unemployment 
rate). The combined unemployment rate for the ROI was 13.6 percent. 

The major employers in Kings County are Kings County Schools, Corcoran State 
Prison, and Kings County. NAS Lemoore is the eighth largest employer in the 
county (Crown Economic Development Corporation 1997). Major employers in 
Fresno County are Fresno County, NAS Lemoore, and Fresno Unified School 
District (The Business Journal 1997). 

Table 3-13 
Sector Employment, Kings and Fresno Counties 

Sector 1990 1992 1994 

Change 
1990 to 

1994 
(percent) 

Farm 35,565 32,108 34,358 -3.4 

Nonfarm 351,329 355,833 371,146 5.6 

Private 284,169 288,360 300,240 5.7 

Agricultural Services 28,766 28,891 37,655 30.9 

Mining 901 930 698 -22.5 

Construction 20,454 18,285 18,311 -10.5 

Manufacturing 31,156 29,500 30,428 -2.3 

Transportation and Public Utilities 15,529 15,662 15,500 -0.2 

Wholesale Trade 17,261 17,414 16,932 -1.9 

Retail Trade 61,835 60,931 63,072 2.0 

Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate 24,317 24,656 24,195 -0.5 

Services 83,950 92,091 93,449 11.3 

Government and Government Enterprises 67,160 67,473 70,906 5.6 

Federal, Civilian 12,105 12,149 12,149 0.4 

Military 7,039 .    6,895 6,720 -4.5 

State and Local 48,016 48,429 52,037 8.4 

Total 386,894 387,941 405,504 4.8 

Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis 1996c; 1996d; 1996g; 1996h. 
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Table 3-14 
Labor Force and Unemployment, Bangs and Fresno Counties 

Labor Force       Unemployed 
Unemployment 
Rate (percent) 

Kings County 

1990 

1992 

1994 

Fresno County 

1990 

1992 

1994 

Total 

1990 

1992 

1994 

38,176 3,882 10.2 

39,408 5,904 15.0 

42,056 5,741 13.7 

330,999 34,447 10.4 

355,324 51,948 14.6 

366,223 49,670 13.6 

369,175 38,329 10.4 

394,732 57,852 14.7 

408,279 55,411 13.6 

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics 1996a; 1996b. 

There are four main sources of civilian employment at NAS Lemoore. These 
include federal civil service positions, non-federal civil service positions, 
contractors and subcontractors, and McDonalds Restaurant. Approximately 900 
people are employed in federal civil service at the base. Non-federal civil service 
(non-appropriated funds) includes the Navy Exchange and the Department of 
Morale, Welfare, and Recreation. The Navy Exchange employs roughly 220 
personnel, and Department of Morale, Welfare, and Recreation employs about 
200. The McDonalds restaurant on the base presently employs from 40 to 45 
people. NAS Lemoore supports a workforce of 4,518 military and 1,805 civilian 
personnel for a total workforce of 6,323. 

Income 
In 1994, the per capita personal income for the ROI was $16,918, an increase of 
7.7 percent over the 1990 income. In Kings County the per capita income was 
$13,622 in 1994. In Fresno County, the per capital personal income was $17,406 
in 1994. The average income for military personnel is $37,230, while civilian 
personnel at NAS Lemoore earn an average of $30,861. Table 3-15 lists the 
income in the ROI. 

Housing 
The ROI had 270,713 housing units in 1994 (Table 3-16). There were 32,966 units 
in Kings County and 237,747 units in Fresno County. In each county, the 
composition of housing units is roughly 73 percent single-family units, 21 percent 
multifamily units, and 5 percent mobile homes. Kings County has a slightly 
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Table 3-15 
Income by Place of Residence, Kings and Fresno Counties 

Total Personal Income Per Capita 
($l,000s) Income 

Kings County 

1990 $1,286,215 $12,631 

1992 $1,408,748 $13,186 

1994 $1,499,612 $13,622 

Fresno County 

1990 $10,864,187 $16,170 

1992 $11,898,823 $16,855 

1994 $12,701,465 $17,406 

Total 

1990 $12,150,402 $15,704 

1992 $13,168,980 $16,198 

1994 $14,201,077 $16,918 

Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis 1996a; 1996b; 1996e; 1996f. 

Table 3-16 
Housing Stock and Vacancy Rates, Kings and Fresno Counties 

Total 
Single- Multifamily Mobile Housing Percent 

Family Units Units Homes Units Vacant Vacant 

Kings County 

1990 22,506 6,314 2,023 30,843 1,761 5.7 

1992 23,300 6,437 2,110 31,847 1,818 5.7 

1994 24,277 6,495 2,194 32,966 2,016 6.1 

Fresno County 

1990 167,412 48,865 12,201 228,478 11,180 4.9 

1992 170,583 50,873 12,220 233,676 11,430 4.9 

1994 173,263 52,237 12,247 237,747 11,764 4.9 

Total 

1990 189,918 55,179 14,224 259,321 12,941 5.0 

1992 193,883 57,310 14,330 265,523 13,248 5.0 

1994 197,540 58,732 14,441 270,713 13,780 5.1 

Source: California Department of Finance 1990. 

lower percentage of multifamily units and higher percentage of mobile homes. 
The vacancy rate ranges between 4.9 percent in Fresno County to 6.1 percent in 
Kings County for a combined vacancy rate of 5.1 percent in 1994. 
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Housing is available to all pay grades. There are 1,589 family housing units 
consisting of 90 officer and 1,499 enlisted units. The waiting list varies depending 
on the size of the family and pay grade. Certain areas of housing are being 
renovated, and plans are being finalized to build new houses. The BEQ has 3,057 
beds, and BOQ has 165 rooms (SITES 1997b). 

Business Volume 

Business volume in Kings and Fresno Counties has steadily risen from almost $7 
million in 1990 to slightly over $8 million in 1994 (Table 3-17). 

Table 3-17 
Business Volume ($l,000s), Kings and Fresno Counties 

 Sector 1990 1992 1994 
Manufacturing                                                          $853,059 $852,705 $937,603 
Transportation and Public Utilities                          $505,107 $557,771 $576,243 
Wholesale Trade                                                    $518,452 $556,483 $562,149 
Retail Trade                                                           $1,019,866 $983,333 $1,073,880 
Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate                          $380,532 $481,599 $491,374 
Services                                                                  $1,785,265 $2,090,256 $2,287,695 
Government and Government Enterprises            $1,769,542 $1,991,525 $2,179,121 
Total $6,831,823 $7,513,672 $8,108,065 

Sources: Bureau of Economic Analysis 1996a; 1996b; 1996e; 1996f. 

Net Government Revenues 
Net government revenues in Kings County have fluctuated through the past few 
years from a low of approximately negative $1,412,000 to a high of $1,532,000 
(Table 3-18). In Fresno County, net government revenues ranged from a low of 
negative $5,845,000 in fiscal year 1992/1993 to a high of $14,973,758 in fiscal year 
1990/1991. 

Table 3-18 
Net Government Revenues, Kings and Fresno Counties 

Fiscal Years 
 1990/1991 1992/1993 1994/1995 
Kings County 
Sources $84,955,639 $90,926,174 $98,213,648 
Uses $86,367,957 $89,394,025 $98,440,899 
Net Revenues ($1,412,318) $1,532,149 ($227,251) 
Fresno County 
Sources $610,450,607 $676,938,979 $734,626,849 
Uses $595,476,849 $682,784,235 $732,131,119 
Net Revenues $14,973,758 ($5,845,256) $2,495,730 

Sources: California State Controller 1993a; 1995b: 1997a. 
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Projected Demographics 
California State agencies have projected Kings and Fresno Counties' population 
and household growth through 2020 (Table 3-19). Kings County's population is 
projected to be 202,800 in 2020, an increase of 73,000 people from the projected 
population of 712,630 in 2000. Total number of households is expected to 
increase to 61,942 in 2020, an increase of 22,296 households from the 237,551 
households in 2000. Both population and households are projected to grow by 
approximately 56 percent. 

Fresno County's population is projected to be 1,505,500 in 2020, ah increase of 
631,400 people from the projected population of 874,100 in 2000. Total number 

of households is expected to increase to 498,345 in 2020, an increase of 209,004 
households from the 289,341 households in 2000. Both population and 
households are projected to grow by approximately 72 percent. 

Table 3-19 
Projected Demographics, Kings and Fresno Counties 

2000 2010 2020 Change 2000 to 
2020 (percent) 

Kings County 
Population 129,800 164,300 202,800 56.2 
Households* 39,646 50,183 61,942 56.2 
Employment** 

Fresno County 
Population 874,100 1,163,100 1,505,500 72.2 
Households* 289,341 385,005 498,345 72.2 
Employment** 

"■Household projections are derived from population projections. These estimates assume a uniform 
household population of 3.274 people for Kings County and 3.021 people for Fresno County. 

**Employment data is not projected by Kings County and the Fresno County Council of Governments 
for this time period. 

Sources: California Department of Finance, 1997a; California Department of Finance, Economic Research, 
1997b; California Department of Finance, Economic Research 1997c. 

3.4.3      NAF El Centre Alternative 

Region of Influence 
The ROI for NAF El Centra is Imperial County, California. The ROI was 
selected based on the assumption that most base personnel commute to work 
from and spend dollars in Imperial County. Imperial County is surrounded by 
Riverside County to the north, San Diego County to the west, the country of 
Mexico to the south, and Arizona to the east. There are seven incorporated cities 
in Imperial County: Brawley, Calexico, Calipatria, El Centro, Holtville, Imperial, 
Westmoreland, and El Centro, the county seat (Valley of Imperial Development 

Alliance 1994), 
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Population 
The population in Imperial County totaled approximately 137,100 persons in 
1994, which represents a 23.5 percent increase over the 1990 population (Table 
3-20). Population density in 1994 was approximately 39 people per square mile. 

Table 3-20 
Population, Imperial County 

Population (1,000s) 
Change from 1990 

(percent) 

1990 

1992 

1994 

111.0 
128.7 

137.1 

0.0 

15.9 

23.5 

Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis 1996i; 1996j. 

Employment 
Employment by sector for Imperial County is detailed in Table 3-21. Substantial 

percentage changes from 1990 to 1994 occurred throughout the sectors, 
illustrating an economy in flux. Decreases included mining (34.9 percent), 
agricultural services (13.3 percent), and wholesale trade (13.1 percent). Increases 
included state and local government (29.7 percent), transportation and public 
utilities (28.5 percent), manufacturing (27.7 percent), retail trade (22.1 percent), 
finance, insurance, and real estate (11.4 percent), and services (10.6 percent). 
Military sector employment increased by 1.1 percent. 

Table 3-21 
Sectors Employment, Imperial County 

Sectors 1990 1992 1994 
Change 1990 to 
1994 (percent) 

Farm 5,038 4,293 4,978 
Nonfarm 47,858 48,369 52,373 

Private 37,758 36,883 39,677 
Agricultural Services 10,269 7,648 8,904 
Mining 748 741 487 
Construction 2,101 2,051 2,037 
Manufacturing 1,616 1,687 2,064 
Transportation and Public Utilities 1,826 2,032 2,347 
Wholesale Trade 2,424 2,274 2,107 
Retail Trade 8,296 9,342 10,132 
Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate 1,806 1,836 2,011 
Services 8,672 9,272 9,588 

Government and Government Enterprises 10,100 11,486 12,696 
Federal, Civilian 1,143 1,208 1,241 
Military 567 618 573 
State and Local 8,390 9,660 10,882 

Total 52,896 52,662 57,351 

-1.2 
9.4 
5.1 

-13.3 
-34.9 
-3.0 
27.7 
28.5 

-13.1 
22.1 
11.4 
10.6 
25.7 

8.6 
1.1 

29.7 
8.4 

Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis 1996k; 19961. 
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The total civilian labor force in 1994 for Imperial County was 57,467 (Table 
3-22). There is a 24.9 percent unemployment rate in this ROI. According to the 
US Bureau of Census (1994), Imperial County has the tenth highest 
unemployment rate in the nation and is the only California county that appears 
on the list of the top 25 counties with the highest unemployment rate. 

Table 3-22 
Labor Force and Unemployment, Imperial County 

, .     „ IT        ,      j        Unemployment Rate 
Labor Force Unemployed (percent) 

1990 

1992 

1994 

48,026 10,228 21.3 

54,220 15,313 28.2 

57,467 14,317 24.9 

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics 1996c. 

Top Imperial County employers in descending order include the Centinela State 
Prison, County of Imperial, Imperial Irrigation District, and NAF El Centro 
(Valley of Imperial Development Alliance 1994). Sources for civilian employment 
at NAF El Centro include federal civil service positions, non-federal civil service 
positions, and contractor and subcontractors. The base is staffed with a 
permanent workforce of approximately 863 people (343 military and 530 civilian 

personnel). 

Income 
In 1994 the per capita income for Imperial County was $14,302 (Table 3-23). 
Although between 1990 and 1994 total personal income in the county increased 
by 15.7 percent, the population change was such that per capita income actually 

decreased 6.2 percent. 

Table 3-23 
Income by Place of Residence, Imperial County 

Total Personal Income Per Capita 
($l,000s) Income 

$1,693,858 $15,255 

$1,800,184 $13,986 

$1,960,178 $14,302 

1990 

1992 

1994 

Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis 1996i; 1996j. 

Housing 
There were 40,323 housing units in Imperial County in 1994, of which 3,982 
units were vacant, constituting a 9.9 percent vacancy rate (Table 3-24). Over half 
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21,749 22,627 24,011 

7,987 8,799 9,121 

6,823 7,131 7,191 

36,559 38,557 40,323 

3,717 3,882 3,982 

10.2 10.1 9.9 

the housing units are single-family, approximately one quarter are multifamily 

units, and the rest are mobile homes. 

Table 3-24 
Housing Stock and Vacancy Rate, Imperial County (1990, 1992, and 1994) 

1990 1992 1994 

Single Units 

Multifamily Units 

Mobile Homes 

Total Housing Units 

Vacant Units 

Percent Vacant 

Source: California Department of Finance 1990. 

The family housing area at NAF El Centra contains 172 single-family houses, of 
which 170 are used for family housing and 2 are used for a child development 
center. All housing units are occupied. BOQ and BEQ units are in separate 
complexes dispersed throughout the southern portion of the base. Transient 
BOQs are housed in three units. Transient BEQs are housed in five units, 'and 
permanent BEQs are in three units (US Navy 1986a). 

Business Volume 
Business volume is defined as local business activity or sales and is the sum of 
total retail and wholesale trade sales, total service receipts, and value added by 
manufacturing. Business volume in Imperial County (Table 3-25) dipped slightly 
in 1992 but has remained at approximately $1 million. 

Table 3-25 
Business Volume ($ 1,000s), Imperial County 

Sector 1990 1992 1994 

Manufacturing $35,602 $41,788 $55,054 
Transportation and Public Utilities $52,547 $66,640 $84,303 
Wholesale Trade $60,006 $64,839 $66,161 
Retail Trade $126,907 $147,623 $170,152 
Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate $380,532 $18,972 $31,040 
Services $172,435 $200,719 $215,164 
Government and Government Enterprises $282,107 $365,847 $422,873 
Total $1,110,136 $906,428 $1,044,747 

Sources: Bureau of Economic Analysis 19961; 1996). 
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Net Government Revenues 
Net government revenues in Imperial County have shifted from a low of 
approximately negative $344,000 to a high of $4,495,000. Table 3-26 provides 
more detail on net government revenues for Imperial County. 

Table 3-26 
Net Government Revenues, Imperial County 

Fiscal Years 
1990/1991 1992/1993 1994/1995 

Sources                            $102,090,654            $113,881,660 $124,124,779 
Uses                                 $99,152,211             $109,386,268 $124,468,581 
Net Revenues $2,938,443 $4,495,392 ($343,802) 

Sources: California State Controller 1993a; 1995b; 1997a. 

Projected Demographics 
Regional government agencies have projected Imperial County's population, 
household, and employment growth through 2020 (Table 3-27). Imperial 
County's population is projected to be 280,341 in 2020, an increase of 88.2 
percent from the projected population of 148,982 in 2000. Total number of 
households is expected to increase to 84,559 in 2020, an increase of 97.2 percent 
from the 42,888 households in 2000. Employment is expected to be 89,878 in 

2020, an increase of 58.4 percent from the projection of 306,605 for 2000. 

Table 3-27 
Projected Demographics, Imperial County 

2000 2010 2020 Change 2000 to 
2020 (percent) 

Population 
Households 
Employment 

148,982 
42,888 
62,043 

207,305 
60,233 
74,901 

280,341 
84,559 
89,878 

88.2 
97.2 
44.9 

Sources: SCAG 1997. 
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3.5      TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION 

This section describes the existing street system, intersection operating conditions, 
and roadway operating conditions for each alternative base and the surrounding 
areas. A full traffic study was prepared to determine and evaluate the potential 
traffic impacts of the proposed alternatives on the surrounding circulation 
systems. This study is available upon request (Linscott, Law & Greenspan 1997). 
The technical analyses are summarized in this section. 

Definition of Resource 
Traffic and circulation refers to the movement of vehicles on local and regional 
street networks. The local street network is described as a hierarchy of streets 
classified by function. For example, arterial streets are typically four or more lanes 
that provide the connection from limited access highways to the local collector 

streets, which "collect" traffic from the local neighborhood-serving streets. 

Operating conditions and the adequacy of the existing and future roadway system 

are described in terms of the level of service (LOS). The LOS measure for 
intersections and roadways is an indicator of a roadway's ability to accommodate 
vehicular movement. LOS describes operational conditions as influenced by 
speed, travel time, freedom to maneuver, safety, driving comfort, and 
convenience. LOS measures range from good conditions (LOS A) through 
gridlock conditions (LOS F). LOS A reflects free, unobstructed flow conditions, 
while LOS D indicates unstable traffic flow and significant travel delays during the 
peak travel hours. The LOS for intersections is based on the delay at the 
intersection, while the LOS for roadway segments is based on the volume-to- 
capacity (V/C) ratio. The levels of service are defined in Table 3-28 for 
intersections and in Table 3-29 for street segments. 

Table 3-28 
Intersections Level of Service Definitions 

Level of 
Service 
(LOS) Expected Delay 

Signalized Intersection 
Vehicle Delay 

(Seconds) 

Unsignalized Intersection 
Vehicle Delay 

(Seconds) 

A Little or no delay <.5.0 <_5.0 

B Short traffic delays 5.1 -15.0 5.1 -10.0 

C Average traffic delays 15.1-25.0 10.1 - 20.0 

D Long traffic delays 25.1-40.0 20.1 - 30.0 

E Very long traffic delays 40.1-60.0 30.1 - 45.0 

F Extreme delays potentially 
affecting other traffic movements 
in the intersection 

> 60.0 > 45.0 

Source: Transportation Research Board 1994 
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Table 3-29 
Street Segments Level of Service Definitions 

Level of Service Volume-to-Capacity 
(LOS) (V/C) 

A < 30.1 

B 30.1-50.0 

C 50.1 - 75.0 

D 75.1-90.0 

E 90.1 - 100 

F > 100 

Source: Caltrans Standards. 

Peak hours correspond to the periods of the day with the highest traffic volumes 
on the street network. The morning (or AM) peak hour reflects the morning 
commute to work. For this analysis, the AM peak hour is assumed to be between 
the hours of seven and eight in the morning. The evening (or PM) peak hour 
reflects the commute from work to home. For this analysis, the PM peak hour is 
assumed to be between the hours of four and five in the afternoon. Traffic 
generated during AM and PM peak hours has the greatest potential to affect 

intersection and roadway LOS. 

For the traffic analysis, 1999 was used as the realignment year for each alternative 
site. The 1999 projected traffic volumes were developed by applying a two percent 
per year growth factor to 1996 traffic volumes. For the purposes of this analysis, 
"projected" refers to a 1999 condition, while "existing" refers to existing 1996 
conditions. The level of service analysis and the volumes shown in this section are 
1999 projected conditions. 

3.5.1     Preferred Alternative: NAWS Point Mugu 

Region of Influence 
The traffic analysis evaluates portions of both the regional and local roadways and 
the major intersections serving NAWS Point Mugu. The ROI for the traffic 
analysis includes the Pacific Coast Highway (State Route (SR)-1) near NAWS 
Point Mugu as well as local access routes including Wood Road and Las Posas 
Road from Camarillo and Navalair/Frontage Road. The major intersections along 
these roadways near NAWS Point Mugu are included in the traffic analysis. The 
ROI was determined based on the location of NAWS Point Mugu and circulation 
patterns of traffic accessing the site on the surrounding transportation system. The 
ROI does not include roadways and intersections on base. 

Road Network 
Access to NAWS Point Mugu is via Highway 101 from Las Posas Road and Wood 
Road.  Pacific Coast Highway also provides access to NAWS Point Mugu via Las 
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Posas Road and Wood Road interchanges. The gates at North Mugu Road and Las 
Posas Road accommodate the vast majority of base traffic. A description of key 
roadway network components is presented below. 

Pacific Coast Highway (SR-1). SR-1 is a four-lane highway oriented east-west in the 
vicinity of the base but running north-south along the southern coast. SR-1 
provides a connection to numerous communities along the California Coast and 
intersects Highway 101 in the City of Oxnard. 

Wood Road. Wood Road is a two-lane, north-south rural roadway that extends 
northward from Frontage Road to the City of Camarillo. It serves base traffic by 

providing access between Frontage Road and SR-1. 

Las Posas Road. Los Posas Road is a north-south arterial extending from NAWS 
Point Mugu to the city of Camarillo. In the vicinity of the naval base, Las Posas 
Road provides four lanes south of SR-1 and two-lanes north of SR-1. It provides 

direct access to the naval base from SR-1, Highway 101, and the City of Camarillo. 

Frontage Road/Navalair Road. Frontage Road/Navalair Road lies adjacent to the 
eastern perimeter of NAWS Point Mugu, and provides direct access to the entry- 
gates via Las Posas Road, Main Road, and North Mugu Road. In the vicinity of 
the base, Frontage Road is two lanes north of Wood Road, four lanes between 
Wood Road and just south of Main Road, and two lanes between Main Road and 
Las Posas Road. Frontage Road becomes Navalair Road at Wood Road. 

Traffic Volumes 
Figure 3-27 shows the calculated 1999 on-street average daily trips (ADTs) and 
AM/PM peak hour intersection traffic volumes. The AM/PM peak hour turning 
movement counts were conducted in June 1996 at the following five intersections 
near the base: 

• Navalair Road/Pacific Coast Highway southbound ramps; 
• Navalair Road/Wood Road; 
• Frontage Road/North Mugu Road; 
• Frontage Road/Main Road; and 
• Las Posas Road/Pacific Coast Highway northbound off-ramp. 

The projected 1999 volumes in Figure 3-27 reflect a two percent per year growth 

that has been applied to the 1996 volumes. 

Levels of Service 
Intersections. As shown in Table 3-30, all movements at each of the key 
unsignalized intersections (two-way and all-way stop sign-controlled) in the project 
area are expected to operate at LOS C or better in 1999 without implementation 
of the proposed action.   Most intersections are expected to operate at LOS A 
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Naval Air 
Weapons Station, 
Point Mugu 

NOTE: - ADTs are shown midblock 
- AM/PM peak hour volumes are shown at the intersections 
- A two percent per year growth factor was applied to 1996 
volumes up to year 1999 (opening year) 

- "E" indicates estimated volume 

The majority of the base's 
existing traffic uses Gate 2 
(N. Mugu Rd.) and Gate 3 
(Los Posas Rd.) LEGEND: 

aj      Analysis Intersections 

:j-)-:      AM/PM Peak Hour Volumes 

1.000    Average Daily Trips 

NAWS Point Mugu Traffic Volumes 
AM/PM Hours b ADTs 
E-2 Aircraft Squadrons Realignment EIS 

NAWS Point Mugu, California 

Source: Linscott, Law & Greenspan 1996. Figure 3-27 
3-79 



3.5 Traffic and Circulation 

Table 3-30 
NAWS Point Mugu Unsignalized Intersection Operations 

Intersection Movement 

Projected 1999 Conditions 
Peak Delay 
Hour (Seconds) LOS 

Navalair Road/Pacific Coast 
Highway SB ramp 

Navalair Road/Wood Road 

North Mugu Road/Frontage 
Road* 

Main Road/Frontage Road* 

Las Posas Road/Pacific Coast 
Highway SB ramp 

NB T 
SB R 
SB L/T 

WB L 
NB T 

R 
SB L/T 

WB L 

WB L/R 
SB L 

WB L/R 
SB L 

NB 
NB 

L/R 
L/R 

AM 

PM 

AM 

PM 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

3.7 
2.6 
3.6 
2.1 
5.9 
2.6 
5.0 
2.3 

4.0 
2-5 

9.2 
4.5 

4.5 
11.9 

1.4 
1.8 

4.2 
7.1 

A 
A 
A 
A 
B 
A 
A 
A 

A 
A 

B 
A 

A 
C 

A 
A 

A 
B 

Notes: "Denotes all-way STOP intersections 
L - Left-turn 
R » Right-turn 
T - Through movement 

Source:        Linscott, Law & Greenspan 1997. 

EB 
WB 
NB 
SB 

Eastbound  - 
Westbound 
Northbound 
Southbound 

or LOS B with the exception of the North Mugu Road/Frontage Road 
intersection, which is expected to operate at LOS C during the PM peak hour. 

Roadways. As shown in Table 3-31, each street segment in the ROI is expected to 
operate at LOS B or better on a daily basis. 

Transit Services 

NAWS Point Mugu is currently not served by any public transit. Area bus service 
was discontinued in July 1996. 

3.5.2    NAS Lemoore Alternative 

Region of Influence 
The traffic analysis evaluates portions of both the regional and local roadways and 
the major intersections serving NAS Lemoore. The ROI for the traffic analysis 
includes State Route 198 and State Route 41 near NAS Lemoore as well as several 
local access routes. Local access to NAS Lemoore includes Grangeville Road, 
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Table 3-31 
NAWS Point Mugu Daily Street Segment Operations 

Capacity* 
(LOS E) 

Projected 1999 Conditions 

Street Segment Volume V/C LOS 

Pacific Coast Highway 
n/o Wood Road 
s/o Wood Road 

43,000 
43,000 

17,700 
13,360 

0.41 
0.31 

B 
B 

Frontage Road 
s/o Wood Road 
s/o Main Road 

31,000 
14,000 

13,470 
2,170 

0.43 
0.16 

B 
A 

Wood Road 
s/o Hueneme Road 14,000 1,700 0.12 A 

Las Posas Road 
e/o Pacific Coast Highway 14,000 .5,720 0.41 B 

Notes: * Capacities and V/C ratio thresholds based on Caltrans Standards 
e/o    -    east of 
w/o -    west of 
s/o    -    south of 
n/o   -    north of 

Source: Linscott, Law & Greenspan 1997. 

which provides direct access to the Operations Gate from the Cities of Hanford 
and Lemoore, Avenal Cutoff Road from Interstate (f)-5, and Jackson Avenue from 
State Route 41. The major intersections along these roadways near NAS Lemoore 
are included in the traffic analysis. The ROI was determined based on the location 
of NAS Lemoore and circulation patters of traffic accessing the site on the 
surrounding transportation system. The ROI does not include roadways and 
intersections on base. 

Road Network 
NAS Lemoore is accessed by traveling eastbound on State Route 198 from 
Interstate 5 near Coalinga or westbound on State Route 198 from Highway 99 
through the cities of Hanford and Lemoore. The main gate for NAS Lemoore 
takes direct access from a signalized intersection at State Route 198. A description 
of key roadway network components is presented below. 

State Route 198 (SR-198). SR-198 is generally a four-lane, east-west highway, 
which connects 1-5 and Highway 99 and provides direct access to Lemoore, 
Hanford, and other communities. In the immediate vicinity of the naval base, SR- 
198 is four lanes between the main gate and SR-41 and two lanes west of the main 

gate. 

State Route 41 (SR-41). SR-41 is generally a four-lane, north-south highway 
providing access to Lemoore in the base vicinity and direct access to Fresno, 35 
miles (56 kilometers) to the north. SR-41 forms a full diamond interchange at SR- 
198 and is signalized at Grangeville Boulevard. Caltrans has plans to begin 
widening 2.8 miles (4.5 kilometers) of SR41 in a section of existing two-lane 
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highway to a four^ane divided expressway. The footprint of the project is from 
0.7 miles (1.1 kilometers) south of SR-198 to 0.3 miles (0.5 kilometers) north of 
Hanford-Armona Road. Construction should be completed by 1999. 

Grangeville Boulevard. Grangeville Boulevard is a two-lane, east-west road that 
provides direct access to the naval base. Currently, it is classified as an arterial 
roadway with no curbside parking. Grangeville Boulevard is signalized at the 

interchange with SR-41. 

Avenal Cutoff Road. Avenal Cutoff Road is a two-lane, north-south roadway. It 
is currently classified as an arterial roadway and forms an interchange with SR- 

198. 

Jackson Street. Jackson Street is a two-lane, east-west roadway providing access 

between SR-41 and SR-198. It is currently classified as a major collector roadway. 

Traffic Volumes 
Figure 3-28 shows the calculated 1999 on-street average daily trips (ADTs) and 
AM/PM peak hour intersection volumes. The ADTs were obtained from the 
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). The peak hour turning 
movement volumes were obtained from the traffic study prepared for the NAS 
Lemoore Base Realignment. (TJKM 1994). A peak hour analysis was conducted 
at the following four intersections near the base: 

• SR-198/NAS Lemoore Main Gate; 
• Avenal Cutoff Road/SR-198 westbound ramps; 
• Avenal Cutoff Road/SR-198 eastbound ramps; and 
• SR-41/Grangeville Boulevard. 

The projected 1999 volumes in Figure 3-28 reflect a two percent per year growth 

that has been applied to the 1996 volumes. 

Levels of Service 
Intersections. Tables 3-32 and 3-33 summarize the LOS analysis for the signalized 
and unsignalized intersections, respectively. The Grangeville Road/SR-41 
intersection is expected to operate at LOS B during both the AM and PM peak 
hours. The SR-198/Main Gate intersection also is expected to operate at LOS B 
during both the AM and PM peak hours. As shown in Table 3-33 all movements 
at the key unsignalized intersections were evaluated and both Avenal Cutoff Road 
intersections with SR-198 are expected to operate at LOS B or better. 

Roadways. As indicated in Table 3-34, each street segment in the ROI is expected 

to operate at LOS B or better on a daily basis. 
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- A two percent per year growth factor was applied to 1996 
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Figure 3-28 
3-83 



3.5 Traffic and Circulation 

Table 3-32 
NAS Lemoore Signalized Intersection Operations 

Intersection 
Peak 
Hour 

Projected 1999 Conditions 
Delay 

(Seconds)              LOS 

Grangeville Road/SR-41 

SR-198/Main Gate 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

13.5 
13.6 

5.4 
13.7 

B 
B 

B 
B 

Source: Linscott, Law & Greenspan 1997. 

Table 3-33 
NAS Lemoore Unsignalized Intersections Operations 

Peak 
Hour Movement 

Projected 1999 
Conditions 

Intersection 
Delay 

(Seconds) LOS 

Avenal Cutoff Road/EB SR-198 AM EB L/T 5.6 B 
ramps EB R 3.7 A 

WB L/T 6.0 B 
WB R 2.7 A 
NB L 3.3 A 
SB L 2.1 A 

PM EB L/T 6.8 B 
EB R 2.9 A 
WB L/T 7.9 B 
WB R 2.6 A 
NB L 4.3 A 
SB L 2.1 A 

Avenal Cutoff/WB SR-198 ramps AM WB L 5.5 B 
WB R 3.6 A 
NB L 2.6 A 

PM WB L 6.6 B 
WB R 3.1 A 
NB L 3.1 A 

Notes: LOS - Level of Service 
L - Left-tum 
R - Right-turn 
T - Through movement 

EB 
NB 
SB 
WB 

- Eastbound 
- Nonhbound 
- Southbound 
- Westbound 

Source:    Linscott, Law & Greenspan 1997. 
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Table 3-34 
NAS Lemoore Daily Street Segment Operations 

Capacity* 

Projected 1999 Conditions 

Street Segment Volume V/C             LOS 

SR-198 

w/o Main Gate 14,000 4,560 0.33                  B 

e/o Main Gate 31,000 9,110 0.29                 A 

Grangeville Boulevard 

w/o SR-41 14,000 6,360 0.45                 B 

SR-41 

n/o Grangeville Boulevard 43,000 10,810 0.25                A 

Notes: "'Capacities and V/C ratio thresholds based on Caltrans Standards 
e/o    - east of 
w/o   - west of 
s/o     - south of 
n/o    -   north of 

Source:    Linscott, Law & Greenspan 1997. 

Transit Services 
NAS Lemoore is served by Kings Area Rural Transit. Bus access directly to the 
base is provided from neighboring cities including Hanford and Lemoore. 
According to NAS Lemoore planning staff, transit is rarely used by base 

personnel. 

3.5.3     NAF El Centro Alternative 

Region of Influence 
The traffic analysis evaluates portions of both the regional and local roadways 
and the major intersections serving NAF El Centro. The ROI for the traffic 
analysis includes Evan Hewes Highway (County Highway 80), which is the main 
east-west .route from El Centro to NAF El Centro. Local north-south access to 
NAF El Centro includes Drew Road, Bennett Road, and Forrester Road. The 
gate to NAF El Centro is located at the north end of Bennett Road. Major 
intersections along these roadways near NAF El Centro are included in the traffic 
analysis. The ROI was determined based on the location of NAF El Centro and 
circulation patterns of traffic accessing the site on the surrounding transportation 
system. The ROI does not include roadways and intersections on base. 

Road Network 
Regional access to NAF El Centro is from Interstate 8 via interchanges with local 
roadways. Evan Hewes Highway runs parallel to Interstate 8 to the north 
providing access between the city of El Centro and the base. Local access to the 

Main Gate is along Bennett Road. 
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Interstate 8 (1-8). 1-8 is a four-lane, divided freeway in the project vicinity, which 
provides east-west access within southern Imperial County between the San 
Diego county border and Yuma, Arizona. 1-8 is constructed with complete grade 
separation at all interchanges. 

State Route 111 (SR-111). SR-111 is a north-south highway providing access to 
Calexico and Mexico from the cities of El Centro and Brawley. SR-111 is a four- 
lane, divided roadway south of 1-8 and a two-lane, undivided roadway north of 
1-8. 

Evan Hewes Highway (S-80). S-80 is a two- to four-lane road that runs parallel to 
1-8 from the cities of Ocotillo to Holtville and provides access to NAF El Centro 
via Bennett Road. S-80 is classified as a collector roadway. Evan Hewes Highway 
is stop sign controlled at Drew Road, Bennett Road, and Forrester Road and is 

signalized at Imperial Avenue. 

Drew Road. Drew Road is a north-south roadway classified as a collector. Drew 
Road is a two-lane, undivided roadway and provides access to 1-8 via a full 
diamond interchange with stop sign controls at the east and westbound off ramps. 

Bennett Road. Bennett Road, is a north-south, two-lane undivided roadway 
classified as a local street. It provides direct access to the Main Gate at NAF El 
Centro via Evan Hewes Highway, where it is stop sign controlled. 

Forrester Road. Forrester Road is a north-south, two-lane undivided roadway 
classified as a collector. It provides a connection between The city of Brawley 
and 1-8 west of El Centro. It has an interchange at 1-8 and is stop sign controlled 
at both the eastbound and westbound off ramps. 

Traffic Volumes 
Figure 3-29 shows the calculated 1999 on-street ADTs and morning (AM) and 
evening (PM) peak hour intersection traffic volumes. The ADTs were obtained 
from Caltrans and Imperial County records. The AM/PM peak hour turning 
movement counts were conducted in June 1996 at the following three intersections 
near the base: 

• Evan Hewes Highway (S-80)/Drew Road; 
• Evan Hewes Highway (S-80)/Bennett Road; and 
• Evan Hewes Highway (S-80)/Forrester Road. 

The projected 1999 volumes in Figure 3-29 reflect a two percent per year growth 
that has been applied to the 1996 volumes. 

Levels of Service 
Intersections. As shown in Table 3-35, all three key unsignalized intersections are 
expected to operate at LOS A during both the AM and PM peak hours. 
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Table 3-35 
NAF El Centro Unsignalized Intersection Operations 

Projected 1999 Conditions 

Intersection 
Peak 
Hour 

Delay 
(Seconds) LOS 

AM 3.0 A 

PM 3.0 A 

AM 2.5 A 

PM 2.8 A 

AM 4.9 A 

PM 4.9 A 

Evan Hewes/Drew Road 

Evan Hewes/Bennett Road 

Evan Hewes/Forrester Road 

Notes: Each of these intersections are all-way stop sign-controlled. 

Source:   Linscott, Law & Greenspan 1997. 

Roadways. As shown in Table 3-36, each street segment in the ROI is expected to 
operate at LOS C or better on a daily basis. 

Transit Services 
Bus transportation is provided to NAF El Centro from the El Centro area 365 
days per year. The Liberty Shuttle provides service between NAF El Centro and 
several locations in the surrounding community during the hours of 7:00 PM and 
2:15 AM. Cab services also are provided when necessary. 

Table 3-36 
NAF El Centro Daily Street Segment Operations 

Capacity* 

(LOS E) 

Projected 1999 Conditions 

Street Segment Volume V/C LOS 

Evan Hewes (S-80) 

w/o Drew Road 14,000 3,660 0.26 A 

e/o Forrester Road 14,000 5,620 0.40 B 

Drew Road 
n/o Evan Hewes 14,000 1,240 0.09 A 

s/o Evan Hewes 14,000 2,540 0.18 A 

Bennett Road « 

s/o Evan Hewes 14,000 2,010 0.14 A 

Forrester Road 
n/o Evan Hewes 14,000 8,195 0.59 C 

s/o Evan Hewes 14,000 6,040 0.43 B 

Notes: * Capacities and V/C ratio thresholds based on Caltrans Standards 
e/o    -    east of s/o -      south of 
w/o  —    west of n/o —      north of 

Source: Linscott, Law & Greenspan, 1997. 
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3.6     AIR QUALITY 

This section describes air quality conditions for the alternatives being considered 
for realignment of the four E-2 squadrons and associated personnel. The 
discussion of air quality addresses air quality terminology, air quality conditions, 
and regulatory situations applicable to the E-2 realignment. 

Definition of Resource 
Air pollution discussions require an understanding of terms that have a technical 
meaning. At a general level it is important to understand the distinction between 

air pollutant emissions and ambient air quality. Other important terms include 

primary pollutants, secondary pollutants, and pollutant precursors. 

Emissions and Ambient Air Quality 
The term "pollutant emissions" refers to the amount (usually stated as a weight) of 
one or more specific compounds introduced into the atmosphere by a source or 
group of sources. In practice, most pollutant emissions data are presented as 
"emission rates": the amount of pollutants emitted during a specified increment of 
time or during a specified increment of emission source activity. Typical 
measurement units for emission rates on a time basis include pounds per hour, 
pounds per day, or tons per year. Typical measurement units for emission rates 
on a source activity basis include pounds per thousand gallons of fuel burned, 
pounds per ton of material processed, and grams per vehicle mile of travel. 

The term "ambient air quality" refers to the atmospheric concentration of a 
specific compound (amount of pollutants in a specified volume of air) actually 
experienced at a particular geographic location that may be some distance from the 
source of the relevant pollutant emissions. The ambient air quality levels actually 
measured at a particular location are determined by the interactions among three 
groups of factors: emissions, meteorology, and chemistry. Emission 
considerations include the types, amounts, and locations of pollutants emitted into 
the atmosphere. Meteorological considerations include wind and precipitation 
patterns affecting the distribution, dilution, and removal of pollutant emissions. 
Chemical considerations are important when chemical reactions occur that 
transform pollutant emissions into other chemical substances. 

Ambient air quality data are generally reported as a mass-per-unit volume (e.g., 
micrograms per cubic meter of air) or as a volume fraction (e.g., parts per million 
by volume). Measurements of paniculate matter concentrations normally are 

reported in units of micrograms per cubic meter. 

Primary Pollutants, Secondary Pollutants, and Pollutant Precursors 
Air pollutants are often characterized as being "primary" or "secondary" 
pollutants. Primary pollutants are those emitted directly into the atmosphere, 
such as carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide (SOz), lead particulates, and 
hydrogen sulfide. Secondary pollutants are those formed through chemical 
reactions in the atmosphere, such as ozone (03), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), and 
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sulfate particles. Atmospheric chemical reactions usually involve primary 
pollutants, normal constituents of the atmosphere, and other secondary pollutants. 
Meteorological conditions such as temperature, humidity, and the intensity of 
ultraviolet light can also play an important role in atmospheric chemistry. 

Those compounds that react to form secondary pollutants are often referred to as 
reactive pollutants, pollutant precursors, or precursor emission products. Some 
air pollutants, such as many organic gases and suspended paniculate matter, are a 
combination of primary and secondary pollutants. 

Ozone precursor emissions. Ozone, a major component of photochemical smog, is 
the secondary pollutant of greatest concern in most portions of California. The 
pollutant emissions generally categorized as ozone precursors fall into two broad 
groups of chemicals: nitrogen oxides and organic compounds. Many different 

terms are used to refer to these groups of ozone precursors. 

The terms "nitrogen oxides" and "oxides of nitrogen" are often used 
interchangeably to refer to the combination of nitric oxide and nitrogen dioxide. 
This combination of nitrogen oxides is often designated by the symbol NOx. 
Nitrogen dioxide is itself a secondary pollutant, generally formed from nitric 
oxide. 

Organic compound precursors of ozone are routinely described by a large number 
of different terms. The phrase "reactive organic compounds" is the most accurate 
terminology for describing organic compound precursors of ozone, but the 
acronym for that phrase is not widely used. The closest widely used acronym is 
ROG (reactive organic gases). To avoid inventing a new acronym, ROG will be 
used in this document to mean reactive organic compounds. 

Paniculate matter precursors. Inhalable paniculate matter (PM]0) can be generated 
as a primary pollutant by abrasion or erosion processes. PMW can also form as a 
secondary pollutant through chemical reactions or by condensation of gaseous 
pollutants into fine aerosols. Major gaseous precursors of PM]0 include reactive 
organic gases, sulfur oxides, and nitrogen oxides. Additional precursors of PM10 

can include ammonia, hydrogen sulfide, sulfuric acid, and nitric acid. 

Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Both the State of California and the federal government have established ambient 
air quality standards for several different pollutants (Table 3-37), which are often 
referred to as criteria pollutants. Ambient standards for some of these pollutants 
have been set for both short and long time periods. Federal, ambient air quality 
standards are based on evidence of acute and chronic health effects. Most state 
ambient air quality standards are based primarily on health effects data, but can 
reflect other considerations, such as protection of crops, protection of materials, 
or avoidance of nuisance conditions (i.e., odors). 
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Table 3-37 
Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Pollutant 

Standard, as 
parts per million 

Standard, as 
micrograms per 

cubic meter Violation Criteria 
Symbol Averaging Time        California National    California   National     California National 

Ozone O, lHour 

8 hours 

0.09 0.12 

0.08 

180 235     If exceeded 

160 

If exceeded on more 
than 3 days in a 3- 

year period 
If exceeded by the 
mean of annual 4th 

highest daily values 
for a 3-year period. 

Carbon Monoxide CO 8 Hours 9.0 9 

lHour 20 35 

(Lake Tahoe only) 8 Hours 6   
Inhalable Paniculate PM10 Annual Geometric Mean — — 

Matter Annual Arithmetic Mean — _ 

10,000       10,000    If exceeded      If exceeded on more 
than 1 day per year 

23,000       40,000    If exceeded      If exceeded on more 
than 1 day per year 

7,000 —     If exceeded 

24 Hours 

30 

50 

If exceeded 
50 

150     If exceeded 

If exceeded as a 3-year 
single station average 

If exceeded by the 
mean of annual 99th 
percentile values over 

3 years 
Fine Paniculate 

Matter 

24 Hours 

15 

65 

If exceeded as a 3-year 
spatial average of data 

from designated 
stations 

If exceeded by the 
mean of annual 98th 
percentile values over 

3 years 
Nitrogen Dioxide NO, Annual Average 

lHour 
-       0.053 

0.25 
100 If exceeded 

470 If exceeded 
Sulfur Dioxide SO, Annual Average 

24 Hours 

3 Hours 

lHour 

0.04 

0.25 

0.03 — 80 — If exceeded 
0.14 105 365     If exceeded       If exceeded on more 

than 1 day per year 
0.5 -- 1,300 — If exceeded on more 

than 1 day per year 
— 655 --     If exceeded — 

Lead Particles Pb Calendar Quarter 
30 Days - - 1.5 

1.5            - 
—   If equaled or 

exceeded 

If exceeded 

Sulfate Particles SO, 24 Hours — — 25 —   If equaled or 
exceeded 

— 

Hydrogen Sulfide H2S lHour 0.03 — 42 —   If equaled or 
exceeded 

— 

Vinyl Chloride QHjCl 24 Hours 0.010 — 26 —   If equaled or 
exceeded 

— 

Notes:AIl standards except the national PM10 and PM2.5 standards are based on measurements corrected to 25 degrees C and 1 atmosphere pressure. 
The national PM10 and PM2 s standards are based on direct flow volume data without correction to standard temperature and pressure. 
Decimal places shown for standards reflect the rounding precision used for evaluating compliance. 
Except for the 3-hour sulfur dioxide standard, the national standards shown are the primary (health effects) standards. 
The national 3-hour sulfur dioxide standard is a secondary (welfare effects) standards. 
EPA adopted new ozone and paniculate matter standards on July 18, 1997; the new standards became effective on September 16, 1997. 
The national 1-hour ozone standard will be rescinded for an area when EPA determines that the standard has been achieved in that area. 
Previous national PM10 standards (which had different violation criteria than the September 1997 standards) will remain in effect for existing 

PM10 nonattainment areas until EPA takes actions required by Section 172(e) of the Clean Air Act or approves emission control programs 
for the relevant PMm state implementation plan. 

Violation criteria for all standards except the national annual standard for PM25 are applied to data from individual monitoring sites. 
Violation criteria for the national annual standard for PM2 s are applied to a spatial average of data from one or more community-oriented 

monitoring sites representative of exposures at neighborhood orlarger spatial scales (40 CFR § 58). 
The "10" inPM,o and the "2.5" in PM25 are not panicle size limits; these numbers identify thepanide size class (aerodynamic equivalent 

diameters in microns) collected with 50% mass efficiency by certified sampling equipment. The maximum panicle size collected by PM,0 
samplers is about 50 microns aerodynamic equivalent diameter; the maximum panicle size collected by PM2 5 samplers is about 6 microns 
aerodynamic equivalent diameter (40 CFR §53). 

Source: California Air Resources Board 1991. State and National Ambient Air Quality Standards (ARB Fact Sheet 39). 40 CFR § 50, 53, and 58. 
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The USEPA revised the violation criteria for the existing PM,0 standards, adopted 
a new 8-hour ozone standard, and adopted new fine particle (PM2.s) standards in 
July 1997. These standards became effective in September 1997, but nonattainment 
designations relating to these standards will not be made for at least three years. 
The federal 1-hour ozone standard will be rescinded for an area only after USEPA 
determines that it has been achieved in that area. The previous PM10 standards 
will be rescinded (with the revised PMJO standards remaining in place) after 
emission control programs required by previous standards are approved by 
USEPA. Because monitoring networks for the new PM2 5 standards are not yet in 
place, nonattainment designations for PM2.s will not be made for at least four 

years. 

Areas that violate a federal air quality standard are designated as nonattainment 
areas. Nonattainment designations for ozone, carbon monoxide, and PMj0 include 

subcategories indicating the severity of the air quality problem. Areas that comply 
with federal air quality standards are designated as attainment areas. Areas that 
have been reclassified from nonattainment to attainment are designated as 
attainment/maintenance areas. Areas that lack monitoring data to demonstrate 
attainment or nonattainment status are designated as unclassified areas, and are 
treated as attainment areas for various regulatory purposes. 

Table 3-38 summarizes the federal and state attainment status designations for each 
of the -alternative receiving installations. NAWS Point Mugu is nonattainment for 
the federal ozone standard, the state ozone standard, and the state PM,0 standard. 
NAS Lemoore is nonattainment for both the federal and state ozone standards, as 
well as for both the federal and state PM10 standards. NAF El Centro is also 
nonattainment for these standards. 

Permit Programs 
Air pollution control programs were established in California prior to the 
enactment of federal requirements. Responsibility for air quality management 

. - programs in California is divided between California Air Resources Board (CARB) 
as the primary state air quality management agency and air pollution control 
districts as the primary local air quality management agencies. The Federal Clean 
Air Act (CAA), as amended, 42 USC § 7401 et seq., in the 1970s resulted in a 
gradual merger of local and federal air quality programs, particularly stationary 
source air quality permit programs. 

Many types of industrial and commercial facilities require air quality permits for 
their equipment and operations. Local air pollution control districts are 
responsible for air quality permit programs in California. Permit authority is 
derived from a combination of state and federal legislation. In general, federally 
required air quality permit programs have been integrated into the pre-existing 
state and local permit program. This results in a two-step permit process for new 
stationary emission sources: an initial authority to construct (ATC) permit and a 

subsequent permit to operate (PTO). 
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Table 3-38 
Federal and State Attainment Status for Alternative Receiving Installations 

Installation County Pollutant Federal Status State Status 

NA WS Point Mugu Ventura County Ozone Nonattainment Nonattainment 

Carbon Monoxide Attainment Attainment 

Nitrogen Dioxide Attainment Attainment 

PMw
l Unclassified Nonattainment 

Sulfur Dioxide Attainment Attainment 

Lead Not classified2 Attainment 

NAS Lemoore Fresno and Kings Counties Ozone Nonattainment Nonattainment 

Carbon Monoxide Attainment Attainment 

Nitrogen Dioxide Attainment Attainment 

PMI0' Nonattainment Nonattainment 

Sulfur Dioxide Unclassified Attainment 

Lead Not classified2 Attainment 

NAF El Centro Imperial County Ozone Nonattainment Nonattainment 

Carbon Monoxide Attainment Attainment 

Nitrogen Dioxide Attainment Attainment 

PM,ol Nonattainment Nonattainment 

Sulfur Dioxide Attainment Attainment 

Lead Not classified2 Attainment 

Notes:    'PM10 - inhalable paniculate matter 
2Only nonattainment designations are made for the federal lead standard; formal attainment designations are made only for 
redesignation purposes. A "not classified" designation for the federal lead standard implies attainment status. 

Sources: 40 CFR § 81.305; California Air Resources Board 1997a. 

Air Quality Planning 
Federal requirements. The federal Clean Air Act, as amended, 42 USC § 7401 et 
seq., requires each state to develop, adopt, and implement a state implementation 
plan (SIP) to achieve, maintain, and enforce federal air quality standards 
throughout the state. Deadlines for achieving the federal air quality standards vary 
according to air pollutant and the severity of existing air quality problems. SIP 
documents are developed on a pollutant-by-pollutant basis whenever one or more 
air quality standards are being violated, and must be submitted to and approved by 
EPA. In California, the SIP consists of separate documents for different pollutants 
in different regions of the state. Local councils of governments and air pollution 
control districts have had the primary responsibility for developing and adopting 
the regional elements of the California SIP. 

Federal Clean Air Act conformity process. Section 176(c) of the Clean Air Act. 
(CAA), as amended, § 176(c), 42 USC § 7401 et seq., requires federal agencies to 
ensure that actions undertaken in nonattainment or maintenance areas are 
consistent with the Clean Air Act and with federally enforceable air quality 
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management plans. EPA has promulgated separate rules that establish conformity 
analysis procedures for transportation-related actions and for other (general) 
federal agency actions. Transportation conformity requirements apply to highway 
and mass transit projects funded or approved by the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) or the Federal Transit Administration (FTA). General 
conformity requirements are potentially applicable to most other federal agency 
actions, but apply only to those aspects of an action that involve on-going federal 
agency responsibility and control over direct or indirect sources of air pollutant 
emissions. 

The EPA general conformity rule applies to federal actions occurring in 

nonattainment or maintenance areas when the total direct and indirect emissions 

of nonattainment pollutants (or their precursors) exceed specified thresholds. The 

emission thresholds that trigger requirements for a conformity analysis are called 

de minimis levels. 

Table 3-39 identifies the federal nonattainment pollutants and the relevant de 
minimis emission thresholds for each of the alternative receiving installations 
considered for the E-2 squadrons. Also shown in Table 3-39 are the deadlines for 
achieving the federal air quality standards. All of the alternative receiving sites are 
located in federal ozone nonattainment areas. NAWS Point Mugu has no other 
federal nonattainment designations. NAS Lemoore and NAF El Centro are in 
areas that are nonattainment for both ozone and PMi0. 

The EPA conformity rule establishes a process that is intended to demonstrate 
that the proposed federal action: 

• Would not cause or contribute to new violations of federal air quality 
standards; 

• Would not increase the frequency or severity of existing violations of 
federal air quality standards; and 

• Would   not   delay  the  timely  attainment   of  federal   air   quality 
standards. 

Compliance with the conformity rule can be demonstrated in several ways. 
Compliance is presumed if the net increase in direct and indirect emissions from a 
federal action would be less than the relevant de minimis level. 

If the emissions increase for a nonattainment pollutant exceeds the relevant de 

minimis value, a formal conformity determination process must be followed. A 

conformity determination includes a demonstration of consistency with the SIP 
through one of five mechanisms: 
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conformity determination includes a demonstration of consistency with the SIP 

through one of five mechanisms: 

Table 3-39 
Nonattainment Pollutants and De Minimis Levels for Alternative E-2 Realignment Sites 

Federal De Minimis 

Air District Nonattainment Levels1 Attainment 

Installation Jurisdiction Pollutants (Tons/Year) Precursors Deadline 

NA WS Point Mugu Ventura County APCD Ozone - Severe 25 ROG, NO, 2005 

NAS Lemoore San Joaquin Valley Ozone - Serious 50 ROG, NO, 1999 

Unified APCD PM,0 - Serious 70 PM10, ROG, NO,, 
so, 

2001 

NAF El Centro Imperial County APCD Ozone - Transitional1 100 ROG, NO, NA 

PM|0 - Moderate3 100 PM,„, ROG, 
SO, 

NO,, 1994+ 

Notes:    APCD = Air Pollution Control District 
ROG = reactive organic compounds 
NOx = oxides of nitrogen 
SOx = oxides of sulfur 
PM10 = inhalable paniculate matter 
CO = carbon monoxide 
NA = not applicable 
lDe minimis thresholds apply to individual pollutants and precursors, not to the combination of precursors 
Ventura County nonattainment designations also apply to San Nicolas Island (California Air Resources Board 
1997). 
2Transitional ozone nonattainment areas are defined by the Clean Air Act, as amended § 185A, 42 USC § 7401 et 
seq., as nonattainment areas having no violations of the ozone standard between 1987 and 1990. Transitional areas 
•were to be redesignated as attainment/maintenance or as the appropriate nonattainment category by June 1992. As 
of July 1997, 40 CFR 81.305 still shows Imperial County as having a nonattainment - transitional designation for 
ozone 
'Moderate PMI0 nonattainment areas that failed to reach attainment within Clean Air Act deadlines are reclassified 
by operation of law as serious nonattainment areas (Clean Air Act, as amended, § 188(b)(2)(A), 42 USC § 7401 et 
seq. As of July 1997, 40 CFR 81.305 still shows Imperial County as having a nonattainment - moderate designation 
for PM10 

Sources: 40 CFR § 81.305; 40 CFR § 93.153; 42 USC § 7401 et seq.; California Air Resources Board 1997a. 

• By showing that direct and indirect emissions from the activity are 

specifically identified and accounted for in the SIP; 

• By showing that direct and indirect emissions associated with the 

federal agency action are accommodated within emissions allowances 

contained in an approved SIP; 

• By showing that emissions associated with future conditions will not 

exceed emissions that would occur from a continuation of historical 

activity levels; 
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• By arranging emission offsets to fully compensate for the net 
emissions increase associated with the action; or 

• By obtaining a commitment from the relevant air quality management 
agency to amend the SIP to account for direct and indirect emissions 
from the federal agency action. 

State requirements. The California Clean Air Act (CCAA) of 1988, 26 California 
Health and Safety Code (CH&SC) § 40000 et seq., requires air pollution control 
districts and air quality management districts to develop air quality management 
plans for meeting state ambient air quality standards for ozone, carbon monoxide, 
sulfur dioxide, and nitrogen dioxide. CARB is responsible for developing a plan 
for meeting state PMi0 standards. 

The CCAA, 26 CH&SC § 40910 et seq., does not set specific deadlines for 

achieving state air quality standards. Instead, attainment is required "as 
expeditiously as practicable", with various emission control program requirements 

based on the attainment status for ozone and carbon monoxide standards. 

California ambient air quality standards (CAAQS) generally are somewhat more 
stringent than the comparable federal standards. The greatest difference between 
federal and state ambient air quality standards is for PMi0. 

3.6.1     Preferred Alternative: NAWS Point Mugu 

Region of Influence 

The ROI for NAWS Point Mugu varies according to the type of air pollutant 
being discussed. Primary pollutants, such as carbon monoxide, have a localized 
ROI that is generally limited to less than 2,000 feet (610 meters) from the source of 
the emissions. The time required for the formation of secondary pollutants, such 
as ozone and secondary paniculate matter, allow precursor emissions to be 
transported and mixed over relatively large areas while being converted into the 
pollutant of concern. Consequently, the ROI for secondary pollutants includes all 
of the South Central Coast Air Basin. 

Air Quality Conditions 

Table 3-40 summarizes air quality monitoring data for the NAWS Point Mugu 
vicinity. The closest air quality monitoring station (in the community of El Rio) 
is generally representative of air quality conditions in the coastal portion of 
Ventura County. Ventura County is designated as a severe nonattainment area for 
the federal ozone standard. Federal ozone standards are exceeded only 
occasionally in the NAWS Point Mugu vicinity, while the more stringent state 
ozone standards are exceeded several times each year. Ventura County's federal 
designation as a severe ozone nonattainment area is based on the higher ozone 
pollution levels that occur in the southeastern portion of the county (Simi Valley 
and Thousand Oaks). 
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Table 3-40 
Air Quality Monitoring Data for the NAWS Point Mugu Vicinity (1991-1995) 

Monitoring Station Air Quality Indicator 1991 1992 1993 1994 

OZONE 

El Rio • Mesa School Peak 1-hour value (ppm) 
Days above federal standard (0.12 ppm) 
Days above state standard (0.09 ppm) 

El Rio - Mesa School Peak 1-hour value (ppm) 
Peak 8-hour value (ppm) 
Days above federal standard (9 ppm) 
Days above state standard (9.0 ppm) 

INHALABLE PARTICULATE MATTER, PM1( 

El Rio - Mesa School Peak 24-hour value (ug/m3) 
Annual geometric mean (ug/m3) 
Annual arithmetic mean (ug/m3) 
Number of 24-hour samples 
% of samples above federal standard (150 ug/m3) 
% of samples above state standard (50 ug/mJ) 

1995 

0.12 0.14 0.14 0.12 0.12 
0 3 1 0 0 

12 

NOXIDE 

17 8 7 7 

3 2 5 3 3 
2.3 1.3 2.7 2.0 2.5 

0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 

59 55 63 54 62 
29.5 27.8 25.4 26.3 22.2 
32.1 3.1 28.5 29.2 26.2 

57 47 59 57 60 
0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
7.0% 4.3% 6.8% 3.5% 5.0% 

Notes:    ppm - parts per million by volume 
ug/m3 - micrograms per cubic meter 
Federal 1-hour ozone standard is 0.12 ppm; state 1-hour ozone standard is 0.09 ppm 
Federal 1-hour carbon monoxide standard is 35 ppm; state 1-hour carbon monoxide standard is 20 ppm 
Federal 8-hour carbon monoxide standard is 9 ppm; state 8-hour carbon monoxide standard is 9.0 ppm 
Federal PM10 standards: 50 ug/m3, annual arithmetic mean; 150 ug/m3,24-hour average 
State PM,0 standards: 30 ug/m3, annual geometric mean; 50 ug/m3,24-hour average 
24-hour PM,0 samples are collected approximately once every six days. Other pollutants are monitored continuously (except for 
instrument calibration and maintenance periods) 

Source: California Air Resources Board 1995. 

Emission sources at NAWS Point Mugu include various stationary sources, 
aircraft flight activity, and motor vehicle use. Stationary sources include aircraft 
engine test, cells, stationary engines used for generators and compressors, fuel 

storage and handling facilities, boilers, and gasoline stations. 

Emission forecasts contained in the ozone SIP (1991 revision) assume that NAWS 
Point Mugu will have'a constant level of aircraft and other activity from 1990 
through 2005. In actuality, aircraft and other activity levels at NAWS Point Mugu 
declined between 1990 and 1996. Data developed by NAWS Point Mugu 
Environmental Division staff indicate overall emission reductions of 60.5 tons per 
year of reactive organic compounds, 86.5 tons per year of nitrogen oxides, 31.0 
tons per year of PM10, and 25.6 tons per year of sulfur oxides. 
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3.6.2    NAS Lemoore Alternative 

Region of Influence 
The ROI for NAS Lemoore varies according to the type of air pollutant being 
discussed. Primary pollutants, such as carbon monoxide, have a localized ROI 
that is generally limited to less than 2,000 feet (610 meters) from the source of the 
emissions. The time required for the formation of secondary pollutants, such as 
ozone and secondary particulate matter, allow precursor emissions to be 
transported and mixed over relatively large areas while being converted into the 
pollutant of concern. Consequently, the ROI for secondary pollutants includes all 
of San Joaquin Valley Air Basin. 

Air Quality Conditions 
Table 3-41 summarizes air quality monitoring data for the NAS Lemoore vicinity. 

The closest air quality monitoring stations are in the community of Hanford and 
Visalia. The entire San Joaquin Valley, including the NAS Lemoore vicinity, is 
designated a serious nonattainment area for the federal ozone standard, and a 
serious nonattainment area for the federal PM10 standard. Ozone concentrations 
recorded in Hanford are lower than those recorded at monitoring stations in 
adjacent counties. 

Emission sources at NAS Lemoore include various stationary sources, aircraft 
flight activity, and motor vehicle use. Stationary sources include aircraft engine 
test cells, portable engines for generators and compressors, fuel storage and 
handling facilities, boilers, solvent and coating use from aircraft maintenance 

operations, and gasoline stations. 

Emission forecasts contained in the ozone SIP (1995 revision) assume that aircraft 
emissions from NAS Lemoore would increase by 14.6 tons per year for reactive 
organic compounds and by 65.7 tons per year for nitrogen oxides between 1990 
and 1996, with emissions holding constant beyond 1996 (San Joaquin Valley 
Unified Air Pollution Control District 1995). 

3.6.3    NAF El Centre Alternative 

Region of Influence 
The ROI for NAF El Centro varies according to the type of air pollutant being 
discussed. Primary pollutants, such as carbon monoxide, have a localized ROI 
that is generally limited to less than 2,000 feet (610 meters) from the source of the 
emissions. The time required for the formation of secondary pollutants, such as 
ozone and secondary particulate matter, allow precursor emissions to be 
transported and mixed over relatively large areas while being converted into the 
pollutant of concern. Consequently, the ROI for secondary pollutants includes all 
of the Salton Sea Air Basin. 
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Table 3-41 
Air Quality Monitoring Data for the NAS Lemoore Vicinity (1991-1995) 

Monitoring Station Air Quality Indicator 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 

OZONE 

Hanford - Health Dept      Peak 1-hour value (ppm) 
Days above federal standard (0.12 ppm) 
Days above state standard (0.09 ppm) 

Hanford - S. Irwin 

0.11 
0 
15 

0.10 
0 
1 

Peak 1-hour value (ppm) 
Days above federal standard (0.12 ppm) 
Days above state standard (0.09 ppm) 

0.11 
0 
2 

0.12 
0 

0.10 
0 
7 

CARBON MONOXIDE 

Visalia - Church St. Peak 1-hour value (ppm) 
Peak 8-hour value (ppm) 
Days above federal standard (9 ppm) 
Days above state standard (9.0 ppm) 

14 
6.1 
0 
0 

10 
4.8 
0 
0 

7 
4.0 
0 
0 

9 
.4.6 

0 
0 

9 
4.4 
0 
0 

INHALABLE PARTICUIATE MATTER, PM„ 

Hanford - Health Dept 

Hanford - S. Irwin 

Peak 24-hour value (ug/m3) 
Annual geometric mean (ug/m3) 
Annual arithmetic mean (ug/m3) 
Number of 24-hour samples 
% of samples above federal standard (150 ug/m3) 
% of samples above state standard (50 ug/m3) 

Peak 24-hour value (ug/m3) 
Annual geometric mean (ug/m3) 
Annual arithmetic mean (ug/m3) 
Number of 24-hour samples 
% of samples above federal standard (150 (ig/m3) 
% of samples above state standard (50 Ug/m3) 

164 147 67 
55.0 48.6 31.4 
70.0 55.9 36.3 
56 57 38 

5.4% 0.0% 0.0% 
53.6% 43.9% 28.9% 

192 116 185 
69.8 44.3 43.6 
85.9 50.1 53.8 

9 55 59 
11.1% 0.0% 1.7% 
66.7% 47.3% 42.4% 

Notes:     ppm — parts per million by volume 
ug/m3 - micrograms per cubic meter 
Federal 1-hour ozone standard is 0.12 ppm; state 1-hour ozone standard is 0.09 ppm 
Federal 1-hour carbon monoxide standard is 35 ppm; state 1-hour carbon monoxide standard is 20 ppm 
Federal 8-hour carbon monoxide standard is 9 ppm; state 8-hour carbon monoxide standard is 9.0 ppm 
Federal PM,0 standards: 50 ug/m3, annual arithmetic mean; 150 ug/m3,24-hour average 
State PM10 standards: 30 ug/m\ annual geometric mean; 50 ug/m3, 24-hour average 
24-hour PM10 samples are collected approximately once every six days. Other pollutants are monitored continuously 
(except for instrument calibration and maintenance periods) 

Source:   California Air Resources Board 1995. 

Air Quality Conditions 
Table 3-42 summarizes air quality monitoring data for the NAF El Centra 
vicinity. Imperial County is designated a transitional nonattainment area for the 
federal ozone standard, and a moderate nonattainment area for federal PM10 

standard. Ozone levels in Imperial County are due in part to pollutant transport 
from other portions of Southern California and from Mexico. 
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Table 3-42 
Air Quality Monitoring Data for the NAF El Centro Vicinity (1991-1995) 

Monitoring Station Air Quality Indicator 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 

OZONE 

El Centro - 9th St. Peak 1-hour value (ppm) 
Days above federal standard (0.12 ppm) 
Days above state standard (0.09 ppm) 

0.11 0.12 0.15 0.13 0.15 
0 0 3 1 9 
3 10 25 29 31 

INHALABLE PARTICULATE MATTER, PM1( 

El Centro - 9th St. Peak 24-hour value (ug/m3) 
Annual geometric mean (ug/m3) 
Annual arithmetic mean (ug/m3) 
Number of 24-hour samples 
% of samples above federal standard (150 ug/m5) 
% of samples above state standard (50 ug/m5) 

243 80 166 119 130 
50.3 38.5 42.5 40.3 36.7 

36.6 41.4 48.0 45.3 41.5 
62 46 53 57 60 

1.6% 0.0% 1.9% 0.0% 0.0% 

50.0% 30.4% 39.6% 29.8% 25.0% 

Notes:    ppm - parts per million by volume 
ug/m5 - micrograms per cubic meter 
Federal 1-hour ozone standard is 0.12 ppm; state 1-hour ozone standard is 0.09 ppm 
Federal 1-hour carbon monoxide standard is 35 ppm; state 1-hour carbon monoxide standard is 20 ppm 
Federal 8-hour carbon monoxide standard is 9 ppm; state 8-hour carbon monoxide standard is 9.0 ppm 
Federal PM10 standards: 50 ug/m3, annual arithmetic mean; 150 ug/m5, 24-hour average 
State PM10 standards: 30 ug/m5, annual geometric mean; 50 ug/m5, 24-hour average 
24-hour PM10 samples are collected approximately once every six days. Other pollutants are monitored continuously 
(except for instrument calibration and maintenance periods) 

Source: California Air Resources Board 1995. 

Emission sources at NAF El Centro include various stationary sources, aircraft 
flight activity, and motor vehicle use. Stationary sources include stationary 
engines used for generators and compressors, fuel storage and handling facilities, 
and boilers. The 1997 ozone SIP emission forecasts have not anticipated any 
change in activity levels for NAF El Centro. 
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3.7      NOISE 

This section describes noise conditions for the alternative bases being considered 
for the realignment of the four E-2 squadrons and associated personnel. Noise 
terminology, noise level criteria, and existing noise conditions are discussed in this 

section. 

Definition of Resource 

Sound travels through the air as waves of small pressure fluctuations caused by 
some type of vibration. In general, sound waves travel away from the noise source 

as an expanding spherical surface. The energy contained in a sound wave is 

consequently spread over an increasing area as it travels away from the source. 

This results in a decrease in loudness at greater distances from the noise source. 

Sound level meters measure the actual air pressure fluctuations caused by sound 
waves, with separate measurements made for different vibrational frequency 
ranges. These measurements are reported using a decibel (dB) scale. Decibel scales 
are a logarithmic index based on a ratio of the actual pressure fluctuations 
generated by sound waves compared to a standard reference pressure value. 

Noise Terminology 
Most sounds consist of a broad range of sound frequencies. Because the human ear 
is not equally sensitive to all frequencies, a large number of frequency weighting 
schemes have been used to develop composite decibel scales that approximate the 
way the human ear responds to noise levels. The "A-weighted" decibel scale (dBA) 
is the most widely used for this purpose. The A-weighted scale significantly 
reduces the measured pressure level for low frequency sounds while slightly 
increasing the measured pressure level for some high frequency sounds. 

Varying noise levels are often described in terms of the equivalent constant decibel 
level. Equivalent noise levels (Leq) are used to develop single-value descriptions of 
average noise exposure over various periods of time. Such average noise exposure 
ratings often include additional weighting factors for potential annoyance due to 
time of day or other considerations. The Leq data used for these average noise 
exposure descriptors are generally based on A-weighted sound level measurements. 

Average noise exposure over a 24-hour period is often presented as a day-night 
average sound level (L^ or as a CNEL. L^, values are calculated from hourly Leq 
values, with the Leq values for the nighttime period (10 PM - 7 AM) increased by 
10 dB to reflect the greater disturbance potential from nighttime noises. CNEL 
values are very similar to L& values, but include a 5-dB annoyance adjustment for 
evening (7:00 PM to 10:00 PM) Leq values in addition to the 10-dB adjustment for 
nighttime Leq values. Unless specifically noted otherwise, L^ and CNEL values 
are assumed to be based on dBA measurements. Because CNEL and L^ values for 
the same noise condition seldom differ by more than 1 dB, they are often used 
interchangeably when interpreting noise level criteria and standards. 
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Noise Level Criteria and Standards 
Various federal, state, and local agencies have developed guidelines for evaluating 
land use compatibility under different noise level ranges. Residential, educational, 
religious, and health care land uses are generally recognized as being noise- 
sensitive. 

Federal agency guidelines. The federal Noise Control Act of 1972 (Public Law 92- 
574) established a requirement that all federal agencies must comply with 
applicable federal, state, interstate, and local noise control regulations. Local and 
state agencies have no applicable authority over military aircraft operations. 
Federal agencies also were directed to administer their programs in a manner that 
promotes an environment free from noise that jeopardized public health or 
welfare. The recently issued Executive Order 13045 establishes a requirement that 
federal agencies identify, assess, and address the extent to which agency programs 

and activities create disproportionate environmental health and safety risks for 
children. 

Noise levels on military bases are generally evaluated as part of base compatible 
use zone studies. When military airfields are present, these studies are called 
AICUZ studies. An AICUZ study categorizes different portions of the 
installation for both noise exposure conditions and safety hazard conditions. 
Safety hazard conditions are indicated as accident potential zones (discussed in 
Section 3.3, Land Use and Airspace and 3.11, Public Health and Safety). Noise 
levels are mapped according to three general noise exposure zones: 

• Zone 1: areas exposed to CNEL levels below 65 dB; 

• Zone 2: areas exposed to CNEL levels of 65-75 dB; and 

• Zone 3: areas exposed to CNEL levels above 75 dB. 

Figure 3-30 summarizes the general approach used in AICUZ studies to determine 
the compatibility between on-base land uses and accident potential/noise zone 
conditions. Most development is not compatible with accident potential zones. 
Outside accident potential zones, land use compatibility determinations are based 
primarily on noise conditions. 

All on-base land uses are compatible with Zone 1 noise levels. Industrial, 
administrative, and personnel support uses are generally compatible with Zone 2 
noise levels. Educational and residential land uses generally are not compatible 
with Zone 2 noise levels unless special acoustic treatments and designs are used to 
ensure acceptable interior noise levels. Administrative, residential, and personnel 
support land uses are not compatible with Zone 3 noise levels. Industrial and 
manufacturing land uses may be acceptable in Zone 3 areas if special building 
designs and other measures are implemented. 
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State agency guidelines. State noise standards and guidelines include airport noise 
standards; guidelines for noise elements of general plans; and noise insulation 
standards for hotels, motels, and new multi-unit residential construction. 

The California Department of Aeronautics has adopted airport noise standards (21 
California Code of Regulations (CCR) § 5012) which define an airport noise 
impact zone as the area within the 65-dB CNEL contour around an airport. 
Construction of new noise-sensitive land uses (public and private schools, 
hospitals, convalescent homes, churches, and residences) are prohibited or 
discouraged within the noise impact zone around an airport. 

The California Department of Health Services (1987) has published guidelines for 

the noise element of local general plans. These guidelines include a noise 

level/land use compatibility chart that categorizes outdoor CNEL or Ldn levels 

into as many as four compatibility categories (normally acceptable, conditionally 

acceptable, normally unacceptable, and .clearly unacceptable), depending on land 

use. 

The chart in the state noise element guidelines identifies normally acceptable noise 
levels for low-density residential uses as CNEL values below 60 dB. The normally 
acceptable range for high-density residential uses is identified as CNEL values 
below 65 dB. For educational and medical facilities, CNEL values of 60 to 70 dB 
are identified as conditionally acceptable. For office and commercial land uses, 
CNEL values of 67.5 to 77.5 dB are categorized as conditionally acceptable. Local 
cities and counties are free to adopt different land use compatibility guidelines as 
part of the noise element of their general plan. 

The California Department of Housing and Community Development has 
adopted noise insulation performance standards for new hotels, motels, and 
dwellings' other than detached single-family structures. These standards (California 
Code of Regulations [CCR] Title 24, Part 6, Section T25-28) require that hotels, 
motels, and multiple-unit dwellings be constructed so that outdoor noise sources 
will not cause interior noise levels to exceed an annual average CNEL value of 45 
dB with the windows closed. 

Local guidelines and criteria. Cities and counties in California are required to adopt 
noise elements as part of the local general plan. Noise elements identify existing 
and anticipated noise- problems, programs to remedy these problems when 
feasible, and programs to minimize the creation of future noise problems. Some 
cities and counties also adopt noise ordinances to establish limitations and 
enforcement procedures for various categories of fixed noise sources. State and 
federal law preempts most direct local regulation of noise from motor vehicles, 
locomotives, ships, and aircraft. 
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3.7 Noise 

3.7.1     Preferred Alternative: NAWS Point Mugu 

Region of Influence 
The decrease in noise levels with increasing distance away from the noise source 
results in a fairly limited ROI for noise issues. The ROI for fixed-site noise 
sources (such as industrial equipment or construction sites) is generally less than 
0.5 mile (0.8 kilometers) from the site. The ROI for aircraft noise is generally 
within 2 or 3 miles (3 or 5 kilometers) of the airfield, and within 1 mile (1.6 
kilometers) on either side of major flight track corridors where flight altitudes will 
be below 10,000 feet (3,050 meters). The ROI for traffic noise sources is generally 
less than 1,000 feet (305 meters) from roadways experiencing significant changes in 
traffic volumes. 

Local Community Noise Level Criteria 
Airports and highway traffic are major contributors to noise conditions in 
Ventura County. Aircraft flight operations from Oxnard Airport, Camarillo 
Airport, and NAWS Point Mugu all affect noise conditions in the Oxnard, Port 
Hueneme, and Point Mugu areas. Pacific Coast Highway and local arterial 
roadways are major traffic noise sources in the Point Mugu area. 

The noise element of the Ventura County general plan sets a CNEL level of 65 dB 
as the normally acceptable limit for residential and other noise-sensitive land uses. 
Proposals for new noise-sensitive development are generally reviewed to ensure 
that designs provide an acceptable interior noise environment when outdoor noise 
exposure is expected to exceed a CNEL of 60 dB. 

Existing Aircraft Noise 
Figure 3-31 illustrates 1990 aircraft noise conditions around the airfield at NAWS 
Point Mugu. The 65-dB CNEL contour covers about 8,910 acres (3,609 hectares), 
including offshore areas. The immediate airfield vicinity is exposed to CNEL 
conditions above 75 dB (Zone 1 conditions). A 4-acre (2-hectare) portion of the 
Capehart 2 Housing Complex in the northern portion of NAWS Point Mugu is 
within the 75-dB contour. Most on-base housing, administrative facilities, and 
personnel support facilities at NAWS Point Mugu are exposed to CNEL 
conditions above 65 dB (Zone 2 conditions). Because relocating these facilities is 
not practical, the 1992 AICUZ study (US Navy 1992b) recommends, independent 
of the E-2 realignment, building design and acoustic insulation measures to achieve 
acceptable interior noise levels. 

Land uses surrounding NAWS Point Mugu include scattered semi-rural residences, 
agricultural lands, Point Mugu State Park, and a private game reserve. 
Approximately 49 acres (20 hectares) of off-base residential land use is within the 
65-dB CNEL contour, including 9 acres (4 hectares) within the 75-dB contour. 
There are no schools within the 65-dB CNEL contour. 
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3.7 Noise 

Noise complaints from off-base areas are generally infrequent. Most noise 
complaints come from areas outside the 60-dB CNEL contour, and are triggered 
by unusual individual flight events rather than by routine airport noise conditions. 
The greatest number of noise complaints come from the Camarillo area northeast 
of the base. A few complaints come from the Port Hueneme and Oxnard areas. 

Existing Traffic Noise 
Table 3-43 summarizes traffic noise levels along major roadways near NAWS 
Point Mugu. The highest traffic noise levels occur along Pacific Coast Highway.' 
A perimeter wall along Navalair Road shields on-base housing from traffic noise 

generated along Navalair Road and Pacific Coast Highway. 

Table 3-43 
Existing Roadway Noise Levels Near NAWS Point Mugu 

Location 
CNEL at 100 feet to 
Centerline (dB[A]) 

Distance to 65 dB 
CNEL Contour (feet) 

SR-l/PCH 
North of Wood Road 
Wood - Las Posas 

73.5 
72.3 

370 
300 

Navalair Road 
Wood Road - Gate 2 
Gate 1 - Gate 3 

66.3 
58.4 

120 
<50 

Wood Road 
North of SR-1 62.3 70 

Los Posas Road 
North of SR - 1 67.6 150 

Source: Giroux & Associates 1996 

3.7.2    NAS Lemoore Alternative 

Region of Influence 
The decrease in noise levels with increasing distance away from the noise source 
results in a fairly limited ROI for noise issues. The ROI for fixed-site noise 
sources (such as industrial equipment or construction sites) is generally less than 
0.5 mile (0.8 kilometers) from the site. The ROI for aircraft noise is generally 
within 2 or 3 miles (3 or 5 kilometers) of the airfield, and within' 1 mile. (1.6 
kilometers) on either side of major flight track corridors where flight altitudes will 
be below 10,000 feet (3,050 meters). The ROI for traffic noise sources is generally 
less than 1,000 feet (305 meters) from roadways experiencing significant changes in 
traffic volumes. 
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3.7 Noise 

Local Community Noise Level Criteria 
Aircraft operations from NAS Lemoore, crop dusting operations, and highway 
traffic are the major contributors to noise conditions in Kings County. NAS 
Lemoore is the major airfield in Kings County. Hanford Municipal Airport and 
Corcoran Airport are minor sources of aircraft noise. State Routes 198 and 41 are 
the major state highways near NAS Lemoore. 

The noise element of the Kings County general plan sets a CNEL level of 60 dB as 
the marginally acceptable limit for residential and other noise-sensitive land uses. 
The Kings County general plan discourages development of any sort within 3 

miles (5 kilometers) of NAS Lemoore. 

The noise element of the Fresno County general plan uses an Ldn of 60 dB to 

define land uses affected by noise. In addition, the noise element of the Fresno 

County general plan uses a median noise level (L50, or the noise level exceeded 50 
percent of the time) measure to identify general land use compatibility conditions. 

An L50 of 50 dBA is the acceptable noise limit for rural residential development, 
while an L50 of 55 dBA is identified as the acceptable limit for urban residential and 

other noise-sensitive land uses. 

Existing Aircraft Noise 
Figure 3-32 illustrates 1993 aircraft noise conditions around the airfield at NAS 
Lemoore. The 65-dB CNEL contour encompasses about 34,250 acres (13,700 
hectares), mostly within NAS Lemoore boundaries. The 65-dB CNEL contour 
extends off-base along major approach and departure flight paths. 

On-base land uses at NAS Lemoore are separated into an operations area, an 
administrative area, and a housing area. The operations area is separated from the 
housing/administration area by about 3-4 miles. Some bachelor housing facilities 
are located in the administrative area. Some portions of the administrative area, 
including BEQ and BOQ facilities, fall within the 65-dB CNEL contour (Zone 2). 
Family housing areas and on-base schools are generally exposed to CNEL 
conditions below 60 dB. The 1993 AICUZ study (US Navy 1993) recommends, 
independent of the E-2 realignment, building design and acoustic insulation 
measures to achieve acceptable interior noise levels for buildings within the 65-dB 

contour. 

NAS Lemoore is surrounded by agricultural land uses. The closest residential 
developments are located in Lemoore (7 miles [11 kilometers] to the east), 
Stratford (6 miles [10 kilometers] to the southeast), and Hanford (17 miles [27 
kilometers] to the east). Noise complaints from off-base areas are generally 
infrequent, averaging about seven per year (US Navy 1993). 
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3.7 Noise 

Existing Traffic Noise 
Table 3-44 summarizes traffic noise levels along off-base major roadways near 
NAS Lemoore. The highest traffic noise levels occur along State Route 198. Any 
noise-sensitive developments along major roadways in Kings and Fresno Counties 
are required to use setbacks, perimeter walls, or other measures to mitigate noise 
exposure conditions. 

Table 3-44 
Existing Traffic Noise Levels Near NAS Lemoore 

CNEL at 100 feet to Distance to 65 dB 
Location C/L (dBA) CNEL Contour (feet) 

Grangeville Road 

WestofSR-41 66.8 130 

SR-41 
North of Grangeville 69.1 190 

SK-198/Jackson Avenue 

SR-41 - Avenal Cutoff 70.6 240 
East of Main Gate 68.3 170 
West of Main Gate 65.3 100 

Source: Giroux & Associates 1996. 

3.7.3     NAF El Centro Alternative 

Region of Influence 
The decrease in noise levels with increasing distance away from the noise source 
results in a fairly limited ROI for noise issues. The ROI for fixed-site noise 
sources (such as industrial equipment or construction sites) is generally less than 
0.5 mile (0.8 kilometers) from the site. The ROI for aircraft noise is generally 
within 2 or 3 miles (3 or 5 kilometers) of the airfield, and within 1 mile (1.6 
kilometer) on either side of major flight track corridors where flight altitudes will 
be below 10,000 feet (3,050 meters). The ROI for traffic noise sources is generally 
less than 1,000 feet (305 meters) from roadways experiencing significant changes in 

traffic volumes. 

Local Community Noise Level Criteria 

Aircraft operations associated with NAF El Centro and adjacent MOAs are major 
contributors to noise conditions in the southern part of Imperial County. 
Additional aircraft noise is contributed by crop dusting activity and aircraft 
operations from Imperial County Airport and Brawley Municipal Airport. 

The noise element of the Imperial County general plan sets a CNEL level of 65 dB 
as the acceptable limit for residential and professional office uses. A noise impact 
analysis is required for proposed developments that would be exposed to CNEL 
values above 60 dB. 
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3.7 Noise 

Existing Aircraft Noise 
Figure 3-33 illustrates 1990 aircraft noise conditions around the airfield at NAF El 
Centre The 65-dB CNEL contour extends approximately 1.5 miles south and 
north and 4 miles east and west beyond the boundaries of NAF El Centro. Noise 
levels are generally higher than indicated in Figure 3-33 during winter months 
when the Blue Angels are at NAF El Centro. Noise levels are lower than 
indicated in Figure 3-33 during the hottest summer months, when flight activity is 

reduced. 

All on-base land uses at NAF El Centro, including family housing areas and 
BOQs, are exposed to CNEL conditions above 65 dB (Zone 2). Some 
administrative uses and several BEQs are exposed to CNEL conditions above 75 
dB (Zone 1). Because relocating these facilities is not practical, the 1990 AICUZ 
study (US Navy 1990b) recommends, independent of the E-2 realignment, 
building design and acoustic insulation measures to achieve acceptable interior 

noise levels. 

NAF El Centro is surrounded by agricultural and open space land uses, with 
scattered rural residences. The closest residential developments are located in 
Seeley (1 mile south), Imperial (6 miles east), and El Centro (7 miles southeast). 
One school in the town of Seeley is exposed to CNEL conditions above 65 dB. 
Schools in El Centro and Imperial are outside the 65-dB CNEL contour. 

Noise complaints from off-base areas come mostly from El Centro. Most noise 
complaints are triggered by unusual individual flight events rather than by routine 
airport noise conditions. Flight patterns at NAF El Centro are modified from 
standard operations to minimize overflights of populated areas and recognized 
noise-sensitive areas. 

Existing Traffic Noise 
Table 345 summarizes traffic noise levels along off-base major roadways providing 
access to NAF El Centro. The highest traffic noise levels occur along Imperial 
Avenue. 
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3.7 Noise 

Table 3-45 
Existing Traffic Noise Levels Near NAF El Centro 

Location CNEL at 100 feet to 
Centerline (dBA) 

Distance to 65 dB 
CNEL Contour (feet) 

Evan Hewes Highway 
West of Drew 64.4 90 

Drew - Bennett 64.4 90 

Bennett - Forester 66.3 120 

Forrester - Imperial 
Drew Road 

66.2 120 

North of Evan Hewes 59.7 <50 

South of Evan Hewes 62.8 70 

Bennett Road 
North of Evan Hewes 62.8 70 
South of Evan Hewes 61.8 60 

Forrester Road 
North of Evan Hewes 64.3 90 
South of Evan Hewes 66.6 130 

Imperial Avenue 
North of Evan Hewes 69.5 200 
South of Evan Hewes 61.8 60 

Source: Giroux & Associates 1996 
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3.8 Aesthetics and Visual Resources 

3.8      AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES 

This section describes the aesthetics and visual resources for each alternative base. 
Visual character, existing views, and plans and policies are discussed. This 
description is guided by the concepts used by the US Forest Service for assessing 
visual resources (US Department of Agriculture 1973). 

Definition of Resource 
Visual resources are defined as the natural and man-made features that constitute 
aesthetic qualities and values of an area. These features contribute to the overall 
impression that an observer receives when viewing an area. Landforms, water 
surfaces, vegetation, and structures are considered distinctive elements of an area's 

visual character. 

The visual importance or sensitivity associated with the visual resources of an area 
determines whether a change in character would be considered a significant effect. 

Visual sensitivity is determined by the overall visual character and quality of an 

area, number of viewers with access to the resources, and view duration. 

High visual sensitivity areas with high visual quality have views that are rare, 
unique, or in other ways special, such as in remote or pristine environments or in 
areas of historic significance with unique architecture. High sensitivity views 
could include landscapes that consist of structures, landforms, vegetative patterns, 
water bodies, or rock formations of unusual or outstanding quality. High visual 
sensitivity localities could also include natural coastlines, streams, river corridors, 
designated historic districts, and designated scenic vistas. 

Medium visual sensitivity areas with moderate visual quality are more developed 
than those areas of high sensitivity. Human influence is more apparent in these 
areas, and the presence of motorized vehicles and other evidence of modern 
civilization are common. These landscapes would include built and natural 
features containing varieties in form, line, color, and texture, but tend to be more 
common than high visual sensitivity areas.. 

Low visual sensitivity areas with low visual quality tend to have minimal 
landscape features and common building types, with little change in form, line, 
color, and texture. Low sensitivity views could include typical urban or suburban 
areas, agricultural and farming areas, industrial or commercial developments, and 
other areas that do not contain unique or historic resources typical of medium or 
high visual sensitivity areas. 

Observers are typically considered sensitive visual receptors when perceptible 
changes in visual character would contrast and detract from a scenic natural or 
built landscape. Certain activities tend to heighten viewer awareness of scenic 
resources, while others tend to be distracting. For example, people who are 
camping, picnicking, or driving along a formally recognized scenic roadway are 
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3.8 Aesthetics and Visual Resources 

to notice changes in the surrounding character than commuters traveling at high 
speeds on an interstate highway. 

The Navy identifies the visual character or quality of each base in Base Exterior 
and Architecture Plans (BEAPs). The BEAPs for the alternative base locations 
contain design guidelines for all new development, replacement, repair, and 
maintenance projects. The BEAPs recommend architectural guidelines, color 
palettes, furnishings, signage, and lighting that are consistent with the aesthetic 
values or themes of the natural and man-made environment. 

The state policies that guide coastal zone conservation and development decisions 
(described in Section 3.3, Land Use and Airspace) include protecting the scenic 
beauty of the coastal landscape. 

The visual character of each project site was identified through in-field observations 
and a review of visual resources documented in the BEAPs and Master Plans for 
each alternative base. 

3.8.1     Preferred Alternative: NAWS Point Mugu 

Region of Influence 
The ROI for visual resources includes a generalized viewshed extending from the 
boundaries of each base to a maximum of five miles (eight kilometers) beyond; this 
may be limited in places by terrain and structures. 

Visual Character 
NAWS Point Mugu can be characterized as a highly scenic area due to its presence 
adjacent to the Pacific Ocean and state parks, and high proportion of open space 
associated with Mugu Lagoon and its tributaries. Topographically, the base is 
situated on a broad coastal plain with elevations generally less than 10 feet (three 
meters) above MSL. This relatively flat terrain is representative of areas north and 
northwest of the base. Areas to the southeast encompass the steep terrain of 
Laguna Peak (1,457 feet [444 meters] above MSL) and the northern edge of the 
Santa Monica Mountain Range. The base has over 15 miles (24 kilometers) of 
boundaries, including six miles (9.6 kilometers) of coastline and nine miles (14.5 
kilometers) of inland frontage that are visually accessible to the public. 

The proposed aircraft hangar and Applied Instruction Building (AIB) would 
occupy an existing structure, which Would be expanded by 7,000 square feet for the 
E-2 squadrons. Building 553, a hangar, is a 30-foot-high (nine-meter-high) tan 
structure adjacent to the taxiway and runways. 

Proposed Aircraft Intermediate Maintenance Department (AIMD) facilities would 
occupy some of the existing on-base structures. The proposed Operational Trainer 
Facility (OTF) and vehicle parking lot would be located in a vacant area. Visually, 
the parking lot site features low-growing vegetation. Nearby test and evaluation 
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3.8 Aesthetics and Visual Resources 

buildings are either one-story trailers or two-story, concrete block and glass 
structures. These sites have low visual quality because of their disturbed nature. 

Existing Views 

Short- and long-range views from the base include the agricultural lands of the 
Oxnard Plain to the north, northern slopes of the Santa Monica Mountains to the 
east, and coastal waters of the Pacific Ocean to the south and west. Highway 1 
traverses the northeastern boundary of the base and is designated a Scenic Highway. 
Mature eucalyptus trees form a windbreak (and visual barrier) along portions of 
the highway approaching the base from the north. Point Mugu State Park is 
located immediately east of the base and occupies three miles (five kilometers) of 
ocean frontage and several thousand acres (several hundred hectares) of inland 
mountain areas used for outdoor recreation. Marinas in the cities of Ventura, Port 
Hueneme, and Oxnard provide offshore recreational boating in the area. 

The closest points at which public views of on-base functions and structures are 
available are from Navalair/Frontage Road along the eastern perimeter of the base, 
from the Ventura County and Point Mugu game reserves to the northwest, and 
from limited segments of Highway 1 to the east. Long-range views of base 
operations are available from recreational boaters using offshore waters to the south 
and west, and to a limited degree, state park users to the east. From these locations, 
there are limited views of landscaped entries, military housing, and peripheral base 
structures. In general, the operations area, located in the central portion of the 
base, is farthest from these views. Military housing is near the outer northeast 
corner, and administrative/personnel support facilities are located throughout the 
base. The air traffic control tower is visible from greater distances because of its 
height and the limited topographic variation of surrounding areas. The proposed 
project sites would be located in interior developed areas and generally would not 
be visible from the base perimeter or gates or from surrounding waters. 

Plans and Policies 
The NAWS Point Mugu BEAP is a comprehensive plan that addresses the design of 
new facilities, including architectural guidelines, landscaping themes, signage styles, 
and parking lot characteristics among other planning issues. Uniform use of colors 
and materials and consistency with the character of adjacent structures are 
recommended for new construction (US Navy 1983). 

3.8.2    NAS Lemoore Alternative 

Region of Influence 

The ROI for visual resources includes a generalized viewshed extending from the 
boundaries of each base to a maximum of five miles (eight kilometers) beyond; this 
may be limited in places by terrain and structures. 
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3.8 Aesthetics and Visual Resources 

Visual Character 
The topography at NAS Lemoore is relatively flat with no visual relief. On-base 
elevations range from a low of 210 feet (64 meters) above MSL at the southwest 
corner of the base to 265 feet (81 meters) above MSL in the northeast/southeast 
corners. NAS Lemoore is in an agriculturally dominated region of the San Joaquin 
Valley and maintains extensive fields in active cultivation. The operations area at 
NAS Lemoore is separated from the administration and housing complex by nearly 
five miles (eight kilometers). The lands between the operations and administration 
areas are agricultural outleases planted with row crops, particularly cotton. These 
two areas are visually distinct from one another, but surrounded by similar 
landscapes. The operations area is industrial in appearance due to the presence of 
hangar complexes, training facilities, maintenance areas, and other support 
structures. The southerly administrative area is suburban in character, with 
landscaped areas, smaller structures, a variety of recreational amenities, and housing 
facilities. Planted trees serve as windbreaks in landscaped portions of NAS 
Lemoore. Dominant visual elements include base structures, such as aircraft 
hangars, the control tower, housing structures, offices, and other buildings. 

The administration area is suburban in character compared to the operations area 
and contains landscaped lawns, trees, recreation fields, and one- to three-story 
concrete block structures. There are also low-rise operations/training facilities in 
the southwest and northeast corners of the administration area (US Navy 1992c). 
Agricultural outleases are visible to the west and north. Single-story family 
housing units dominate the landscape to the east. The proposed BEQ site would 
be located on vacant land adjacent to other barracks. The proposed child 
development center would be located near future housing on a grassy lot among 
other public support facilities. Existing structures near the sites of these proposed 
facilities are typical of architecture found in other parts of the base. Visual 
character would be considered moderate due to the presence of mature landscaping. 

Existing Views 
Short- and long-range views from the base include agriculture and the foothills of 
the Coastal Range to the west and Sierra Nevada Mountains to the north and east. 
No scenic highways, national parks, or state parks are located near the base. The 
closest public views of on-base functions and structures are from SR-198 along the 
southern edge of the base. Due to the limited topographic relief, off-base views are 
restricted to the control tower, taller buildings, and perimeter structures. The base 
facilities cannot be seen from Interstate 5, which is over 20 miles (32 kilometers) 
west of the base. From the Main Gate, the landscaped entryway, flag circle, and 
administration buildings are visible. Perimeter landscaping along the highway 
conceals much of the housing and recreation areas from freeway view. 

All of the proposed project sites would be visible from on-base circulation routes. 
None of these sites would be visible from outside the base perimeter. 
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Plans and Policies 
Design guidelines in the NAS Lemoore BEAP are implemented for future 
development on the base. The BEAP recommends implementation of a 
coordinated color scheme for new building exteriors using natural colors that 
complement the surrounding desert landscape, such as shades of red, brown, and 
gray, and planting trees to provide an overall sense of order, structure, and direction 
for the base (US Navy 1989). 

3.8.3    NAF El Centra Alternative 

Region of Influence 
The ROI for visual resources includes a generalized viewshed extending from the 
boundaries of each base to a maximum of five miles (eight kilometers) beyond; this 

may be limited in places by terrain and structures. 

Visual Character 

The topography at NAF El Centra is flat with no visual relief. Elevations vary 
from 52 feet (16 meters) to 42 feet (13 meters) below MSL. Land surrounding the 
base is leased to farmers for agricultural purposes. This land feature low-lying 
herbaceous growth and regularly spaced open irrigation channels. 

With the exception of the proposed BEQ and child development center, all of the 
proposed project sites would be situated in an agricultural outlease identified as 
Field N and Field O in the NAF El Centra Master Plan (US Navy 1988b). The site 
is completely level with no landforms and is planted with Bermuda grass. Portions 
of the site near Eighth Street and A Street are surrounded by security fencing. The 
only structure on the site is a small, one-story sewer pump station (Building 554) 
on Field O. Adjacent to the site is a tan-colored metal hangar building (Building 
524) measuring approximately 30 feet (nine meters) in height with sliding side 
doors for aircraft access. The project area can be characterized as industrial, having 
minimal visual resources and low visual quality because of the generally absent 
landforms, simple architectural styles, and nondistinctive landscaping. 

The proposed BEQ would be situated on a vacant lot adjacent to two existing BEQ 
structures near the center of base. The child development center would be 
constructed on a vacant lot near the outskirts of the family housing area. These 
proposed project sites are not within any unified historic or scenic areas and visual 
quality in these areas is considered low. 

Existing Views 
Short-range views from the base are of the agriculturally dominated landscape. 
Long-range views from the base include the eastern slopes of the Peninsular Range 
to the west, Chocolate Mountains to the northeast, and Mount Signal to the south 
near the international border. There are no scenic.highways near NAF El Centra. 
Generally, the operational functions are located in the southeastern corner of the 
base,   and   family   housing   is   in   the   southwestern   corner.      Administrative, 
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recreational, and personnel support facilities are located directly north of family 
housing. The closest point from which public views of on-base functions and 
structures are available is from the Main Gate on Bennett Drive at the southern 
edge of the base. From this gate, views are limited to the landscaped entry and 
perimeter buildings, including hangars and engineering support buildings. The 
centrally located parachute tower is visible from longer distances because of its 

height and limited topographic relief. 

All proposed project sites would be located in developed or disturbed areas in the 

operational, family housing, and administrative/support areas. The proposed 

hangar and operations sites would be visible from the Main Gate. Other project 
sites would be visible from off base because local roadways are approximately 0.5 
miles (0.8 kilometers) from the base boundary and nearly 1.5 miles (2.4 kilometers) 
from the closest military structures. 

Plans and Policies 
The BEAP theme at NAF El Centra is "rural desert." The design guidelines 
recommend color palettes, furnishings, signage, and lighting consistent with the 
theme established for each on-base district (US Navy 1988b). All proposed project 
sites would be designed and built in accordance with BEAP guidelines. 
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3.9        UTILITIES AND SERVICES 
This section describes the utility systems and public services at each alternative 
base. Water supply systems, wastewater treatment and disposal, solid waste 
collection and disposal, storm water collection, natural gas and electric services, 
schools, child care services, health services, recreation and community facilities, 

police services, and fire services are discussed. 

Definition of Resource 
The service providers, applicable supplies and/or capacities, constraints to service 
provision, and other relevant information pertaining to public services and utilities 
are described below for each alternative base. Relevant state and federal laws and 
regulations are also discussed. Information was collected from master plans of the 
alternative bases, relevant NEPA documents, and personal communications with 

facility planners and service agencies. 

Plans and Policies 

No regulations govern utilities and public services as a single entity; utilities and 

public services are subject to different federal, state, or local regulations. These 

may be municipal codes, permitting requirements, legislation, or federal, state, or 

local agency requirements. The regulations applicable to the various utilities and 
public services at each base are discussed below. 

Water supply. Sampling for lead and copper in drinking water is outlined in the 
Safe Drinking Water Act, 42 USC § 300f et seq. The Navy's Environmental and 
Natural Resource Program Manual identifies requirements and responsibilities for 
protecting drinking water supplies at Navy bases. 

Wastewater and storm water collection and treatment system. The RWQCB 
implements provisions of the Clean Water Act, as amended, §§ 401-402, 33 USC 
§ 1251 et seq., delegated to states, such as the NPDES permits, which regulates 
point (industrial) and nonpoint (stormwater) sources of pollutants. NPDES permit 
requirements apply to the discharge of wastewater into sanitary sewers. The 
stormwater systems operate under NPDES Statewide General Industrial 
Stormwater Discharge Permits. In California, the Navy is complying with the 
SWRCB general permit requirements instead of applying for individual permits 
for each facility. However, Navy facilities in California submit a Notice of Intent 
(NOI) to comply with the general permit requirements to the SWRCB. 

Solid waste collection and disposal. The Solid Waste Disposal Act of 1965, as 
amended by the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) in 1976, 42 
USC § 6901 et seq., requires that federal facilities comply with all federal, state, 
interstate, and local requirements for managing and disposing of solid waste. 
RCRA, 42 USC § 6901 et seq., establishes public safety and health standards for 
disposing of solid waste, including requirements for landfill liners and leachate 
collection and treatment systems. RCRA, 42 USC § 6901 et seq., and the Military 
Construction Codification Act of 1982, 10 USC § 2577 et seq., also provide for 
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various means of recovering value from solid waste, which may be recycled, 
reclaimed, used as a fuel supplement, or sold for profit. 

California Assembly Bill (AB) 939 requires California cities to divert 25 percent of 
their solid waste from landfills by 1995 and 50 percent by 2000. California Senate 
Bill (SB) 1223 establishes state programs designed to increase recycling and to 
encourage the development of commercial markets for recyclable materials. In 
general, the state places the burden of action and responsibility on cities to meet 
the these requirements. 

Schools. In July 1996, legislation was passed in California that provides schools with 
incentive funding to reduce class size (thereby increasing the number of classrooms 
and/or teachers) in the primary grades. Each participating school must reduce class 
size to 20 students or less, first in grade one, then in grade two, and then in either 
kindergarten or grade three, at a school's discretion. By law the program is an 
ongoing part of participating districts' revenues and is part of a larger effort to 
improve instruction and student performance (Education Data Partnership 1997). 
There are a number of funding mechanisms used by the public school systems to 
offset the cost of educating children of federal government employees. The 
Improving America's Schools Act of 1994, Public Law (PL) 103-382, Title VIII 
mandates that the Department of Education appropriate funds to schools attended 
by military family members. This funding can be applied for by local school 
districts on a per-child basis. Once received, the funds can be used at the district's 
discretion for supplementing operating costs or for facilitating construction 
projects. 

Under Section 8003 of this Act, PL 103-382, Title Vm, § 8003, school districts 
receive funding for students whose parents work and live on federal property, and 
for students whose parents are in the uniformed service and live off station. School 
districts, however, may not receive funding or the funding may be at a reduced 
amount for civilian students whose parents work at federal facilities but reside off 
station. The exact funding amounts and subsequent impacts of the new legislation 
are uncertain. 

Section 8006 of the Act, PL 103-382, Title Vm, § 8006, provides additional 
funding for schools that experience a sudden and substantial increase in attendance 
of military family members. A school district can qualify for this funding if the 
number of incoming military children is at least 10 percent or 100 more than the 
number of children in average daily attendance for the preceding school year. 

Some school districts also receive DOD funding under PL 102-484, § 386, (DOD 
Authorization Bill). For a school district to receive this funding, 20 percent of its 
enrollment must consist of military children. The US Department of Education 
supplies federal funds to the school board based on the number of students whose 
parents work and live on federal property (US Navy 1994d). 
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3.9.1     Preferred Alternative: NAWS Point Mugu 

Region of Influence 
The ROI for the NAWS Point Mugu Alternative includes the entire base and the 
surrounding local service areas that would provide off-site utilities and public 
services, such as wastewater treatment and landfill disposal, and supplementary 
services, such as health care, fire protection, and police. 

Water Supply Systems 
Potable water at NAWS Point Mugu, US Naval Construction Battalion Center 
(USNCBC) Port Hueneme, Port Hueneme and the Channel Islands Beach 
community is contracted from the Port Hueneme Water Agency (PHWA). The 
other local communities of Oxnard, Camarillo, and Ventura are served by 
municipal water districts that obtain water through a combination of groundwater 
or surface water sources, or from local water suppliers (Muro 1997; Smith 1997; 
Bauer 1997). PHWA purchases untreated ground water from the United Water 

Conservation District (UWCD) and treats the water at a desalination plant. 
UWCD provides approximately 65 percent of the PHWA water supply. PHWA 
obtains the remaining 35 percent of its required water from the Calleguas 
Municipal Water District (CMWD), which provides treated water (Passanisi 1997). 
In cases of emergency, NAWS Point Mugu also relies on three standby wells that 
provide water for drinking and fire suppression (Bentley 1997). The base has a 
water treatment plant with 500,000-gallon (1.9 million liters per day [mLd]) 
200,000-gallon (758,000-liter), and 50,000-gallon (189,500-liter) tanks, sand filters,- 
and chlorination and pumping equipment (US Navy 1986a; Bentley 1997). The 
plant filters all well water and softens all water used in the housing and 
administration areas. The water distribution system primarily consists of an 18- 
inch (46-centimeter) main loop terminating at two 500,000-gallon (1,895,000-liter) 

water storage tanks. Smaller connecting pipes are composed of spiral-welded steel, 
PVC, and cement pipe. NAWS Point Mugu consumes approximately 1.48 million 
gallons per day (mgd) (5.56 mLd) of potable water and the water system is in good 
condition (Hovde 1997). 

Wastewater Treatment and Disposal 
NAWS Point Mugu pretreats wastewater generated at the main base and three 
housing areas. The effluent is then transferred to the Oxnard Wastewater 
Treatment Plant 8 miles (13 kilometers) away through a 10-inch (25-centimeter) 
force main for further treatment (US Navy 1986a). The base treats approximately 
0.35 mgd (1.06 mLd) and is allocated 0.5 mgd (1.9 mLd) by the Oxnard 
Wastewater Treatment Plant (Hovde 1997; Moise 1997). The wastewater system is 
in good condition and does not require any major repairs or upgrades (Hovde 

1997). 

The treatment plant in Oxnard processes wastewater from NAWS Point Mugu, 
California Air National Guard Facility, USNCBC Port Hueneme, and the City of 
Port Hueneme. Wastewater receives secondary treatment before being discharged 
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into the Pacific Ocean. Although the design capacity of the treatment plant is 32 
mgd (120 mLd), it presently treats only 19 mgd (72 mLd) (Moise 1997). 

The surrounding cities of Camarillo, Port Hueneme, and Ventura have their own 
wastewater treatment facilities. All of these facilities are currently operating well 
below their capacities (Westdike 1997; Finley 1997; Simmons 1997). 

Storm Water Collection 
On-base storm drains at NAWS Point Mugu collect storm water into several large 

drainage ditches that traverse the base and that are part of a system that drains the 

surrounding agricultural land. The ditches terminate in Mugu Lagoon or 
Calleguas Creek and discharge into the ocean. A system of berms and walls along 
the northern perimeter of the station divert flood water from the housing area (US 
Navy 1986a; Cervantes 1997). The storm water system at the base is in good 
condition and does not require any major repairs or upgrades (Cervantes 1997). 
Storm water quality is monitored by the base and conforms to the standards of its 
NPDES permit. 

Solid Waste Collection and Disposal 
Solid waste from NAWS Point Mugu and surrounding communities is collected 
by a private contractor and is taken to an off-base transfer station before being 
delivered to a landfill. The base generates approximately 415 tons (374 tonnes) of 
solid waste per month, which is taken to the Del Norte Regional Recycling and 
Transfer Station in Oxnard (Granade 1997). Solid waste from the base is disposed 
of at the Toland Road Landfill, approximately 15 miles (24 kilometers) from the 
base. This is a 161-acre (65-hectare) municipal waste facility operated by the 
Ventura Regional Sanitation District and serves the communities of Fillmore, 
Santa Paula, and Piru. It is expected that the landfill will operate for another 30 
years at the present waste generation rate, with an estimated remaining capacity of 
30 million cubic yards (4 million cubic meters) (Ventura County 1994). 

NAWS Point Mugu coordinates collection and sorting of recyclable material from 
the solid waste stream. Materials gathered include fluorescent tubes, metals, 
cardboard, glass, plastic, paper, and wood (Morales 1997; Granade 1997). 

Natural Cas and Electric Services 
Natural gas is provided to NAWS Point Mugu and to the surrounding 
communities by Southern California Gas Company (SCGC) for housing core 
services; natural gas used for commercial purposes is transported by the Defense 
Fuel Supply Center. The base consumes approximately 89,000 cubic feet per day 
(cfd) (2,500 cubic meters per day (cmd)) of natural gas, and the distribution system 

is in good condition (Hovde 1997). 

Electricity is provided to the base and local areas by Southern California Edison 
(SCE). NAWS Point Mugu receives 66-kilovolt (KV) transmission service at 
Switching Station No. 17 (near gate 2).  Service consists of one normal feeder and 
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one standby feeder with manual transfer (US Navy 1986a). The base consumes 
approximately 271 megawatts (MW) of electricity per day, and the electrical 
system is in good condition (Hovde 1997). 

Schools 
Twenty school districts, which consist of one K-6, ten K-8, seven K-12, and two 9- 
12 school districts, serve Ventura County (California County Offices of Education 
1996d). The three school districts near NAWS Point Mugu that serve most of its 
students are Ocean View School District, Oxnard Union High School, and 

Oxnard School District. 

Ocean View School District provides grades K-8 public education for students 
residing within a portion of the County of Ventura and the City of Oxnard. The 
district operates three elementary schools and one junior high school. The 
elementary schools can adequately accommodate 1,869 students, while the junior 

high school can serve 540 students. Fall enrollment for school year 1996-1997 was 

2,417 (David Taussig and Associates 1997) and was 2,398 as of March 3, 1997 (Kadi 
1997). All schools are operating over capacity. In three schools the teacher' 
lunchroom has been converted to a classroom, and in one school a library has 
been eliminated to create a classroom. The capacities of the schools are changing 
because of the class size reduction program (Kadi 1997). 

Oxnard Union High School District operates all six area high schools. Current 
enrollment for the district is 13,083 students, which is 1,640 students over 
capacity. Many of the schools are using portable classrooms to help meet demand. 
The district has expansion plans to build a new school. The land has been 
purchased, and facilities have been designed. However, funding to construct the 
school has not yet been secured (Cunningham 1997). 

Oxnard School District is the largest elementary school district in Ventura 
County, serving over 14,600 students in grades K-8. The district operates on a 
multi-track year-round calendar at all 18 campuses. The schools are utilized at 125 
percent capacity, thereby saving the construction of four new schools. However, 
the campuses are the largest in Ventura County, with most housing approximately 
1,000 students. The district has constructed three K-6 schools and one intermediate 
school, and has added a classroom wing at an existing school. The most recently 
constructed school opened in July 1997 at full capacity. The district has received 
45 emergency portable buildings from the state, enabling the district to implement 
a class size reduction program. The district is awaiting approval for an additional 
44 portable classrooms. The placement of these 89 portable classrooms is the 
equivalent of adding three new schools. There is no room for any more 
classrooms at existing schools (Herrera 1998-Comment Letter 19). 

There are no schools on the base. All school-aged children are bused either from 
Point Mugu or from the Camarillo Housing to schools in the district. 
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Child Care Services 
NAWS Point Mugu provides child care services for 150 children of its personnel. 
The child development center is operating at its capacity of 120 children. In 
addition, child care is provided by family home care, a program that certifies on- 
base residences to provide child care for up to six children each. The family home 
care program at NAWS Point Mugu provides an additional 30 children with child 

care services. 

Health Services 
The main clinic located at NAWS Point Mugu serves about 550 patients per 

month. This clinic is divided into service departments that include aviation 
medicine, occupational health, immunization, and optometry. Only the 
optometry department treats family members when appointments cannot be filled 
with active military personnel. The branch medical clinic also provides women's 
health exams, minor surgical procedures, laboratory, pharmacy, x-ray, and after- 
hours ambulance service (Willis 1997). The clinic staffs three full-time physicians, 
one independent duty corpsman (IDC), and one physician's assistant (PA) to 
provide medical services. The clinic also maintains three administrative support 
personnel (Willis 1997). Dental care is also available at the NAWS Point Mugu 
dental, clinic. The clinic provides routine dental care, such as fillings and cleanings. 
Health care for military family members is available from the Naval Medical 
Clinic Port Hueneme which provides services in dermatology, podiatry, 
orthopedics, psychiatry, pediatrics, primary care, and physical therapy (Willis 
1997). 

Within Ventura County, health services are available from 12 hospitals, three of 
which are within the immediate vicinity of the base (US Navy 1986a). These 
include Saint John's Regional Medical Center in Oxnard, Saint John's Pleasant 
Valley Hospital in Camarillo, and Community Memorial Hospital in Ventura. 

Most of the hospitals provide emergency services. 

Recreation and Community Facilities 
NAWS Point Mugu's Morale, Welfare, and Recreation (MWR) Department 
provides information and activities on base and recreation trips off base on 
weekends. Outdoor recreation facilities include tennis courts, basketball courts, 
playing fields, and a golf course. On-base indoor facilities include a complete 
gymnasium with weight room and aerobic facilities (SITES 1997c). 

Recreation areas surrounding the base include Los Padres National Forest, Emma 
Wood Beach County Park, Mount Pinos Recreation Area, Point Mugu State Park, 
Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area, beaches, and campgrounds. 
There are also several private and public golf courses in the county. Ventura 
County provides several recreation and community events, including craft shows, 
fairs, and rodeos. Information on these activities is available through the MWR 
Department and the chambers of commerce (SITES 1997c). 
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The NA WS Point Mugu Chapel of Faith has both Catholic and Protestant 
services. The area surrounding the base has places of worship for many 
denominations (SITES 1997c). 

Police Services 

Police services within the boundaries of the base are the responsibility of NAWS 
Point Mugu Security Department. Security for the site consists of daily base 
patrols, building security, traffic control, monitoring the three base entrance gates, 
and responses to service calls. The department staffs 13 military personnel and 29 
civilian sworn officers for security duties, one civilian kennel master for the four 
police dogs, and six civilian employees for clerical duties. The department also 
employs a private contractor to provide 33 additional personnel to monitor the 
three access gates to the base. The department maintains ten registered patrol 
vehicles, one four-wheel-drive truck, and one van for transporting prisoners. The 

NAWS Point Mugu Security Department does not maintain any memorandums 

of understanding (MOU) with the other law enforcement agencies in the county 
(Boner 1997). 

The Ventura County Sheriff's Department provides police services to the other 
communities and has jurisdiction over all unincorporated areas in the county 
(Parks 1997). The cities of Oxnard, Port Hueneme, and Ventura maintain their 
own police departments and provide police services within their city limits. 

Fire Services 
The NAWS Point Mugu Fire Department provides fire protection services at the 
base and also is a first respondent to all emergency calls. The department has a 
staffing level of 69 firefighters; however only 16 firefighters are on duty daily. All 
firefighters are certified emergency medical technicians (EMTs). The department 
maintains seven 1,000-gallon-capacity (3,800-liter) fire engines. The department 
uses three engines for structural fire suppression, four for aircraft crash-fire 
response, and one engine is maintained in reserve. Two structural fire engines and 
two crash fire engines are on duty at all times. The department also maintains a 
single truck for fighting brushfires. (Hair 1997). The NAWS Point Mugu Fire 
Department has mutual aid agreements with the Ventura County Fire 
Department, the City of Oxnard Fire Department, and the City of Ventura Fire 
Department (Hair 1997). 

The Ventura County Fire Department provides fire protection to all of Ventura 
County. The department operates 30 fire stations, and has a total staff of 
approximately 350 firefighters, with about 100 on duty at any time. The 
department maintains 30 fire engines, 1 rescue engine, 10 brush-fire engines, 2 
ladder trucks, and 10 patrol units (Sanchez 1997). The Cities of Oxnard and 
Ventura have their own fire departments and operate six fire stations each 
(Rodriguez 1997; Lavery 1997). 
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3.9.2    NAS Lemoore Alternative 

Region of Influence 
The ROI for the NAS Lemoore Alternative is the entire base and the surrounding 
local service areas that would provide off-site utilities and public services, such as 
wastewater treatment and landfill disposal, and supplementary services, such as 
health care, fire protection, and police. 

Water Supply Systems 
NAS Lemoore purchases water for municipal and industrial, and agricultural usage 

from Westlands Water District (Westlands), which in turn receives water from the 

US Bureau of Reclamation's Central Valley Project (CVP). All water for 

municipal and industrial usage at NAS Lemoore is treated on base before use. 
Water is piped from the San Luis Canal to the station treatment plant, which can 
treat 7.5 mgd (28.4 mLd). Storage facilities consist of six 600,000-gallon (2,271,000- 
liter) tanks. NAS Lemoore also has six wells that were the station's source of 
water before it was connected to the San Luis Canal in 1974. Although water 
from these wells is generally of poor quality because of high chemical content, one 
well is used to irrigate windbreak trees in a remote area (US Navy 1994d). The 
water supply system at the base is in good condition and does not need any major 
repairs or upgrades at this time (Stewart 1997). NAS Lemoore's current annual 
contract with Westlands guarantees 977 million gallons per year (mgy) (3,698 
million liters per year [mLy]) for municipal and industrial usage. The average 
municipal and industrial water consumption by the base over the last seven years 
has been 945 mgy (3,577 mLy) (O'Donnell 1997). Additionally, NAS Lemoore 
has an agreement with Westlands for approximately 50,000 acre-feet (6,200 
hectare-meters) per year of water for agricultural purposes. Historically, NAS 
Lemoore has received approximately 65 percent of their allotment, or about 
32,500 acre-feet (4,000 hectare-meters) per year (Shubert 1998). 

The cities of Lemoore and Hanford are served by their own water departments 
and are operating below their capacities (Pereira 1997; Haley 1997). The City of 
Lemoore Public Works Department water system consists of five production 
wells, two stand-by wells, and two one-million-gallon (3.8 million-liter) storage 
tanks. The City of Hanford Public Works Department water systems consists of 
18 wells and 4 975,000-gallon (3.7 million-liter) storage tanks. 

Wastewater Treatment and Disposal 
NAS Lemoore treats a combination of sanitary wastewater, industrial wastewater, 
and storm water at an on-base sewage pump station. The pump station has an 
average flow capacity of 2 mgd (8 mLd) but can accommodate a peak flow of 4 
mgd (15 mLd). The average flow to the pump station is 1.7 mgd (6.4 mLd), and 
peak flows are 2.8 mgd (10.6 mLd) (O'Donnell 1997). A network of facultative, 
waste stabilization, and evaporation ponds connected by force mains on 
approximately 340 acres (138 hectares) provides physical screening and shredding, 
primary treatment via biological processes, and final processing. The wastewater 
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treatment system at the base is in good condition and does not need any major 
repairs or upgrades (Stewart 1997). Effluent is monitored daily for volume and 
quality in compliance with RWQCB requirements (US Navy 1994d). 

The cities of Lemoore and Hanford have their own wastewater treatment facilities. 
All of these facilities are currently operating well below their capacities (Pereira 
1997; Sisneroz 1997). 

Storm Water Collection 

The storm water collection system at NAS Lemoore consists of a network of 
underground drains- in the operations and administration areas and a series of 
ditches in the undeveloped areas. These drains and ditches transport storm water 
runoff to a wet well and storm water pumping station, where it is mixed with 
wastewater when the discharge rate of the wastewater system is low. Wet weather 
runoff is discharged into the Kings River from an open channel if the flow cannot 
be accommodated by the pump station. In the undeveloped areas, storm water 
normally dissipates by evaporation and percolation. The storm water collection 

system at the base is in good condition and does not need any major repairs or 
upgrades (Stewart 1997). NAS Lemoore maintains an NPDES permit regulating 
its storm water discharges from industrial activities. 

Solid Waste Collection and Disposal 

Approximately 4,500 tons (4,050 tonnes) of solid waste were generated at NAS 
Lemoore in 1993 (US Navy 1994d). Solid waste produced by the base and in local 
areas is removed weekly by a private contractor and is delivered to different 
locations, depending on the waste type. Most solid waste is transported to the 
Kings County Waste Management Authority (KCWMA) Landfill in Hanford. 
This landfill is projected to close in mid-1997 due to limited capacity; however, 
KCWMA will be opening a new 300-ton per day (272-tonnes per day) facility in 
Kettleman Hills. The new landfill is scheduled to open by late 1997 and has a 
projected lifetime of at least 40 years. 

Solid waste from industrial activities at NAS Lemoore is disposed of at the City of 
Avenal Landfill, which is 22 miles (35 kilometers) from NAS Lemoore. Avenal 
Landfill has a 50-ton per day (45-tonne per day) capacity and is projected to close 
in the year 2012 (US Navy 1994d). 

Green waste from the base, such as grass clippings, is hauled by the waste 
contractor to the NAS Lemoore composting facility. The base also manages the 
Earth Care Recycling Center, which picks up curbside recyclables from the 
housing area once per week (US Navy 1994d). 

Natural Cas and Electric Services 
Natural gas is provided to NAS Lemoore and local residents by SCGC. The base 
also rents natural gas storage facilities from SCGC (US Navy 1994d). In 1996, 
NAS Lemoore consumed an average of approximately 730,000 cfd (20,400 cmd) of 
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natural gas for cooking and heating in base facilities (Stewart 1997). The natural gas 
supply system at the base is in good condition and does not need any major repairs 
or upgrades (Stewart 1997). 

The Western Area Power Administration (WAPA) and Pacific Gas and Electric 
(PG&E) furnish the base with electricity transmitted over PG&E power lines. 
WAP A allocates a maximum of 18 MW of power per month (Stewart 1997). 
PG&E provides electricity to the surrounding communities and supplements NAS 
Lemoore's power needs in the summer when air conditioner use is high. NAS 

Lemoore consumed approximately 79.8 million KWH of electricity in 1996 
(Stewart 1997). The electrical system at the base is in good condition and does not 
need any major repairs or upgrades (Stewart 1997). 

Schools 

Kings County has 14 school districts, and Fresno County has 35 school districts 
(California County Offices of Education 1996a; 1996b). The six school districts 
near NAS Lemoore are: Lemoore Union School District, Lemoore Union 
Elementary School district, Hanford Joint Union High School District, Hanford 
Elementary School District, Central Union School District, and Island Union 
School District. 

Lemoore Union High School District consists of Lemoore High School and 
Lemoore Continuation School. High school age children residing on the base are 
bused to Lemoore High School (SITES 1997b). The current enrollment is 
approximately 1,700 students, which is near capacity. There is a project planned 
to increase the district capacity, but currently there is no funding for the proposed 
project (Mayer 1997). 

Lemoore Union Elementary School District has 2,815 students enrolled in classes. 
Several portable classrooms have been added to each school site. Students from on 
and off the base attend schools within the district (Richwine 1997). 

Hanford Joint Union High School District consists of one school with two 
campuses within the City of Hanford. Currently, the enrollment is 
approximately 2,700 students, which is 200 students over the capacity of 2,500 
students. No expansion plans are in process because a recent bond measure that 
would have provided the district with funds to increase the number of classrooms 
did not pass. However, the district is considering a bond issue to be placed before 
the public in March 1998, which would allow for campus expansion (Martinez 
1997). 

Hanford Elementary School District is made up of seven elementary schools (K-6) 
and two junior high schools (7-8) with 4,973 students enrolled in the fall of the 
1997-1998 school year. Enrollment at the elementary schools is over capacity. The 
district is currently leasing 30 portable classrooms and plans to add 10 more for 
the 1998-1999 school year (White 1997—Comment Letter 12). 
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Central Union School District consists of four elementary schools, including the 
two schools on the base, and two smaller schools in rural areas. Currently, the 
two on-base schools have 1,926 students, but they have had as many as 2,600 
students. The maximum student population is estimated at approximately 3,000 
students. There are no plans for expansion at this time. Occasionally, children 
who live off base may attend one of the on-base schools (Akers or Neutra 
Elementary Schools) via an interdistrict transfer. Elementary school children 
living off base, however, usually attend schools in the Lemoore Union Elementary 

.  School District (Boogard 1997). 

Child Care Services 

NAS Lemoore provides child care services for military families. The base provides 
child care services for approximately 300 children on a full-time and part-time care 

basis. The child development center is capable of handling up to 216 children on a 

full-time basis. Child care is also provided by Family Child Care, a program that 
certifies on-base residences to provide child care for up to six children each. 

Additionally, the base sponsors a School-age Care Program that currently serves 

125 children on a part-time basis. 

Health Services 
The full-service hospital at NAS Lemoore provides services to all military families 
and their children, and also provides access to emergency care and after-hours 
services. Naval Hospital Lemoore provides primary care and physical exams for 
personnel, and specialty services such as laboratory, pharmacy, radiology, and 
audiology (Crosby 1997). Naval Hospital Lemoore staffs 15 primary care 
providers, 1 flight surgeon, 1 nurse practitioner, 2 physician's assistants, 1 IDC, 
and 4 specialty care providers (Ormsbee 1997). The hospital serves approximately 
10,000 patients per month, of which about 6,500 are military family members 
(CDonnell 1997). The complex will be expanded, with construction scheduled for 
completion by mid-1999 (Ormsbee 1997). The hospital also coordinates health 
services with local area hospitals off-base. 

Off base, there are three hospitals within a 60-mile (97-kilometer) radius of the 
base. These include Central Valley General Hospital in Hanford, Hanford 
Community Medical Center in Hanford, and Kaweah Delta District Hospital in 
Visalia. All of these hospitals provide a full range of services, including emergency 
care. 

Recreation and Community Facilities 
NAS Lemoore's craft center provides recreation services for all personnel. The 
craft center has a discount ticket center for attractions in California and houses an 
outdoor adventure center where outdoor equipment can be rented and assistance 
in planning weekend trips to go skiing, white water rafting, and hiking is 
provided. 
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NAS Lemoore has a variety of recreation facilities available to the personnel. 
Outdoor facilities include a running track, football and baseball fields, tennis and 
basketball courts, a miniature golf course, and picnic areas. Indoor facilities 
include a gym, bowling alley, volleyball court, swimming pool, and weight room. 
There are various wildlife and recreation areas, including the federal and state 
parks in the Sierra Nevada mountains and the coastal open space parks along the 
nearby Pacific coast. All off-base opportunities are within a two-hour drive from 

the base (US Navy 1994d). 

Religious services are provided by the NAS Lemoore Chaplain's Office. These 
include two Catholic Masses and one Protestant service each week. Many other 

denominations provide services in the surrounding communities, including a 

Jewish Temple in Visalia. 

Police Services 
Police services within the boundaries of the base are the responsibility of NAS 
Lemoore Security. Security for the site consists of drive-by patrols and responses 
to service calls. Two to four patrols are on duty at all times. The department is 
staffed by 88 military personnel and 12 civilian employees and maintains a 60- 
member Auxiliary Security Force. Civilians arrested at NAS Lemoore are 
transferred to the Kings County jail (Billick 1997). 

The NAS Lemoore Security Department maintains a memorandum of 
understanding (MOU) with the Kings County Sheriff's Department. Through the 
MOU, the Sheriff's Department, staffed by 73 sworn officers, supplies resources 
not available at NAS Lemoore, such as a special weapons and tactics (SWAT) team 
and mobile command center. Assistance also is provided in cases of natural 
disaster or any incident that exceeds NAS Lemoore's capabilities. The cities of 
Lemoore and Hanford also have their own police departments, staffed by 24 and 
44 sworn officers, respectively (Billick 1997). 

Fire Services 
The NAS Lemoore Fire Department has a staffing level of 52 firefighters; with 22 
firefighters on duty daily. The department maintains six fire engines—three for 
structural fires arid three for crash-fire response at the airport. Two structural fire 
engines and two crash fire engines are on duty at all times. The department also 
maintains a single truck for fighting brushfires. (US Navy 1994d). The NAS 
Lemoore Fire Department has mutual aid agreements with the Kings County Fire 
Department in Hanford, the City of Lemoore Fire Department, and the City of 
Hanford Fire Department (US Navy 1994d). 

The Kings County Fire Department operates 11 fire stations in the County, with 
the Lemoore and Island stations located closest to NAS Lemoore. The department 
has 42 firefighters, 22 structural-fire engines, 13 wildland squads, and 1 water 
truck. The City of Lemoore Fire Department has a volunteer fire fighting staff of 
35 and maintains 6 fire engines, 1 rescue truck, and 1 medical truck.  The City of 

0544 E-2 Aircraft Squadrons Realignment Final Environmental Impact Statement March 1998 
3-131 



3.9 Utilities and Services 

Hanford Fire Department operates 2 stations, has 23 firefighters, and maintains 4 
fire engines, 1 wildland squad, and 1 light-utility vehicle (US Navy 1994d). 

3.9.3     NAF El Centra Alternative 

Region of Influence 
The ROI for the NAF El Centro Alternative is the entire base and the 
surrounding local service areas that would provide off-site utilities and public 
services, such as waste/water treatment and landfill disposal, and supplementary 
services, such as health care, fire protection, and police. 

Water Supply Systems 
NAF El Centro and local communities, including El Centro, Brawley, and 
Holtville, purchase water from ED. The base treats the water before distribution 
for domestic and aircraft-related uses. Agricultural fields are irrigated with raw 
water from supply canals. HD is the principal supplier of water to the Imperial 

Valley and distributes approximately 2.6 million acre-feet (0.3 hectare-meters) of 

Colorado River water to over 500,000 acres (202,350 hectares) of farmland and to 

nine incorporated communities (US Navy 1990a). NAF El Centro obtains 
approximately 650,000 gallons per day (gpd) (250,000 liters per day [Lpd]) of raw 
water from IID's Elder Canal and transports it to the water treatment plant in the 
southwestern area of the base (Sewester 1997a). The treatment plant currently 
treats an average of approximately 440,000 gpd (1.66 mLd) and has a capacity of 
2.5 mgd (9.5 mLd) (Sewester 1997a). The existing infrastructure is in good 
condition (Weiler 1997). 

Wastewater Treatment and Disposal 
NAF El Centro operates its own wastewater treatment plant in the northwestern 
area of the base. A modified activated sludge system uses bacteria and natural 
processes to provide primary, secondary, and tertiary wastewater treatment. The 
treatment plant has a capacity of 300,000 gpd (1.14 mLd) of wastewater per day 
and presently treats approximately 130,000 gpd (490,000 Lpd) (Bay 1997a). The 
plant also has an 8-million-gallon (30-million-liter) storage pond that can store 
wastewater for up to 30 days in cases of emergency. Effluent generated by the 
treatment process is monitored by the RWQCB. Treated effluent from the plant 
is piped and released directly into the New River, which lies immediately 
northwest of the base. Discharge from the plant into the New River is quantified 
by a NPDES permit that allows a peak-week average flow of 200,000 gpd (760,000 
Lpd) and the wastewater infrastructure is in good condition and does not require 

any major repairs (Bay 1997a). 

The cities of El Centro, Brawley, and Holtville have their own wastewater 
treatment facilities; all of which are operating well below their capacities (Hines 

1997; Smith 1997; Garcia 1997). 
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Storm Water Collection 
On-base storm drains at NAF El Centro collect storm water into several drainage 
ditches that traverse the base and the surrounding agricultural land. The system 
eventually discharges into the Salton Sea from eight outfalls surrounding the base. 
The storm water system at the base is in good condition and does not require any 
major repairs or upgrades (Flowers 1997). Storm water quality is monitored by 
the base and conforms to the standards of its NPDES permit 

Solid Waste Collection and Disposal 
Solid waste collection and disposal at the base and for local communities is 
performed by a private contractor, Imperial County Sanitation (ICS). The waste 

is disposed of at a private landfill managed by ICS in Imperial, California. 
Approximately 1,090 tons (989 tonnes) of solid waste were generated at NAF El 

Centro in 1995, with average monthly waste generation amounting to 90 tons (82 
tonnes). The expected closure date of the landfill is 2016 (Curiel 1997). 

The Pollution Prevention and Management Program at NAF El Centro collects 
and sorts recyclable material from the solid waste stream. Materials gathered 
include metals, cardboard, glass, plastic, paper, and wood. The program at NAF 
El Centro also coordinates the direct sales of these recycled items to local 
processing organizations (Curiel 1997). 

Natural Cas and Electric Services 
SCGC provides natural gas to NAF El Centro and Imperial County. Natural gas 
is piped through 8- and 10-inch- (20- and 25-centimeter) diameter gas lines that 
follow the San Diego and Arizona Eastern Railroads and the Evans Hewes 
Highway. Natural gas then enters the base through a 3-inch-(8-centimeter) 
diameter main (US Navy 1990a). NAF El Centra's gas distribution systems are in 
adequate condition, and recent usage averaged 5,034 cfd (468 cmd). The existing 
infrastructure is in good condition (Kear 1997). 

Electrical power for NAF El Centro and local residents is provided by the HD, 
which produces 23 percent of its power by burning oil and natural gas and 20 
percent by hydroelectric power. The remaining amount is purchased from 
Arizona Public Service and El Paso Electric (US Navy 1990a). Recent usage at the 
facility averaged 50,000 KWH per day, and the electrical system is in good 

condition (Kear 1997). 

Schools 
Imperial County is served by 16 school districts consisting of 9 K-8, 2 9-12, and 5 
K-12 school districts (California County Offices of Education 1996b). The school 
districts serving NAF El Centro are Seeley Union School District, Central Union 
High School District, and El Centro School District. 

Seeley Union School District is composed of one K-8 school, Seeley Elementary 
School. All children living on the base attend this school unless a request is made 
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to move to another district. Current enrollment is 480 students, and the capacity 
is 620. Expansion plans for the district include portable classrooms, which are on 
order (Anderson 1997). 

Central Union High School District is made up of two comprehensive high 
schools and one alternative high school. Current enrollment is 3,411 students, 
which is below capacity. The district recently opened the second high school in 
February 1996, and there are no plans to expand (Preciado 1997). 

El Centro School District is composed of 10 schools providing K-8 education. At 
present, there are 6,469 students enrolled in the district, which could accommodate 
up to 6,600 students. A new school was completed in August 1996, and one 
school will be expanded in the future. No students attending the El Centro 
School District reside at NAF El Centro (Taylor 1997). 

Child Care Services 
NAF El Centro provides child care services for military personnel. The base 

presently provides child care services for 57 children. The child development 
center is operating above its maximum capacity of 40 children. Additionally, child 
care is provided by family home care, a program that certifies on-base residences to 
provide child care for up to six children each. Family home care at NAF El 
Centro provides an additional 17 children with child care services. NAF El Centro 
is planning to convert a former furniture store and barber shop into classrooms 
for children, which will provide child care services for an additional 20 children in 
1999 (Sewester 1997a). 

Health Services 
NAF El Centro has a combined medical and dental clinic on base. This clinic 
provides only primary care services to active duty base personnel and their family 
members, and to retired military personnel in the community. The clinic does 
not provide hospitalization services. Approximately 85 active duty personnel are 
served per month. Two physicians, and one physician's assistant are assigned to 
the clinic, and two personnel provide administrative support (Rodriguez 1997). 
Patients requiring medical services beyond what the on-site clinic can provide are 
referred to civilian medical doctors or to local hospitals. For emergency room or 
hospitalization during business hours, the clinic transports patients to the Balboa 
Naval Hospital in San Diego. For after-hours medical care, patients use the two 
major hospitals in Imperial County—El Centro Regional Medical Center in El 
Centro or Pioneers Memorial Hospital in Brawley (US Navy 1990a). All hospitals 
in Imperial County provide 24-hour emergency service. 

Recreation and Community Facilities 
Outdoor recreation areas at NAF El Centro include two tennis courts, two pools, 
a baseball diamond, a softball field, a football field, shuffleboard courts, 
handball/racquetball courts, a picnic area, and some grassy play areas near the 
baseball field.   Indoor recreation areas include a bowling alley, hobby/arts and 
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crafts shop, auto hobby shop, youth center, theater, enlisted club, officers club, 
racquetball court, weight room, and aerobics facility. An aerobics area and indoor 
basketball court were recently expanded and modernized (Sewester 1997a). 

Recreation areas surrounding NAF El Centra include mountains and desert parks 
in San Diego County, sand dunes to the north and east; the Colorado River in 
Yuma, Arizona, and Mexico to the south. All areas are easily accessible, and 
transportation can be provided by the base (Sewesterl997). NAF El Centra also 

has a full-time chaplain on base. 

Police Services 
Police services at NAF El Centra are provided by approximately 24 military 
personnel and are coordinated through an on-base police station (Stammreich 
1997). The department will be supplemented by additional personnel to monitor 
the base entrance gate later this year, and by four additional personnel in 
September of 1998 (Stammreich 1997). Military security patrols the base 24 hours 
a day and the surrounding desert in the evening. NAF El Centro is presently 
negotiating a memorandum of understanding with the City of El Centro (US 

Navy 1990a). 

Police services for El Centro are provided by the City of El Centro Police 
Department. The department operates 1 police station and employs 44 sworn 
officers and 22 non-sworn personnel (US Navy 1990a). Additionally, the cities of 
Holtville and Brawley maintain their own police departments and the remainder 
of Imperial County is served by the South Coast Operations Division of the 
Imperial County Sheriff's Department Qordan 1997; Graham 1997; Hackett 1997). 
The Sheriff's department operates 4 stations and employs 191 personnel, 113 of 
which are police officers (US Navy 1990a). 

Fire Services 
NAF El Centro maintains a fire and rescue station in an aircraft hangar on base. 
The station has a total staffing level of 37 civilian firefighters, with a minimum of 
34 firefighters on duty daily (Zurn 1997). Additionally, the department has five 
administrative personnel and is equipped with two structural-fire engines, one 
crash-fire engine, and three fire engines in reserve. The department is not a first 
respondent for medical emergencies but eight of its firefighters are trained EMTs. 
The base maintains mutual aid agreements with the City of El Centro Fire 
Department and the City and County of Imperial Fire Department for additional 

fire protection services (Zum 1997). 

The City of El Centro Fire Department operates 2 stations and employs 37 
firefighters. The department maintains three fire engines for active service and 
two other fire engines as reserves. The Imperial City and County Fire 
Department provides secondary fire response to the City of El Centro. This 
department is staffed by 24 volunteer firefighters, operates 2 stations, and 
maintains fire engines at 14 fire stations throughout the county (US Navy 1990a). 
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The cities of Brawley and Holtville also have their own respective fire departments 
(Zendejas 1997; Gronstedt 1997). 
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3.10    CULTURAL RESOURCES 

This section describes existing cultural resources at each of the alternative bases. 
The discussion for each alternative addresses cultural resources studies and known 
resources. The setting discussions, including prehistoric, ethnohistoric, and 
historic background, for all three bases are presented in Appendix F. 

Definition of Resource 
Cultural resources include prehistoric resources, traditional cultural properties, 
and historic resources. Prehistoric resources are physical properties resulting from 
human activities that predate written records and are generally identified as 

archaeological sites. Prehistoric resources can include village sites, temporary 
camps, lithic scatters, roasting pits/hearths, milling features, petroglyphs, rock 

features, and burials. 

Traditional cultural properties are sites, locations, or features that are eligible for 
inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) because of then- 
association with cultural practices or beliefs of a living community that (a) are 
rooted in that community's history, and (b) are important in maintaining the 
continuing cultural identity of the community. Examples include: 

• A location associated with the traditional beliefs of a Native American 
group about its origins, its cultural history, or the nature of the 

world; 

• A neighborhood that is the traditional home of a particular cultural 
group, and that reflects its beliefs and practices; 

• A location where Native American religious practitioners have 
historically gone, and are known to go today, to perform ceremonial 
activities in accordance with traditional cultural rules of practice; and 

• A location where a community has traditionally carried out 
economic, artistic, or other cultural practices important in 
maintaining its historical identity (Parker and King 1992). 

Historic resources consist of physical properties, structures, or built items 
resulting from human activities that post-date written records and are at least 50 
years old. Historic resources can include archaeological remains and architectural 
structures. Historic archaeological site types include townsites, homesteads, 
agricultural or ranching features, mining-related features, refuse concentrations, 
and features or artifacts associated with early military use of the land. Historic 
architectural resources can include houses; cabins; barns; lighthouses; local 
structures, such as churches, post offices, and meeting halls; and early military 
structures such as hangars, administration buildings, barracks, officers' quarters, 

warehouses, and guardhouses. 
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Additional cultural resources may include some properties that are less than 50 
years old that may be listed on the NRHP if they are of exceptional importance in 
our nation's history, or if they are integral parts of districts that are eligible for the 
NRHP. On Department of Defense (DOD) facilities, these resources typically 
include properties associated with World War II or the Cold War. 

Regulations 
Cultural resources are protected primarily through the National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, 16 USC § 470 et seq., the Archaeological and 
Historic Preservation Act of 1974, the Archaeological Resources Protection Act 
(ARPA) of 1979, 16 USC § 470aa et seq., and implementing regulations, 
Protection of Historic Properties (36 CFR § 800). Section 106 of the NHPA, as 
amended, § 106, 16 USC § 470F and its implementing regulations (36 CFR § 800), 

require federal agencies to consider the effects of their actions on properties listed, 

or eligible for listing, in the NRHP. Criteria for inclusion in the NRHP (36 CFR 

§ 60.4) are as follows: 

a) Association with events that have made a significant contribution to 

the broad patterns of our history; 

b) Association with the lives of persons significant to our past; 

c) Resources that embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, 
period, or method of construction, or that represent the work of a 
master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a 
significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack 
individual distinction; or 

d) Resources that have yielded or may be likely to yield information 
important in prehistory or history. 

In addition to historic significance, a property must have integrity to be eligible to 
the NRHP. Integrity is the property's ability to convey its demonstrated historical 
significance. Seven individual elements comprise integrity: location, design, setting, 
materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. 

To assess the effects of an undertaking on cultural resources, the area of potential 
effects (APE) must be defined. The regulations define APE as the geographic area 
within which the undertaking may cause changes in the character or use of historic 
properties, if any such properties exist (36 CFR § 800.2 [c]). It is important that 
the APE include the full range of possible impacts, both those that will be direct 
results of the project and those that could be indirect consequences. 
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3.10.1   Preferred Alternative: NAWS Point Mugu 

Region of Influence 
The ROI for cultural resources includes the entire NAWS Point Mugu facility. 
The APE; however, is limited to those areas where construction and building 
modification would occur as a result of the E-2 Realignment at NAWS Point 
Mugu. 

Cultural Resources Studies 
Literature review. Extensive archival research of the history of NAWS Point 
Mugu and the historical resources located on the station was conducted in 1994 in 
support of a historical overview of the station (Swanson 1994). An additional 
records search was conducted in 1997 with the South Central Information Center 
in support of a cultural resources inventory of 10 acres (four hectares) at NAWS 
Point Mugu. Resources examined consisted of archaeological site records, 
inventory and excavation reports, properties listed on the NRHP, California 
Historical Landmarks, California Inventory of Historic Resources, and California 
Points of Historical Interest (Gallegos and Associates 1997a). 

Previous studies. Seventeen cultural resource surveys and/or excavations have been 
conducted within a one-mile-radius (1.6-kilometer-radius) of the APE; however, 
only four of these were located within or adjacent to the APE (Peak and 
Neuenschwander 1989; Bissell 1991; Schwartz 1991; Gallegos and Associates 
1997a). The most recent inventory intensively surveyed the entire APE, totaling 

10 acres (four hectares) in nine survey areas, using pedestrian survey intervals of 
five meters or less (Gallegos and Associates 1997a). An inventory and evaluation 
of National Register Eligibility under the Cold War Theme for eight buildings at 
NAWS Point Mugu was conducted in 1997. 

Known Resources 
Prehistoric sites. Four prehistoric resources have been recorded within a one-mile 
(1.6-kilometer) radius of the project area. Three of these sites are Chumash 
cemeteries with habitation areas/shell middens. However, none of these three sites 
are located within the APE. The fourth site is an unverified and undocumented 
prehistoric resource reported to be within the northwestern section of the APE 
(Gallegos and Associates 1997a). 

Traditional cultural properties. Consultation with local Chumash groups is 
routinely conducted by NAWS Point Mugu as needed. An ethnohistoric study is 
currently in preparation; several descendants of the Chumash village, Mugu, have 
been identified (Schwartz 1997). No traditional cultural properties have been 
identified within NAWS Point Mugu (Schwartz 1997). 

Historic archaeological sites. Historic archaeological sites in the vicinity of NAWS 
Point Mugu include homesites, shipwreck debris, pier remains and pilings, historic 
refuse concentrations, remains of hunting club buildings, a World War II military 
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camp, the location of a 1938 movie set, and the Mugu Fish Camp (Swanson 1994). 
However, no historic archaeological sites have been identified within the APE. 

Historic architectural resources. A historic context for evaluating the significance of 
Cold War-era buildings and structures at NAWS Point Mugu has been prepared. 
This document includes information on the year of construction, architect, 
builder, and historic and current functions for all Cold War-era structures on the 
facility (Wee and Byrd 1997). The main launch pad (Building 55) is considered 
eligible for the NRHP as an example of a launching facility and blockhouse 
complex (Mikesell 1996). The Navy has agreed with this finding; however, the 
results of the evaluation have not yet been forwarded to the California SHPO for 

concurrence. 

Buildings and structures to be used or modified for the E-2 realignment include a 

hangar (Building 553), the engine maintenance shop (Building 311), ground 

support storage (Building 311), ground support maintenance shop (Building 311), 

the avionics shop (Building 385), the dental clinic (Building 5), the aviation supply 

warehouse (Building 65), Building 50, and a concrete pad between Buildings 758 
and 759 for the engine test cell. These facilities are associated with the Cold War 
(Wee and Byrd 1997). Formal evaluation of these structures has determined that 
none of them are eligible for the NRHP under the Cold War theme (Mikesell 

1998). 

Subsurface deposits. There is a potential for buried prehistoric deposits to exist at 
NAWS Point Mugu. Mugu Lagoon was heavily occupied in prehistoric times. The 
lagoon was dredged in the early 1950s and dredged soils were used as fill for 
approximately 1,000 acres in the central portion of the base during construction of 
the runways and industrial complex. Fill material varies in depth from 1 meter (3 
feet) to over 4 meters (12 feet), depending on the original topography of the area. 
The fill material is likely to have buried some archaeological sites. At least one 
prehistoric'archaeological site (CA-VEN-187/256) was found on base under 0.6 
meter (two feet) of deposited fill material (Schwartz 1992). Additional buried 

prehistoric deposits may exist on NAWS Point Mugu. 

Due to the relative lack of historic archaeological sites on NAWS Point Mugu and 
the limited use of the Mugu Lagoon area in historic times, the potential for 
subsurface historic deposits to exist is considered low. 

3.10.2    NAS Lemoore Alternative 

Region of Influence 
The ROI for cultural resources includes the entire NAS Lemoore facility. The 
APE; however, is limited to those areas where construction and building 

modifications would occur as a result of the E-2 Realignment at NAS Lemoore. 
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Cultural Resources Studies 
Literature review. Two records searches have recently been conducted at the 
Southern San Joaquin Valley Information Center. The first was conducted in 1993 
in support of the EIS for the base realignment of NAS Lemoore. The second was 
conducted in 1997 as part of the cultural resource inventory for the E-2 
realignment. Resources examined consisted of archaeological site records, 
inventory and excavation reports, properties listed on NRHP, California 
Historical Landmarks, California Inventory of Historic Resources, and California 

Points of Historical Interest (Gallegos and Associates 1997b; US Navy 1994d). 

Previous studies. Five archaeological surveys, comprising 430 acres, have been 
conducted on NAS Lemoore (Office of Environmental Quality 1983; Sutton 1989; 
Yohe 1991; Woodward-Clyde 1993; Gallegos and Associates 1997b). In addition, a 
Historic and Archeological Resources Protection Plan has been prepared for NAS 
Lemoore (Milliken and Mikesell 1997). This document describes high sensitivity 
and low sensitivity zones on NAS Lemoore for cultural resources. The station has 
four high sensitivity zones, totaling 760 acres, for surface archaeological sites. The 
remaining 17,611 acres of the installation are considered a low sensitivity zone for 
surface sites (Milliken and Mikesell 1997). This document is currently under 
review by the California Office of Historic Preservation. Seven proposed project 
areas, totaling 88 acres (36 hectares), associated with the E-2 realignment were 
surveyed in 1997 (Gallegos and Associates 1997b). 

Known Resources 
Prehistoric sites. Sixteen prehistoric sites have been recorded within a five-mile 
(eight-kilometers) radius of the APE that include lithic concentrations, 
habitation/occupation sites, and human burials. However, no prehistoric sites 
have been recorded within NAS Lemoore (US Navy 1994d). The majority of 
NAS Lemoore, 17,611 acres of the total 18,371-acre installation, has been identified 
as a low sensitivity zone for surface prehistoric archeological sites. 

Traditional cultural properties. In 1994, in an attempt to identify Native American 
traditional cultural properties on NAS Lemoore, the Navy contacted all Native 
American groups with historical ties to the San Joaquin Valley, as identified by the 
California Native American Heritage Commission. The contacted groups included 
the Tule River Indian Tribe, Santa Rosa Indian Community, Central Valley and 
Mountain Reinternment Association, Big Sandy Rancheria of Mono Indians, Cold 
Springs Rancheria of Mono Indians, and the Table Mountain Rancheria. These 
groups were provided an opportunity to comment on noise levels associated with 
NAS Lemoore and the much larger Lemoore Military Flight Operating Area 
(Wall 1994a). None of the contacted groups raised any concerns regarding 
properties of traditional religious or cultural importance on NAS Lemoore 
(Milliken and Mikesell 1997). 

No traditional cultural properties or other Native American resources have been 
identified within NAS Lemoore.  No  concerns have been  raised by Native 
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American groups or representatives concerning flight and other mission 
operations at NAS Lemoore. 

Historic archaeological sites. Historic archaeological sites in the vicinity of NAS 
Lemoore include homesites/farmstead locations, historic refuse concentrations, 
and granite quarries and associated construction refuse from quarrying activities 
(US Navy 1994d). However, no historic archaeological sites have been identified 
within the APE. 

Historic architectural resources. No historic structures have been identified on NAS 
Lemoore. The installation was constructed between 1957 and 1961; therefore, 
there are no standing structures on NAS Lemoore that are 50 years old or older 
that qualify as historic structures. However, the Neutra Elementary School in the 

Family Housing Area has the potential for inclusion in the NRHP. Although the 

school was built in the late 1950s, the plans were drafted in the 1920s by well- 

known Los Angeles architect, Richard Neutra. The potential for the school's 

NRHP-eligibility has been established through Thomas Hines, the principal 

biographer of Neutra who believes that the school "will qualify for inclusion in 
the National Register, if not today, when it reaches 50 years of age" (Wall 1994b). 
The Historic and Archeological Resources Protection Plan for the years 1997 to 
2002 for NAS Lemoore recommends that Neutra Elementary School should be 
managed as though it were eligible for the NRHP until a formal determination is 
made (Milliken and Mikesell 1997). 

NAS Lemoore was established during the Cold War era (from 1946 to 1989); 
however, the facilities and structures do not qualify for inclusion in the NRHP 
under a Cold War context because they do not meet the "exceptionally 
significant" criterion for properties that are less than 5.0 years old. NAS Lemoore 
does not appear to have made an exceptional contribution to the national Cold 
War program, but rather functioned as part of the vast support complex. The 
mission and accomplishments at NAS Lemoore during the Cold War era were 
routine, rather than exceptional; therefore, the structures and facilities on the 
installation are unlikely to be eligible for the NRHP as Cold War properties 
(Milliken and Mikesell 1997). 

Buildings and structures to be used or modified for this E-2 Realignment include 
the aviation supply warehouse (Building 140), the engine maintenance shop 
(Building 170), ground support maintenance shop (Building 179), fitness center 
(Building 941), and the avionics shop (Building 160). These facilities do not qualify 
for inclusion in the NRHP as Cold War properties. 

Subsurface deposits. Prehistoric archeological sites from early chronological periods 
may be buried anywhere on the Los Gatos alluvial fan upon which NAS Lemoore 
sits. Components of site CA-KER-116, located outside NAS Lemoore on the shore 
of Buenavista Lake, have been discovered at depths up to four meters (12 feet) 
below the ground surface.   Similar buried sites might exist anywhere at NAS 
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Lemoore (Milliken and Mikesell 1997); however, over the last 100 years, NAS 
Lemoore has routinely been raked and tilled (2 to 3 times per year) to depths up to 
2 meters (6 feet) below the ground surface. Therefore, intact deposits are unlikely 
to exist to these depths. Subsurface archeological deposits are only likely to exist at 
depths between 2 meters (6 feet) and 4 meters (12 feet) below the ground surface at 
NAS Lemoore (Wall 1997). 

Due to the relative lack of historic archaeological sites on NAS Lemoore and the 
extent of raking and tilling of the land in the last 100 years, the potential for intact 
subsurface historic deposits to exist is considered low. 

3.10.3    NAF El Centro Alternative 

Region of Influence 
The ROI for cultural resources includes the entire NAF El Centro facility. The 
APE; however, is limited to those areas where construction and building 
modifications would occur as a result of the E-2 realignment at NAF El Centro. 

Cultural Resources Studies 
Literature review. Archival research, including a review of the Navy Plan Files was 
completed as part of a cultural resources survey of NAF El Centro (Apple et al. 
1994). A records and literature search was also conducted with the Southeast 
Information Center in support of the EIS for the proposed closure of NAF El 

Centro (US Navy 1990a). 

Previous studies. An intensive pedestrian survey of the main NAF El Centro 
installation and an architectural survey of all existing pre-1946 structures within 
the main NAF El Centro installation was conducted in 1994 (Apple et al. 1994). 

Known Resources 
Prehistoric sites. One prehistoric site, a lithic scatter, has been identified on NAF 
El Centro. This site is not considered eligible to the NRHP (Apple et al. 1994). 

Traditional Cultural Properties. Procedures for Native American consultation have 
been specified for the discovery of Native American burial remains or items of 
cultural patrimony, and several Native American groups have been identified with 
cultural affiliations to NAF El Centro (Apple et al. 1994). 

No traditional cultural properties or other Native American resources have been 
identified within NAF El Centro. No concerns have been raised by Native 
American groups or representatives concerning flight and other mission 

operations at NAF El Centro. 

Historic archaeological sites. Seven historic archaeological sites have been recorded 
on NAF El Centro; they consist of a foundation and associated debris (4-MP- 
6451H), an early to mid-1900s trash dump with 1940s military debris (4-MP- 
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6989H), and five scatters of historic domestic debris dating from the 1920s to the 
1940s (Apple et al. 1994). The potential for subsurface deposits on two historic 
sites (4-IMP-6451H and 4-IMP-6989H) was good, and these sites were considered 
potentially eligible for the NRHP. The remaining five refuse scatters are 
considered not likely to be eligible for the NRHP (Apple etal. 1994). 

Sites 4-MP-6451H and 4-MP-6989H were evaluated for eligibility to the NRHP 
in 1996 (Dolan and Allen 1996). Both sites were highly disturbed and lacked 
physical integrity. These two sites did not contain sufficient archaeological 
information to satisfy any of the four NRHP criteria and were recommended not 
eligible for the NRHP (Dolan and Allen 1996). 

Historic architectural resources. An architectural inventory of NAF El Centro 
resulted in the identification of 113 historic buildings and structures on the 

installation. All of these were constructed between 1942 and 1945 during World 

War II. 

None of these 113 structures at NAF El Centro were recommended as eligible for 
the NRHP because they lack integrity, architectural or engineering distinction, or 
association with important persons or events. Structural alterations, destruction 
of older buildings, and construction of new facilities at NAF EL Centro have 
compromised the integrity of the structures and the facility as a whole so that it no 
longer represents "the distinct characteristics of a type, period, or method of 
construction," and does not retain any sense of time and place reflective of its role 
during World War II. Although the base is currently strongly associated with the 
Navy's Blue Angels, this association is recent, beginning in 1967 (Apple et al. 

1994). 

Subsurface deposits. Subsurface deposits were considered likely for two historic 
sites on NAF El Centro; however, formal evaluation of these sites determined that 
they were not eligible for the NRHP (Dolan and Allen 1996). Subsurface 
prehistoric or historic deposits may exist on NAF El Centro; however, given the 
low frequency of archaeological sites in the general vicinity and the elevation of 
the base below the ancient shoreline of Lake Cahuilla, the potential for subsurface 
deposits is considered low (US Navy 1987a). 

0544 E-2 Aircraft Squadrons Realignment Final Environmental Impact Statement March 1998 
3-144 



3.11  Public Health and Safety 

3.11    PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY 

This section describes the public health and safety of persons for each alternative 
base proposed for the realignment of the four E-2 squadrons and associated 
personnel. Hazards associated with airspace safety, accident potential zones, 
explosive safety quantity distance arcs, and electromagnetic radiation hazards are 

discussed. 

Definition of Resource 

Airspace Safety 
Each base operates an airfield to fulfill its mission. Aircraft operations may be 

conducted within airspace above and surrounding the base or in special use 

airspace (i.e., restricted areas, MOAs, warning areas). Airspace operations and 
coordination with surrounding air facilities are conducted according to FAA and 
Navy regulations. Although alterations in aircraft activity at naval bases do not 
constitute an environmental impact, the results of aircraft operations and related' 

facilities can have direct and indirect impacts on public health and safety. 

Accident Potential Zones 
The Navy established the AICUZ Program to effectively plan for land use 
compatibility in areas surrounding military air bases. The purpose of the AICUZ 
program is to designate appropriate land uses based on noise and safety concerns. 
Noise contours and accident potential zones are identified through the AICUZ, 
and suitable land uses are determined accordingly. Section 3.3, Land Use and 
Airspace, and Section 3.7, Noise, provide complete discussions of land use 
compatibility and noise concerns. An AICUZ program identifies APZs. Rather 
than addressing the probability of accidents occurring, an APZ defines the areas 
that most likely would be affected if an accident were to occur. Three types of 
APZs are identified: the Clear Zone, APZ I, and APZ E. The dimensions and 
applications of these zones have been described previously in Section 3.3, Land 

Use and Airspace. 

Explosive Safety Quantity Distance Arcs 
Operations at bases may require the storage and handling of ordnance. Explosive 
Safety Quantity Distance (ESQD) arcs are developed to protect humans from the 
possible sabotage or accidental detonation of explosives or ammunition. ESQD 
arcs surround each magazine and facility used for the storage or handling of 
ordnance, and the distance that the ESQD arc extends from the magazine or 
facility is dependent on the type and quantity of explosives authorized for storage 
or handling. ESQD arcs prohibit the placement of inhabited buildings within 
unsafe distances from ordnance storage facilities. 

Electromagnetic Radiation 

Radar and other high-energy electromagnetic emissions can constitute a hazard to 
personnel exposed to radiation above a maximum power density. These effects are 
managed under the regulations of the Navy Hazards of Electromagnetic Radiation 

0544 E E-2 Aircraft Squadrons Realignment Final Environmental Impact Statement March 1998 
3-145 



3.11  Public Health and Safety 

to Personnel (HERP) program. Ordnance and fuel are also susceptible to the 
hazards of electromagnetic radiation. These effects are managed under Navy- 
regulations for Hazards of Electromagnetic Radiation to Ordnance (HERO) and 
Fuel (HERF). Arcs defining a safe distance for the storage of these substances in 
relation to communication and radar equipment have been established at each 
base, as necessary. 

An electromagnetic radiation hazard occurs when civilian or military transmitting 
equipment generate an electromagnetic field sufficient to: 

• Induce or couple currents or voltages with sufficient magnitudes to 
initiate electro-explosive devices in ordnance; 

• Cause harmful/or injurious effects to humans or to wildlife; or 

• Create  sparks   having  sufficient   magnitude  to   ignite   flammable 

materials. 

A minimum distance must be maintained between ordnance and communication 
equipment for the safety of all personnel. An ordnance item is defined as HERO- 
unsafe when its internal wiring is physically exposed; when tests are being 
conducted on the item that result in additional electrical connections; when 
electro-explosive devices with exposed wire leads are present, handled, or loaded; 
when the item is being assembled or disassembled; or when it is in a disassembled 
condition. A HERO-susceptible ordnance system is any tested ordnance system 
proven to contain electro-explosive devices that can be adversely affected by radio 
frequency energy so that the safety and/or reliability of the system is jeopardized 
when the system is employed. 

HERP is defined in terms of power density or watts of power flowing through a 
given unit of area. For a HERP condition to exist, personnel would have to be 
within close proximity to an emitting antenna directing the power into a 
concentrated area. Therefore, HERP zones are not considered as construction 
exclusion zones for habitable facilities, but rather as zones where a heightened 
awareness of the potential hazard should exist. The distances for HERP zones are 
designated on a case-by-case basis during the initial siting process and involve the 
Frequency Management Division at each base, which provides guidance 
concerning hazards of electromagnetic radiation to personnel. HERF zones are 
also handled on a case-by-case basis. No distance guidelines are defined for HERF 

arc zones. 

3.11.1   Preferred Alternative: NAWS Point Mugu 

Region of Influence 
The region of influence for public health and safety includes airspace above and 
surrounding NAWS Point Mugu, special use airspace, and areas within the APZs, 
ESQD arcs, and electromagnetic radiation arcs. 
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Airspace Safety 
NAWS Point Mugu maintains close coordination with Oxnard and Camarillo 
airports through a Letter of Agreement, which establishes procedures to prevent 
conflict in airspace traffic. NAWS Point Mugu has designated overhead entry 
patterns to separate slower civilian arrival traffic from the military high-speed 
carrier aircraft that must descend in elevation to enter the NAWS Point Mugu 
landing pattern. Oxnard Airport is located 7 miles (11 kilometers) to the 
northwest and Camarillo Airport, utilized solely by propeller type aircraft, is 
located 6 miles (10 kilometers) to the north of NAWS Point Mugu. In addition, 
several low-altitude airways traverse the overall area. Communications between 
aircraft on the ground and NAWS Point Mugu Approach Control is provided by 

two VHF transmitters/receivers located on La Jolla Peak (elevation 1,567 feet [474 
meters]) east of Point Mugu. Camarillo Airport is a full instrument-approved 
facility for both departures and arrivals, and is likely to expand operations 
throughout the rest of the century (US Navy 1992b). 

Numerous standard operating procedures have been established in the interest of 
airspace near NAWS Point Mugu. A few of these include altitude separation in 
heavily used areas along the coast, IFR departure procedures, separation of control 
zones, and very strict flight patterns (US Navy 1992b). 

VFR air traffic along the coastline is heavy but does not usually present any 
problems to NAWS Point Mugu because of altitude separation. IFR traffic on 
local airways and published preferred routes conflicts with arriving and departing 
NAWS Point Mugu terminal traffic and causes traffic separation problems that 
result in delayed climbs and descents until prescribed traffic separation occurs. 
These potential conflicts and other terminal problems, such as high terrain to the 
east, create a complex traffic system. 

VFR operations at Oxnard, Camarillo, and NAWS Point Mugu airports operate 
independently of one another. Aircraft arriving and departing on Camarillo 
Airport's VFR traffic patterns conflict with IFR traffic at all three airports, 
particularly if the arriving or departing aircraft is a high-performance jet or 
turboprop that operates with extended patterns and requires a large turning radius. 
These conflicts have been widely publicized through user safety presentations and 
air traffic control safety bulletins. 

Accident Potential Zones 
The Clear Zone extends outward along the extended runway centerline for a 
distance of 3,000 feet (914 meters). The width of the Clear Zone at the end nearest 
the runway is 1,500 feet (457 meters); the width of the outer end is 2,284 feet (696 
meters). The Clear Zone at NAWS Point Mugu is contained within the base 
boundaries, except for approximately 105 acres (43 hectares) of Ventura County 
Game Preserve (a private duck hunting club) duck ponds west of Runway 09/27 
(US Navy 1992b). APZ I is 3,000 feet (914 meters) wide by 5,000 feet (1,524 
meters) long.  APZ II is 3,000 feet (914 meters) wide by 7,000 feet (2,134 meters) 
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long. At NA WS Point Mugu, APZs have been developed for all runways, except 
Runway 09. Runway 09 handles about 3 percent of all operations at Point Mugu, 
and the number of annual operations (less than 5,000) does not require an APZ. 
Figure 3-15 in Section 3.3, Land Use and Airspace identifies the APZs for the base 
airfield. 

APZs have been developed for Runways 03, 21, and 27. Runway 27 supports two 
flight paths; therefore, the APZs have been modified to take this into account. 
APZs associated with Runway 21 include one APZ set for seven separate flight 
tracks straight under the approach to Runway 21 with a combined total of over 
5,000 annual operations. There are also separate APZs for the flight patterns 
associated with "touch-and-go" exercises. Runway 03 has two sets of APZs. The 
first is the one associated with the "touch-and-go" exercises similar to those 
described for Runway 21. The second APZ is located straight under the approach 
to Runway 03 and is the result of three separate flight tracks combined to total 

over 5,000 annual operations (US Navy 1992b). 

At NAWS Point Mugu, APZ I and II zones extend beyond the station boundaries 

to the northeast, east, west, and southwest. These areas are associated with the 
arrival flight tracks for Runways 21 and 27, and with the departure flight track for 
Runway 27. Although this departure track does not average more than 5,000 
operations per year, analysis of aircraft accidents indicates that this is an area of 
significant accident potential (US Navy 1986a). 

Explosive Safety Quantity Distance Arcs 
At NAWS Point Mugu, the ordnance storage magazines, located in the western 
panhandle of the base, warrant ESQD arcs. These ESQD arcs include the missile 
and ordnance assembly facilities along South M Avenue and east of South L 
Avenue, and areas by the airfield arm/de-arm pads near Building 56, by the 
Ejection Launcher Test Stand (Building 707), and by the Jet Assisted Take-off 
(JATO) Test Pit (Building 722) (US Navy 1986a). Figure 3-34 shows the ESQD 
arcs located on base. None of the proposed project sites are located within an 
ESQD arc. 

Electromagnetic Radiation 
The NAWS Point Mugu Master Plan states that there are hundreds of sources of 
electromagnetic radiation on base (US Navy 1986a). The Master Plan indicates the 
location and limits of the areas of the base, which are subject to HERP and HERO 
constraints. HERF constraints were considered to be negligible and were not 

identified in the Master Plan. 

The Master Plan identified several hundred radio frequency emitters that exceed 
HERP limits from less than one foot to hundreds of feet. In every case, there are 
no areas in which personnel are exposed to hazardous conditions caused by radio 
frequency as long as personnel stay clear of restricted areas (US Navy 1986a). 
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3.11  Public Health and Safety 

The Master Plan also depicts the location and extent of the HERO arcs created by 
various emitting sources found on base. The existing HERO arcs encompass all of 
the proposed project sites, with the exception of the dental clinic (Figure 3-35). 

3.11.2  NAS Lemoore Alternative 

Region of Influence 

The region of influence for public health and safety includes airspace above and 
surrounding NAS Lemoore, special use airspace, and areas within the APZs, 
ESQD arcs, and electromagnetic radiation arcs. 

Airspace Safety 

The region or airspace, surrounding NAS Lemoore supports high-altitude regional 
commercial carriers, low-altitude local commercial carriers, small private jets, crop 
dusters, and military jet fighter aircraft. The main air corridor, west of NAS 
Lemoore, carries commercial and military aircraft in a northwest-southwest 
direction along the western edge of the San Joaquin Valley (US Navy 1993b). 
Commercial air carrier flight corridors traverse the Central Valley at 27,000 feet 
(8,230 meters) above MSL. These flight corridors connect northern and southern 
California (between Los Angeles, Sacramento, and Fresno) and are some of the 
busiest in the country. The flight corridors are located approximately 20 miles (32 
kilometers) on either side of the base. 

Private and commercial air traffic is frequent in the region near NAS Lemoore. 
Commercial and private aircraft routinely descend through the NAS Lemoore 
terminal radar approach control air traffic facility to land at one of the several 
private or commercial airports. Neighboring radar air traffic control facilities 
include Bakersfield to the south, Visalia to the east and Fresno to the north. 
Twelve private airports and three commercial airports (Harris Ranch, Hanford 
Municipal, and Corcoran Farms) surround the NAS Lemoore airspace. 

Low-altitude propeller aircraft such as crop dusters and light civilian aircraft 
generally use the private airports. Air traffic from these local private and 
commercial airports may receive air traffic control service from NAS Lemoore 
upon request. 

Accident Potential Zones 
At NAS Lemoore, most portions of the Clear Zone and APZs I and II fall within 
the boundaries of the base (Figure 3-20 in Section 3.3, Land Use and Airspace). 
There is one section of APZ II that extends beyond the northern and western 
boundary of the base, but there are no permanent structures located in this area. 
The area surrounding the base is agricultural land. All inhabitable Navy structures 
are located outside of the Clear Zone and APZ I and II (US Navy 1993b). None of 
the proposed project sites are located within the APZs. 
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3.11  Public Health and Safety 

ESQD Ares 
There are five ESQD arcs at NAS Lemoore. Figure 3-36 shows the ESQD arcs 
located on base. None of the proposed project sites are located within an ESQD 

arc. 

Electromagnetic Radiation 
The NAS Lemoore Master Plan has identified 12 HERO susceptible areas 
generated by on-base equipment (US Navy 1992c). No ordnance classified as 
HERO-unsafe is allowed within the specified distances. A transmitter in the air 
traffic control tower (Transmitter AN/URT 23) affects many facilities in the NAS 
Lemoore operations area (Figure 3-37). According to the Master Plan, an alternate 
site for this transmitter has been investigated, and in 1992 there were plans to 
relocate it (US Navy 1992c). The status of the relocation is unknown. None of 

the proposed project sites would be located within an EMR arc. 

3.11.3  NAF El Centra Alternative 

Region of Influence 
The region of influence for public health and safety includes airspace above and 
surrounding NAF El Centro, special use airspace, and areas within the APZs, 

ESQD arcs, and electromagnetic radiation arcs. 

Airspace Safety 
The control zone for airspace granted by the FAA for NAF El Centro is 
combined with that of the Imperial County Airport. Airspace allocated to 
Imperial County Airport abuts NAF El Centro airspace to the east. Imperial 
County Airport handles limited commercial passenger service (to and from San 
Diego and Los Angeles), mail, light cargo, and general aviation aircraft. Tower 
coordination between the NAF El Centro airfield and Imperial County Airport 
permits operational flexibility without hazard at either airfield (US Navy 1988a). 
NAF El Centro aircraft typically operate at 2,500 feet (742 meters) above MSL, 
while the pattern altitude for Imperial County Airport is 1,500 feet (457 meters) 

above MSL. 

The airspace controlled by NAF El Centro extends approximately 2.5 miles (4 
kilometers) eastward before encountering Imperial County Airport airspace. This 
truncated airspace necessitates some additional procedures in support of aircraft 
operations. First, military aircraft approaching runway 26 from the north must 
hold to a 3,000-foot (914-meter) altitude over Imperial County Airport airspace, 
descending rapidly thereafter to 1,500 feet (457 meters) over NAF El Centro 
airspace. Second, the airspace boundary also prevents elongation of the downwind 

leg on Runway 08 patterns. 
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3.11  Public Health and Safety 

Accident Potential Zones 
The Clear Zones for NAF El Centro lie immediately beyond the end of each 
runway and outward along the extended runway centerline for a distance of 3,000 
feet (914 meters). Clear Zones for NAF El Centro generally are located within the 
boundaries of the naval base except those for Runways 26 and 30, which extend 
nearly 3,000 feet (914 meters) beyond the eastern boundary of the base to lands 
currently devoted to agricultural uses with no habitable structures. The same 
condition exists to the west at the end of Runway 08, although much less land area 
is affected. This area also includes agricultural land with no habitable structures. 
Figure 3-25 in Section 3.3, Land Use and Airspace identifies the different zones on 

the base. 

Due to the existing runway configuration at NAF El Centro, APZs I and II extend 
beyond the station boundaries in nearly all directions, particularly to the 
northwest, west, east, and southeast. These areas are associated with the arrival 
and departure flight tracks for Runways 08, 26, and 30. APZ I at NAF El Centro 
is a rectangular area beyond the Clear Zone, which extends straight under the 
approaches and curves under the departure patterns for Runways 08 and 26. APZ 
II at NAF El Centro is curved because its centerline follows the flight paths of 
departing and arriving aircraft. It also extends beneath the entire length of the 
FCLP pattern. Although FCLPs are not the primary activity at NAF El Centro, 
the operations levels on Runways 08 and 26 justify an APZ II. None of the 
proposed project sites would be located within the APZs. 

Explosive Safety Quantity Distance Arcs 
The ESQD arcs at NAF El Centro are used to cover the maximum amount of 
ordnance authorized for storage or handling at each magazine or facility (US Navy 
1988a). There are two groups of ESQD arcs at NAF El Centro surrounding 
ordnance areas and ordnance loading pads adjoining the airfields (Figure 3-38). 
None of the proposed project sites would be located within an ESQD arc. 

Electromagnetic Radiation 
The NAF El Centro Master Plan has identified one electromagnetic radiation 
concern, which may affect ordnance, fuel', or personnel at NAF El Centro (US 
Navy 1988a). The Air Traffic Control Tower, (Building. 130) generates a 500-foot 
(152-meter) electromagnetic radiation arc (Figure 3-39). None of the proposed 
project sites would be within an EMR arc. 
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3.12 Hazardous Materials and Wastes 

3.12    HAZARDOUS MATERIALS AND WASTES 

This section describes the hazardous materials and wastes for each alternative base. 
Hazardous materials management, hazardous waste management, installation 
restoration program sites, asbestos, polychlorinated biphenyls, storage tanks and 
oil/water separators, pesticides, lead, ordnance, and radon are discussed. 

Hazardous Materials 

As defined by the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and 
Liability Act (CERCLA) of 1980, §§ 10(11)(33), 42 USC § 9601 et seq., as amended 
by Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA) of 1986, PL 99499, 
a hazardous material is a substance, pollutant, or contaminant that, due to its 
quantity, concentration, or physical and chemical characteristics, poses a potential 
hazard to human health and safety or to the environment if released into the 
workplace or the environment. The Navy's Environmental and Natural 
Resources Program Manual (Office of the Chief of Naval Operations Instruction 

[OPNAVLNST] 5090. IB [1994]) PL 99-499 (US Navy 1994h) states that hazardous 

materials include but are not limited to hazardous substances, hazardous waste, 

and any material that a handler or administering agent has a reasonable basis for 
believing would be injurious to the health and safety of persons or harmful to the 
environment if released into the workplace or the environment. 

Hazardous Wastes 
The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) of 1976, 42 USC § 6901 et 
seq., Title 40 CFR §§ 240-280, as amended by the Hazardous and Solid Waste 
Amendments (HSWA) of 1984 (PL 98-616) define a hazardous waste as a solid 
waste, or combination of wastes, which due to its quantity, concentration, or 
physical, chemical, or infectious characteristics, may cause, or significantly 
contribute to, an increase in mortality or an increase in serious irreversible, or 
incapacitating reversible illness; or pose a substantial present or potential hazard to 
human health or the environment when improperly treated, stored, disposed of, 
or otherwise managed. A solid waste is a hazardous waste if it is not excluded 
from regulation as a hazardous waste (40 CFR § 261.4(b)); exhibits any ignitable, 
corrosive, reactive, or toxic characteristic; or is listed in Subpart D of RCRA. 

RCRA, 40 CFR § 260 et seq., requires cradle-to-grave management of hazardous 
wastes through a record-keeping system that requires the manifesting of properly 
labeled hazardous waste shipments from point of generation to ultimate disposal. 
Also required by federal and California law are proper labeling, storage, 
containerization, training, and emergency procedures for hazardous waste. 

Each base presently conducts industrial operations in support of its mission to 
maintain and operate aviation activities and other operational forces of the Navy. 
These operations generate waste materials, which include hazardous wastes. 
Hazardous wastes generated at each base must be containerized, labeled, stored, 
and transported off the base in accordance with USEPA, State, and Navy 
requirements for hazardous waste storage and disposal (US Navy 1994h). 
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Installation Restoration Program 
OPNAVINST 5090. IB (1994) provides Navy policy for the restoration of 
contaminated sites (US Navy 1994h). The purpose of the Installation Restoration 
Program (IRP) is to identify, investigate, and clean up or control releases of 
hazardous substances from past waste disposal operations and hazardous material 
spills at Navy facilities. 

The IRP provides for compliance with the procedural and substantive 
requirements of CERCLA, §§ 101(14)(33), 42 USC § 9601 et seq., as amended by 
SARA, PL 99-499, as well as regulations issued under these acts or by State law. 
Although the IRP is primarily intended to clean up past releases of hazardous 
waste, it may address the cleanup of past releases of any pollutant and/or 
contaminant that endangers public health, welfare, or the environment, including 
petroleum, oil, and lubricant products. Cleanup of past contamination from 
underground storage tanks (USTs) and corrective action for past contamination at 
RCRA sites may be part of the IRP (US Navy 1994h). 

CERCLA requires that all federal facilities comply with state and federal laws with 
regard to the remediation process. The IRP follows this process and includes the 
following phases: 

Site discovery (SD) and notification; 

Preliminary assessment (PA); 

Site inspection (SI); 

Hazard ranking system (HRS); 

Remedial investigation (RI)/feasibility study (FS); 

Record of decision (ROD); 

Remedial design (RD)/remedial action (RA); 

Long-term monitoring; and 

Site closure. 

Asbestos 
The USEPA, the Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA), and 
the State of California regulate asbestos-containing material (ACM) remediation. 
Asbestos fiber emissions into the ambient air are regulated in accordance with the 
Clean Air Act, as amended § 112, 42 USC § 7401 et seq., which established the 
National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP). 
NESHAP regulations address the demolition or renovation of buildings with 
ACM (40 CFR §61). The Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) (40 CFR 
§ 763(E) and the Asbestos Hazardous Emergency Response Act (AHERA), PL 99- 
519, provide the regulatory basis for handling ACM in school buildings. AHERA, 
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40 CFR § 763(E), and OSHA regulations provide protection for employees who 
encounter or remediate ACM. 

Renovating or demolishing buildings with ACM can release asbestos fibers into 
the air by disturbing/damaging various building materials, such as pipe and boiler 
insulation, acoustical ceilings, sprayed-on fireproofing, and other materials used 
for soundproofing or insulating. Only friable ACM, such as those listed above, is 
considered a health risk. Nonfriable ACM, such as transite piping, shingles, or 
floor tile, is not a health risk unless it is mechanically abraded to produce dust. 

Polychlorinated Biphenyls 

Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), which are electrically nonconductive and stable 
at high temperatures, may be found in the dielectric fluids of electrical equipment, 

including transformers and capacitors, particularly if such equipment was 

manufactured before the early 1970s. PCBs are also found in other manufactured 

items, including light fixtures, ballasts, hydraulic systems, and as plasticizers and 
fire retardants in many solid materials. 

The USEPA regulates the disposal of equipment containing PCBs in 
concentrations of 50 parts per million (ppm) or greater under TSCA, 15 USC 
§ 2601 et seq., which bans the manufacture, processing, and distribution in 
commerce of PCBs, with limited, specific exceptions for some PCBs used in 
totally enclosed systems. USEPA disposal regulations distinguish between PCB- 
contaminated electrical equipment, defined as that containing PCBs in 
concentrations 50 ppm or greater, but less than 500 ppm, and electrical equipment, 
such as a PCB transformer, in which the concentration of PCBs is at least 500 
ppm. Primary federal regulations for controlling existing PCBs are found in 40 
CFR § 761. California regulations, however, are more stringent than their federal 
equivalents and are found in California Code of Regulations (CCR). Within 
California, a waste fluid containing 5 ppm PCBs or more is regulated as hazardous 
waste. 

In accordance with Navy procedures and applicable federal and state regulations, 
all Navy shore activities must inventory annually all PCB waste that they 
generate, treat, store, or dispose. The California Environmental Protection 
Agency's Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) regulates PCBs as a 
non-RCRA hazardous waste. OPNAVINST 5090. IB (1994) specifies eliminating 
all transformers containing 500 ppm or more PCBs by October 1998 and 
eliminating all transformers containing 50 ppm or more PCBs by October 2003. 

Storage Tanks and Oil/Water Separators 
Both underground storage tanks (UST) and aboveground storage tanks (AST) are 
used to store hazardous substances and petroleum products at locations 
throughout the Navy bases. Because oil/water separators (OWS) are often below 
ground and can create environmental issues similar to USTs, they are included in 
this discussion. 
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USTs are subject to federal regulations of RCRA (40 CFR § 280), as mandated by 
the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments of 1984, PL 98-616. The State of 

California has adopted regulations under 23 CCR § 2600 et seq. California 
regulations are more stringent than the federal regulations and require secondary 
containment on both the tank and piping systems installed after January 1, 1984. 

ASTs are regulated under California Health and Safety H&S Code, H&S Code § 
25270 et seq., the Uniform Fire Code, and the National Fire Protection 
Association regulations. The mechanism used for cleanup and prevention of spills 
is SB 1050 of January 1990. 

Fuel is transported and stored according to USEPA and Navy regulations at each 
naval base. Each naval base has a fuel storage area, identified as a fuel farm. Fuels 

stored at the fuel farm may include jet fuel (JP-5 or JP-8), automotive motor gas, 
diesel fuel, used oil, and propane. Fuel is transported to the fuel farm by 
underground pipelines from off-base sources or delivered by tanker trucks to a 
receiving island at the fuel farm. The fuels are stored in aboveground or 
underground storage tanks equipped with visible and audible high-level tank 
alarms for leak detection. Each naval base with air operations has aircraft refueling 
stations, which dispense JP-5 or JP-8 to aircraft. 

Pesticides 

The registration and use of pesticides are regulated under the Federal Insecticide, 

Fungicide and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA) of 1972, as amended (7 USC § 136 et 
seq.). Pest Management activities are subject to federal regulations contained in 40 
CFR S§ 162, 165, 166, 170, and 171, and California regulations contained in 3 
CCR § 6000 et seq. 

Lead 
Lead was a major ingredient in house paint used throughout the country and at 
naval bases for many years. In 1978, the maximum lead content was reduced to 
0.06 percent of newly applied dry paint. Lead-based paint use was discontinued in 
1980. 

Lead-based paints (LBPs) are defined by the US Department of Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD) as paints containing lead in concentrations either 
greater than or equal to 5 percent by weight, or greater than or equal to 1.0 
milligrams per square centimeter. Lead-based paints, which are nonadhering to 
the substrate, must be removed prior to demolition. If adhering to the substrate, 
LBPs can be left on the structures, or removed only in localized areas depending 

• on the type of demolition practices. 

The California Division of OSHA Construction Lead Standard regulates the 
exposure of employees to lead during construction work (28 CCR § 1532.1). 
Although paints may be below the HUD definition for "lead-based paints," these 
paints may contain some lead and may result in lead exposure to workers if 
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demolition practices, such as torching and power-cutting, are utilized. Employees 
must be notified of lead hazards in the surroundings or in working conditions, and 
appropriate dust control and personal protective demolition procedures must be 
followed. 

The TSCA (15 USC § 2682) addresses lead-based paint hazards, and protects the 
general public from exposure to lead hazards. 

Radon 
Radon is a colorless and odorless radioactive gas produced by radioactive decay of 
naturally occurring uranium to radium. Radium, of which radon gas is a by- 
product, is found in high concentration in rocks containing uranium, granite, 
shale, phosphate, and pitchblende. Atmospheric radon is diluted to insignificant 
concentrations. Radon present in soil; however, can enter a building through 
small spaces and openings, accumulating in enclosed areas, such as basements. The 
cancer risk caused by inhaling radon is currently a topic of concern. 

The amount of radon is measured in picocuries per liter of air (pCi/L). The 
average indoor level is estimated to be 1.3 pCi/L, and about 0.4 pCi/L of radon is 
usually found in the outside air (US Public Health Service 1989). There are no 
laws that require testing and remediating for radon, but the USEPA has made 
recommendations for both housing and schools. For short-term testing (two to 90 
days), "charcoal canister," "alpha-track," "electret ion chamber," "continuous 
monitor," and "charcoal liquid scintillation" detectors are the most commonly 
used. For long-term testing (more than 90 days), alpha-track and electret ion 
detectors are commonly used. Long-term testing more accurately provides a year- 
round average radon level (US Public Health Service 1989). 

The Application of Radon Reduction Methods (USEPA 1988) summarizes the 
USEPA recommended action level of 4 pCi/L. It also provides guidance for 
action and recommends the following action schedule. 

• For radon concentrations greater than 200 pCi/L, action shall be 
initiated within a few weeks. 

• For radon concentrations in the range of 20 to 200 pCi/L, action shall 
be initiated within several months. 

• For radon concentrations in the range of 4 to 20 pCi/L, action shall be 
initiated within a few years (the higher the radon level, the more 
urgent the need for action). 

• For radon concentrations less than 4 pCi/L, no action is specifically 
recommended; however, many individuals may elect to further reduce 
radon concentrations in the range of 1 to 4 pCi/L. 
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3.12.1   Preferred Alternative: NAWS Point Mugu 

Region of Influence 
The ROI at NAWS Point Mugu includes the proposed project sites and operations 
areas for the E-2 squadrons realignment. 

Hazardous Materials Management 

Hazardous materials are used for various operations throughout the base and are 
managed under the NAWS Point Mugu Instruction 4110.1, Hazardous Materials 
Control and Management (US Navy 1997a). NAWS Point Mugu has submitted 
chemical lists in compliance with Section 311 of the Emergency Planning and 
Community Right-to-Know Act (EPCRA), § 311, 42 USC 11001 et seq., and 
emergency planning information in accordance with Sections 302 and 312 of 
EPCRA, §§ (302) (312), 42 USC 11001 et seq. Toxic chemical reports, Section 
313, were not submitted because the base did not exceed the minimum threshold 
use requirements (Hudson 1997). 

Hazardous materials used on the base include batteries, lubricants, paints, gasoline 
components, adhesives, and sealing compounds. Most of the hazardous materials 
are used for aviation activities and other facility operations. These materials are 
used and properly stored at the Building 383 compound (Environmental Materials 
Management Division), fuel farm, aircraft squadron hangars, maintenance 
buildings, and vehicle maintenance areas. Hazardous materials are also used and 
stored for cleaning and other maintenance operations throughout the base. 

Hazardous materials intended for immediate use are stored at virtually all the 
industrial and shop areas located at the proposed project sites. These materials are 
properly stored in hazardous materials storage lockers (Hudson 1997). 

Hazardous Waste Management 
The Hazardous Waste Annual Report indicates that NAWS Point Mugu produced 
approximately 826,000 pounds (375,000 kilograms) of hazardous waste in 1996. 
These wastes consist primarily of contaminated jet fuel, waste paint, spill residues, 
ethylene glycol, batteries, antifreeze, hydraulic fluid, photo processing waste 
materials, and waste cleaning compounds. Much of these wastes were recycled off 
base, including 525,000 pounds of waste oil and fuel (Hudson 1997). NAWS Point 
Mugu implements a Hazardous Waste Management Plan for the base (US Navy 
I996d). 

Hazardous wastes generated at NAWS Point Mugu are presently accumulated at 
satellite areas at or near the point of generation. The wastes are routinely picked 
up by representatives of the Environmental Materials Management Division and 
taken to a temporary central storage area where they are stored for less than 90 
days. Hazardous wastes are manifested and transported off the base by a 
commercial waste hauler, contracted by the Defense Reutilization and Marketing 
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Office (DRMO), to a USEPA-permitted storage, treatment, and disposal facility 
(Shide 1997a). 

Installation Restoration Program Sites 
The initial assessment study (IAS) for the IRP at NAWS Point Mugu identified 11 
potentially contaminated sites, which were evaluated with regard to contamination 
characteristics, migration pathways, and pollutant receptors (US Navy 1986a). 
Twenty-six additional sites have been identified, for a total of 37 IRP sites. These 
sites are undergoing remedial investigation, removal action, site inspection, or 
remediation (Granade 1997a). 

There are two IRP sites located within a proposed project location. Site 6, 
Building 311 yard, is located within the proposed engine maintenance shop, 
ground support maintenance shop, and ground support storage locations. Site 6 is 

also approximately 1,000 feet (305 meters) southwest of the proposed aircraft 
washrack location. Site 6 is a former dumping area and oil/water, separator 

location site. This site is undergoing remedial investigation. IRP site UST #6 is 

located at Building 553. Site UST #6 is undergoing remedial investigation. 

There are two potential hazardous waste sites within a 0.25-mile (0.4 kilometers) 
radius of the proposed project sites for this alternative. Site 7, the Electric 
Substation 680, is located approximately 600 feet (183 meters) southeast of the 
proposed aircraft washrack location (US Navy 1986a). IRP site 24, the former 
Ground Support Equipment Area, is located approximately 100 feet (31 meters) 
north of Building 385. 

Under the IRP, remedial actions are completed in consultation with the California 
DTSC. 

Asbestos 
An asbestos survey was conducted on 134 buildings at NAWS Point Mugu, 
Laguna Peak, San Nicolas Island, Camarillo Airport (CAMAIR), and Port 
Hueneme in 1995 and 1996. The survey included a field survey, sampling, and 
testing of suspected ACM. Based on the laboratory results, ACM was found in 
various building materials, including floor and ceiling tiles, insulation, and mastic 
(Le 1997). All identified ACM that presented a potential health and safety concern 
was abated. ACM present at the proposed project sites and that remaining at 
other locations will be abated, if it presents a potential health and safety concern, 
during renovation projects (Le 1997). 

Polychlorinated Biphenyls 
There are 12 PCB equipment (500 ppm or above) and 35 PCB-contaminated (at or 
above 50, but below 500 ppm) transformers located on the base. Several other 
transformers containing PCB concentrations below 50 ppm are also located on 
base. PCB equipment transformers are scheduled for replacement in 1998, and 
PCB-contaminated transformers are scheduled for replacement in 2003 (Le 1997). 
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PCB equipment and PCB-contaminated equipment are not present at any of the 
proposed project sites. In addition, there are no records of any PCB equipment or 
PCB-contaminated equipment ever being present at any of these sites. PCB- 
containing electrical equipment, such as light fixtures and ballasts may be present 

at the proposed project sites. 

There have been no known releases of dielectric fluid or transformer explosions at 

any of the proposed project sites. 

Storage Tanks and Oil/Water Separators 
Both USTs and ASTs are used to store hazardous substances and petroleum 
products throughout the base. There are 18 USTs and 83 ASTs located on the 
base. Sixty-six UST facilities have had releases; 49 of the facilities have been 
closed. Cleanup has been completed at one site and closure is pending. One site is 
undergoing cleanup, and six have been transferred to the IRP. The remaining nine 

sites have been assessed and are awaiting closure (Granade 1997a). 

JP-5 is transported to NAWS Point Mugu by bulk fuel transport trucks from the 
Defense Fuel Supply Point in San Pedro. The fuel is stored at the fuel farm in 
three ASTs with a capacity of 334,500 gallons (1,266,216 liters) each and three 
ASTs with a capacity of 121,800 gallons (461,062 liters) each, providing a total 
capacity of 1,368,900 gallons (5,181,834 liters). Current throughput is 
approximately one million gallons per month (Granade 1997a). The fuel storage 
tanks are presently being upgraded to meet environmental requirements, and 
modern control systems (high level alarms, etc.) are being installed. Jet fuel JP-8 is 
stored in the remaining available tanks. When the upgrade project is complete, the 
excess tank capacity will be available for storage of JP-5 (Norris 1997). 

Aircraft fueling occurs on the aircraft parking apron and in the ammunition 
loading revetment. The fuel is transported from the fuel storage facility by 
designated trucks identified as airplane side refueling vehicles. There are three 
refueling vehicles and one fueler/defueler presently in operation. Because JP-5 and 
JP-8 fuels are compatible, purging tanks between loads is not required (Parisi 

1997a). 

An Oil and Hazardous Substance Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure 
Plan (SPCC) plan is implemented for the base (US Navy 1995e). Spill response 
equipment is stored at each fuel storage area, and the Fire Department responds to 
any spills over 5 gallons (19 liters) on pavement and any spills to soil or water. 

There are 17 active OWSs located in the operations area of the base that receive a 
variety of oil and wastewater mixtures from the wash rack (Granade 1997a). Most 
of the OWSs are below ground. Water collected in four of the units is discharged 
to an oily waste treatment unit at the fuel farm for pretreatment. Once the oil is 
removed from the wastewater, the remaining effluent is discharged to the sanitary 

sewer. The remaining 13 OWSs discharge directly to the sanitary sewer. 
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There is one OWS present at the proposed engine maintenance shop, ground 
support storage and ground support maintenance shop location (Building 311). 
One OWS is located at Building 759, which is adjacent to the proposed engine test 
cell pad (Granade 1997a). 

Pesticides 
Pesticides are applied on an as-needed basis throughout the base by a contractor. 
The contractor supplies the pesticides and there is no storage at NAWS Point 
Mugu (Casuga 1997). Past usage included common pesticides such as chlordane 
and dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane (DDT), which were banned in 1988 and 
1971, respectively. NAWS Point Mugu implements a pest management plan 
which specifies the terrain to be treated, the type of pest, pesticide product name 
and USEPA registration number, and the mixing concentration or rate of 

application. 

Soil samples were collected throughout approximately 2,500 acres of wetland and 

former wetland areas at NAWS Point Mugu as part of the IRP. Analysis included 

pesticides due to the past usage of pesticides in the area. Analytical results 
indicated that pesticides were present in the samples collected. Although NAWS 
Point Mugu historically applied pesticides in the area, the wetland area is 
potentially affected by over 100 square miles (160 square kilometers) of farmland 
upgradient of the base. The affected area is still under investigation, and 
remediation will be conducted based on the investigation results (Granade 1997a). 

Lead 
A lead-based paint (LBP) survey of NAWS Point Mugu residential buildings was 
conducted in 1994. LBP has been removed from various buildings as part of 
refurbishing and upgrading projects (Le 1997). DOD regulations do not require 
surveying nonresidential structures for LBP, but LBP is likely to be present in 
buildings constructed before 1978. 

Ordnance 
Although no known manufacture or disposal of ordnance has been conducted at 
any of the proposed project sites, ordnance is loaded aboard aircraft at the 
outboard areas of the aircraft parking aprons in the combat aircraft ordnance area. 
This practice requires parked aircraft to be towed out of the ordnance area and 
portions of maintenance hangars evacuated during loading procedures. Because 
ordnance is not manufactured or disposed, an unexploded ordnance/explosive 
ordnance disposal (UXO/EOD) survey has not been conducted on the base (Shide 

1997b). 

Radon 
The Navy conducted a radon facility screening survey of buildings and housing at 
the installation in 1993. No radon concentrations above the action level of 4 
pCi/L were detected, and no further action is planned based on these results (Le 
1997). 
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3.12.2  NAS Lemoore Alternative 

Region of Influence 
The ROI at NAS Lemoore includes the proposed project sites and operations areas 

for the E-2 squadrons realignment. 

Hazardous Materials Management 
Hazardous materials are used in various operations throughout the base and are 
managed in accordance with NAS Lemoore Instruction (NASLEMINST) 4110.2. 

NAS Lemoore has submitted a list of chemicals in compliance with Section 311 of 
EPCRA, § 311, 42 USC 11001 et seq., and emergency planning information in 
accordance with Section 302 of EPCRA, §§ (302) (312), 42 USC 11001 et seq., (US 
Navy 1994d). 

Hazardous materials used on the base include lubricants, degreasers, cleaners, paint 
strippers, solvents, acids, and pesticides (US Navy 1994d). Most of the hazardous 
materials are used for airfield operations and industrial support. These materials 
are used at the following locations: 

• Buildings 217, 218, 247, 248, 277, 278, 307, 308, 337, and 338 High 
Speed Refuelers; 

• Building   170 Jet  Maintenance  Shop   (aircraft  paint,   plating,   and 
cleaning); 

• Buildings 173,174, and 175 Turbo-jet Engine Test Cells; 

• Building 179 Ground Equipment Maintenance Facilities; 

• Building 188 Air Frames Shop; and 

• Building 722 Drinking Water Treatment Plant. 

Buildings 774 and 775 house the flammable storage area. This is a supply storage 
area for flammable liquids, gases, and solids used throughout NAS Lemoore. A 
separate paint storage area used by the Department of Public Works is also located 
within the warehouse (US Navy 1994d). Small quantities of hazardous materials 
are used for cleaning and other maintenance operations throughout the base. 

Hazardous materials are not stored at any of the proposed project sites. 
Hazardous materials are delivered and picked-up daily for transfer to the satellite 

accumulation area (Mora 1997b). 

Hazardous Waste Management 
NAS Lemoore possesses an active USEPA generator number and generated 
approximately 280 tons (254 metric tons) of hazardous waste in 1993. Hazardous 
wastes are generated from aircraft-related activities and consist primarily of 
asbestos, contaminated soil, empty containers, waste asphalt, waste paint, 
contaminated jet fuel, spill residues, ethylene glycol, waste methyl alcohol, and 
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waste cleaning compounds (US Navy 1994d). The only extremely hazardous 
wastes generated on a regular basis are PCB-containing ballast fluids and waste 
mercury (US Navy 1994d). 

Hazardous wastes are collected from satellite accumulation areas throughout the 
base on a daily basis, and transferred to the Department of Public Works 
hazardous waste less than 90-day storage compound (Building 748). Hazardous 
wastes are stored at this facility for up to 90 days. The wastes are then manifested 
and transported off the base by Laidlaw Environmental Services under contract 
with the DRMO. The wastes are transported to Laidlaw treatment, storage, and 

disposal facilities on the East Coast (Smith 1997a; 1997b). 

Hazardous wastes are not stored at any of the proposed project sites. Hazardous 
wastes are picked-up daily for transfer to the satellite accumulation area (Mora 

1997b). 

Installation Restoration Program Sites 
Based upon results of a 1984 IAS, a 1986 Verification Phase/Confirmation Study, 
and California DHS and NAS Lemoore recommendations, a total of 17 potentially 

contaminated sites were identified for inclusion in the IRP. An RI/FS Final Work 
Plan was completed for the hazardous waste disposal sites and contaminated areas 
caused by past hazardous waste storage, handling, or disposal practices at NAS 
Lemoore. Two of the sites have been combined for the purpose of further 
investigation due to their proximity (US Navy 1994d). Table 3-46 identifies sites 
within a 0.25-mile (0.4-kilometer) radius of the proposed project sites for this 
alternative. There are no IRP sites located within a proposed project location. 

All identified IRP sites are being investigated under CERCLA and will be 
remediated if determined to be necessary by the regulatory agencies. Remedial 
action is completed according to the requirements of the Central Valley RWQCB, 
Kings County, and the California DTSC. 

Asbestos 
Asbestos surveys of existing facilities were conducted in two phases; the initial 
phase was conducted in October through December 1992 and the follow-up 
second phase was conducted in September through November 1993. Friable or 
damaged ACM identified in this survey were abated. As renovation of buildings is 
conducted, ACM will be abated if it presents a potential health and safety concern. 
Although ACM remains in buildings on the base, it is nonfriable and does not 
represent a threat to persons working in these areas (Mora 1997b). 

Polychlorinated Biphenyls 
There are three transformers on the base containing PCB concentrations less than 
5 ppm. Transformers that were determined to contain PCB concentrations above 
5 ppm have had the dielectric fluid replaced with non-PCB fluid (Smith 1997c). 
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Table 3-46 
IRP Sites at NAS Lemoore within One Quarter Mile of the Proposed Project Sites 

Site# Site Name Approximate Location 

2 Pesticide rinse area 
(Building 752) 

3 Pesticide rinse area 

(Building 50) 

5/9 

10 

11 

Fire fighting school 
/industrial 
treatment sludge 
ponds 

Landing strip 

PCB-contaminated 
soil (Building 3) 

1,300 feet (396 meters) southwest of the proposed BEQ site 

300 feet (91 meters) southwest of the proposed avionics shop (Building 

160) site 

400 feet (122 meters) southeast of the proposed OTF site 

600 feet (183 meters) northwest of the proposed aviation supply- 
warehouse (Building 140) site 

700 feet (213 meters) south of the proposed airframe shop site 

900 feet (274 meters) west of the proposed ground support storage and 
maintenance shop (Building 179) site 

1,100 feet (335 meters) west of the proposed engine test cell site 

1,200 feet (366 meters) southwest of the proposed engine maintenance 
shop (Building 170) site 

750 feet (229 meters) southwest of the proposed OTF site 

900 feet (274 meters) southwest of the proposed avionics shop (Building 
160) site 

1,000 feet (305 meters) southwest of the proposed airframe shop site 

1,100 feet (335 meters) west of the proposed aviation supply warehouse 
(Building 140) site 

1,250 feet (381 meters) southeast of the proposed AEWWINGPAC 
administration building site 

1,200 feet (366 meters) northeast of the proposed BEQ site 

500 feet (152 meters) north of the proposed AEWWINGPAC 
administration building site 

1,000 feet (305 meters) northwest of the proposed OTF site 
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Table 3-46 
IRP Sites at NAS Lemoore within One Quarter Mile of the Proposed Project Sites (continued) 

Site# Site Name Approximate Location 

13       Transformer 
storage area 
(Building 50) 

200 feet (61 meters) southeast of the proposed OTF site 

300 feet (91 meters) west of the proposed avionics shop (Building 160) 

UST fuel spills 
(Building 173 and 
174) 

site 

600 feet (183 meters) southwest of the proposed airframe shop site 

700 feet (213 meters) northwest of the proposed aviation supply 
warehouse (Building 140) site 

800 feet (244 meters) west of the proposed ground support storage and 

maintenance shop (Building 179) site 

1,000 feet (305 meters) west of the proposed engine test cell site 

1,100 feet (335 meters) southwest of the proposed engine maintenance 

shop (Building 170) site 

1,300 feet (396 meters) southeast of the proposed AEWWINGPAC 
administration building site 

14       UST fuel spills 200 feet (61 meters) northwest of the proposed ground support storage 
and maintenance shop (Building 179) site 

400 feet (122 meters) northwest of the proposed engine test cell site 

400 feet (122 meters) southwest of the proposed engine maintenance 
shop (Building 170) site 

500 feet (152 meters) northeast of the proposed avionics shop (Building 
160) site 

600 feet (183 meters) north of the proposed aviation supply warehouse 
(Building 140) site 

700 feet (213 meters) southeast of the'proposed airframe shop site 

1,000 feet (305 meters) east of the proposed OTF site 

16       Sludge drying beds      900 feet (274 meters) southeast of the proposed AEWWINGPAC 
administration building site 

800 feet (244 meters) southwest of the proposed OTF site 

1,100 feet (335 meters) west of the proposed avionics shop (Building 
160) site 

1,200 feet (366 meters) southwest of the proposed airframe shop site 

Source: US Navy 1994d. 

Sludge drying beds 
and pond (north of 
Building 65) 
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No PCB equipment or PCB-contaminated equipment is present at any of the 
proposed project locations. In addition, there is no record of any PCB equipment 
or PCB-contaminated equipment at any of these locations. PCB-containing 
electrical equipment, such as light fixtures and ballasts, may be present at the 

proposed project locations. 

There have been no known releases of dielectric fluid or transformer explosions at 
any of the proposed project locations. 

Storage Tanks and Oil/Water Separators 

Both USTs and ASTs are used to store hazardous substances and petroleum 
products throughout the base. There are 30 USTs ranging in capacities from 4,122 
gallons (15,603 liters) to 596,262 gallons (2,257,090 liters), and 44 ASTs ranging 
from 10 gallons (31 liters) to 8,000 gallons (30,283 liters) in capacity on the base 
(US Navy 1997b, US Navy 1997c). These tanks store waste oil and fuel for 
generator, vehicle, and aircraft operations at the base. 

JP-5 jet fuel is transported to NAS Lemoore via a pipeline from Fresno. The 
pipeline terminates at the fuel farm in the south Operations Area where six JP-5 
USTs have a combined total capacity of 2,624,000 gallons (9,932,890 liters). From 
these receiving tanks, jet fuel is distributed by pipeline to five 119,478-gallon 
(452,260-liter) USTs, each adjacent to the aircraft parking aprons and hangars on 
the base. These tanks in turn supply ten high-speed aircraft refueling stations in 
the operations area of the base, two at each of the five hangars (US Navy 1994d). 

The refueling stations are at Buildings 217, 218, 247, 248, 277, 278, 307, 308, 337, 
and 338. Each station includes a 125,000-gallon (473,175-liter), single-walled UST 
for JP-5 equipped with high/low-level alarms and high-level shut-off valves. The 
tanks and piping are wrapped and have cathodic protection. Fuel supplied to the 
refueling stations passes through filters in a filter room near each UST (US Navy 
1994d). 

Jet engine test cell 3 (Building 175) is served by one 20,000-gallon (75,703-liter) JP-5 
UST, and test cell 2 (Building 174) is served by a partially excavated 10,000-gallon 
(37,854-liter) JP-5 UST. There is a 500-gallon (1,837-liter) AST outside of Building 
175 that stores preservation oil. A starting engine test cell and AST (less than 500 
gallons) (less than 1,873 liters) in the storage yard of Building 175 have no 
secondary containment (US Navy 1994d). 

Fifty USTs have been removed from the base and five USTs are in the process of 
closure and await removal. Fifteen of these removed USTs have been reported as 
leaking, and monitoring of the sites is being conducted under RWQCB oversight 
(Ike 1997). 

NAS Lemoore has implemented a SPCC plan for the base (NASLEMINST 5090). 
Spill  response  equipment  is stored at each fuel  storage  area,  and the  Fire 
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Department responds to any spills over 5 gallons on pavement and any spills to 
soil or water (US Navy 1994d). 

There are three active OWSs at NAS Lemoore. One is located at Building 765 
(Public Works Transportation), one at the MRW car wash, and one at Building 
945 (Hobby Shop). Water collected in the units is discharged to the sanitary 
sewer. There are no OWSs present at any of the proposed project locations (Mora 
1997b). 

Pesticides 
Pesticides are applied throughout the base by certified station or contracted 
personnel. Past usage includes common pesticides, such as chlordane and DDT, 
which were banned in 1988 and 1971, respectively. NAS Lemoore implements a 
pest management plan which specifies the area to be treated, the type of pest, the 
frequency of application, pesticide product name and USEPA registration number, 
mixing concentration, and any special precautions or remarks (US Navy 1997d). 

Soil samples were collected from potential sources of pesticide contamination in 
June 1997. Storm water drainage ditches, Building 752, Building 50, the former 

landing strip used by crop dusting aircraft, and west of Public Works 
Transportation (PWT) (contractor rinse area) were sampled to determine the 
presence of residual pesticides. The sampling program was part of the IB. 
environmental investigation conducted through the IRP (Crane 1997). Although 
analytical results indicated that pesticides and their constituents were detected in 
the samples, a human health risk assessment and ecological risk assessment 
determined that these sites do not pose an unacceptable risk to human health or 
the environment (US Navy 1997d). 

Lead 

NAS Lemoore has not conducted a LBP survey of the residential buildings on the 
base (Rathbun 1997). DOD regulations do not require surveying nonresidential 
structures for LBP, but LBP is likely to be present in buildings constructed before 
1978. 

Ordnance 
Ordnance is loaded aboard aircraft at the outboard areas of the aircraft parking 
aprons at four temporary combat aircraft loading areas, authorized by CNO 
waiver. No known ordnance manufacture, storage, or disposal have been 
conducted at any of the proposed project locations (Winckelmann 1997). 

Radon 
The Navy conducted a radon facility screening survey of all buildings and housing 
at the installation in November 1989. No radon concentration above the action 
level of 4 pCi/L was detected at base facilities or housing units and no further 
action is planned based on these results (Hudson 1997). 
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3.12.3  NAF El Centro Alternative 

Region of Influence 
The ROI at NAF El Centro includes the proposed project sites and operations 

areas for the E-2 squadrons realignment. 

Hazardous Materials Management 
Hazardous materials are used in various operations throughout the base and are 
managed in accordance with the Hazardous Materials Management Plan of 
September 26, 1997. NAF El Centro has submitted a list of chemicals in 
compliance with Section 311 of EPCRA, § 311, 42 USC 11001 et seq., and 
emergency planning information in accordance with Section 302 and 312 of 

EPCRA, §§ (302) (312), 42 USC 11001 et seq., (Bay 1997c). 

Hazardous materials used by divisions, departments, and tenants on the base are 
listed on the authorized user list, which is submitted to the Hazardous Materials 
Division. Most of the hazardous materials are used at operation and shop areas. 
Each department has their own hazardous materials storage locker, but the 
Hazardous Materials Center stores the reusable hazardous materials. Small 
quantities of hazardous materials are also used for cleaning and other maintenance 
operations throughout the base. 

Hazardous Waste Management 
Hazardous wastes are generated by NAF El Centro operations and by tenant 
activities. According to the NAF El Centro Hazardous Waste Annual Report, the 
total amount of hazardous waste generated in 1988 was approximately 140 tons 
(127 metric tons), and approximately 110 tons (100 metric tons) of hazardous 
waste were generated in 1989. The wastes consisted primarily of asbestos, 
contaminated soil, empty containers, waste asphalt, waste paint, contaminated jet 
fuel, spill residues, ethylene glycol, waste methyl alcohol, and waste cleaning 

compounds (US Navyl990a). 

Hazardous wastes generated at NAF El Centro are collected, packaged, and 
transferred from user/work areas to 29 temporary storage areas approved for less 
than 90 days of accumulation. The hazardous wastes are then transferred to the 
central hazardous waste storage area (also limited to 90 days of accumulation), 
from which they are manifested and transported off the base (Bay 1997c). ELTEX 
Chemical, under contract with the DRMO, transports the hazardous wastes to 
their processing facility in Houston, Texas (Tousseau 1997). 

Installation Restoration Program Sites 
In accordance with the IRP, preliminary assessments were conducted at NAF El 
Centro to identify potentially hazardous waste disposal sites and contaminated 
areas caused by past hazardous waste storage, handling, or disposal practices. 
Seventeen potentially contaminated sites were identified, and recommendations 
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have been made for further investigation of 15 of the 17 sites (US Navy 1990a). 
Two additional sites were closed by the DTSC in August 1997. 

IRP Site 14, a potassium ferricyanide spill area, is located approximately 800 feet 
(244 meters) southeast of the proposed aircraft hangar, aircraft parking apron, 
OTF, AIB, engine maintenance shop, engine test cell, ground support storage, 
ground support maintenance shop, avionics shop, airframe shop, Airborne Early 
Warning Wing Pacific (AEWWINGPAC) administration building, aviation supply 
warehouse, and vehicle parking locations. This site is located next to the photo 
lab and covers a 15-foot by 15-foot (4.6-meter by 4.6-meter) area. Spent potassium 
ferricyanide, kept in a 130-gallon (492-liter) tank outside the photo lab, spilled on 
the ground when the tank ruptured in 1981. Removing contaminated soil 

reportedly cleaned the site, but a bluish-green discoloration of the soil is still 
visible (US Navy 1990a). The DTSC approved the site for closure on August 20, 

1997. 

Under the IRP, all remaining 13 sites are being investigated and, if deemed 
necessary, will be remediated. In addition to the site investigations, the Colorado 
River Basin RWQCB has required hydrogeological assessment reports at sites 10 
and 17, and solid waste assessment tests at sites 1,2,and 3 in accordance with the 
Toxic Pits Cleanup Act, California Health & Safety Code § 25208 et seq., (US 
Navy 1990a). Remedial action will be completed according to the requirements of 
the Colorado River Basin RWQCB, Imperial County, and the California DTSC. 

There are no IRP sites identified within the proposed project sites. 

Asbestos 
An asbestos survey has been conducted at NAF El Centro and 221 buildings were 
inspected for ACM by the Navy industrial hygienist. Suspected ACM was 
sampled and analyzed by a Navy laboratory. Of the 221 buildings, 174 reportedly 
contain ACM. ACM that could potentially become friable was removed during 
the inspection. Family housing was not included in the survey as ACM had been 
removed prior to the inventory. Approximately 25 building have not been 
surveyed for ACM, and are scheduled for inspection in fiscal year 1998 (Bay 

1997c). 

ACM present at the proposed project sites and that remaining at other locations 
will be abated, if it presents a potential health and safety concern, during 

renovation activities. 

Polychlorinated Biphenyls 
There are approximately 58 PCB-containing transformers (PCB concentrations 
less than 50 ppm) located on the base. These transformers are scheduled for 
removal and replacement with non-PCB transformers in October 1997 (Bay 
1997c). No PCB equipment or PCB-contaminated equipment is present at any of 
the proposed project sites.   PCB-containing electrical equipment, such as light 
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fixtures and ballasts, may be present at the proposed project sites, but are 
scheduled for removal in October 1997. 

There have been no known releases of dielectric fluid or transformer explosions at 

any of the proposed project sites. 

Storage Tanks and Oil/Water Separators 
NAF El Centro is surveying the status of all abandoned and removed USTs and 

assessing regulatory compliance of all operational USTs. The base is also 

aggressively implementing a program to replace all USTs with ASTs when this 
option is the most feasible method of obtaining or maintaining compliance. The 
Underground Storage Tank Management Plan (US Navy 1995a) provides NAF El 
Centro with guidance on effective management approaches for achieving and 
maintaining compliance with all UST requirements and implementing preventive 

measures to avoid an unauthorized release from a UST. 

JP-5 is transported to NAF El Centro by pipeline from a fuel storage facility 
operated by Southern Pacific Pipeline near the City of Imperial. The pipeline is 
located along Aten Road and delivers jet fuel at a rate of 155 barrels per hour.- Jet 
fuel is also delivered to NAF El Centro by truck transportation. The pipeline 
terminates at the fuel farm located in the southeastern section of the base where 
three JP-5 storage tanks have a combined total capacity of 1,174,000 gallons 

(4,444,060 liters) (US Navy 1995a).    • 

Two active JP-5 jet fuel USTs located at the fuel farm are owned and operated by 
NAF El Centro. One 567,000-gallon (2,146,322-liter) UST is present at H-13, and 
one 40,000-gallon (15,416-liter) UST is present at H-14 (Sewester 1997b). An 
additional active 500-gallon (1,893-liter) JP-5 UST is present on the base at 1-15, but 
is owned and operated by Santa Fe Pacific Pipeline (US Navy 1995a). 

Although 89 USTs are documented as having been removed, there are 
approximately 72 suspected UST locations on the base (Bay 1997c). USTs are 
considered "suspect" either when information indicates that a tank may be 
present, but the presence cannot be confirmed; or when information indicates that 
a UST has been removed or abandoned, but no documentation is available (US 

Navy 1995a). 

Fifty-three ASTs are present on NAF El Centro, and a SPCC plan has been 
implemented for the base. Spill response equipment is stored at each fuel storage 
area, and the Fire Department responds to any spills over 5 gallons (19 liters) on 
pavement and any spills to soil or water. Fuel releases at the base have been 
remediated and the sites approved for closure (Bay 1997c). 

There is one closed-loop system located at the car wash, and the wastewater is 
recycled. No engine cleaning, radiator draining, or any activity that will 
contaminate the system is allowed.   An aircraft wash area is also available and 
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collects wastewater. Samples collected of this water have indicated the presence of 
less than 1-percent oil. Because oil or any POL contaminated water is allowed to 
be dumped in this area, and the hazardous waste concentration is below regulatory 
limits, no permits have been issued for these systems. 

Pesticides 
A contractor applies pesticides monthly, and on an as-needed basis, throughout the 
base. Past usage included common pesticides, such as chlordane and DDT, which 
were banned in 1988 and 1971, respectively. NAF El Centro implements a pest 
management plan which specifies the terrain to be treated, the type of pest, 
pesticide product name and USEPA registration number, and the mixing 
concentration or rate of application. Soil samples have not been collected to 

determine the presence of residual pesticides (Gallant 1997). 

Lead 
NAF El Centro conducted a LBP survey of the residential buildings on the base. 

Buildings containing LBP are being remediated systematically and on an as-needed 

basis (Bay 1997c). 

DOD regulations do not require the survey of nonresidential structures for LBP, 
but LBP is likely to be present in buildings constructed before 1978. A LBP 
survey of nonresidential buildings is scheduled for January 1998 (Bay 1997c). 

Ordnance 
Ordnance is loaded aboard aircraft at the outboard areas of the aircraft parking 
aprons in the combat aircraft ordnance area. This practice requires parked aircraft 
to be towed out of the ordnance area and portions of maintenance hangars 
evacuated during loading procedures. No known ordnance manufacture, storage, 
or disposal have been conducted at any of the proposed project locations (Bay 

1997c). 

Radon 
An initial radon facility screening survey of all housing at the installation was 
conducted and no radon concentrations above the action level of 4 pCi/L were 
detected. No further action is planned at the housing units based on these results. 
A second radon screening at the base is in progress and is scheduled to be 
completed in fiscal year 1998 (Bay 1997c). 
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CHAPTER 4 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

This chapter describes the potential environmental consequences associated with 
the realignment of the E-2 aircraft squadrons to one of the following naval air 
bases—Naval Air Weapons Station (NAWS) Point Mugu, Naval Air Station 
(NAS) Lemoore, and Naval Air Facility (NAF) El Centro. The Council on 
Environmental Quality regulations on implementing the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) state that the environmental consequences discussion shall 
include direct effects and their significance and indirect effects and their 

■ significance [40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) § 1502.16 (1997)]. Direct 
effects are caused by the action and occur at the same time and place [40 CFR 
§ 1508.8 (1997)]. Indirect effects are caused by the action and are later in time or 
farther removed in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable [40 CFR § 1508.8 

(1997)]. 

Impacts for the resource areas described in Chapter 3 are presented for each 
alternative. The resource area discussions begin with an introduction that includes 
planning issues for the resource area and is followed by the criteria used to 
determine the significance of an impact. Significant impacts and mitigation 
measures are numbered; less than significant impacts, including those that are 
beneficial, are listed separately from the significant impacts and are not numbered. 
Unavoidable impacts that cannot be mitigated to a less than significant level are 
also identified. Mitigation measures are identified for any impact determined to be 
significant. Table 4-1 provides a summary of environmental and socioeconomic 

impacts associated with the proposed action. 

4.1      BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
This section identifies potential consequences to biological resources that may 
result from implementing the proposed action at one of the alternative bases. The 
impact analysis compares projected conditions after realignment to the affected 
environments and ROIs described in Section 3.1, Biological Resources.    The 

0544 E-2 Aircraft Squadrons Realignment Final Environmental Impact Statement March 1998 
4-1 



4.1 Biological Resources 

Table« 
Summary of Potential Environmental and Socioeconomic Impacts 

'. ! REALIGNMENT ALTERNATIVES 

IMPACT ISSUES 

NAWS 
Point Mugu NAS 

(Preferred Alternative)      Lemoore 

Biological Resources 

Jurisdictional wetlands 

Special status species 

Vegetation and wildlife 

Marine resources 

Hydrology/Surface Water Quality 

Exposure to flood hazards 

Exceedence of storm water drainage capacity 

Surface water quality degradation 

Land Use and Airspace 
Compatibility with on-base land uses 

Consistency with AICUZ compatibility guidelines: safety 

Consistency with AICUZ compatibility guidelines: noise 

Exceedance of imaginary surface restrictions 

Compatibility with regional land uses 

Impacts to airspace operations 
Consistency with coastal zone policies 

Socioeconomics 

Population 
Employment 
Income 

Housing 
Business volume 
Net government revenues 

Traffic and Circulation 

Intersection operations 

Roadway segment operations 

Construction traffic 

Parking 

Air Quality 
Clean Air Act conformity 

Emissions of nonattainment pollutants 

Intersection carbon monoxide concentrations 

Noise 
Construction noise 

Aircraft noise 

Traffic noise 

LEGEND: 

9  — Significant and not mitigable impact 

vP  - Significant and mitigable impact 

d'   - Less than significant impact 

©  = No impact 

NAF 
El Centro 

o O  • ■ o 
© O 3 
© 0     . 0 
0 o O 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 •0 

0 0 . 0 
O O 0 
0 0 3 
o •     0 3 
0 0 0 
0 0 O 
0 o o 
0 © 0 
0 © 0 
0 © © 
0 © © 
0 ■ © © 
0 © © 

0 © © 
0 © © 
0 © © 
0 •  © 0 

3 © 0 
3 © O 
0 © © 

0 © © 
0 0 © 
0 0 © 
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Table 4-1 
Summary of Potential Environmental and Socioeconomic Impacts (continued) 

IMPACT ISSUES 

. Aesthetics and Visual Resources 

Visual character 

Sensitive views 

Consistency with plans and policies 

Utilities and Services 

Water supply 
Wastewater collection and treatment 
Storm water collection and treatment 
Solid waste collection and disposal 
Natural gas and electric services 
Schools 
Child care 
Health services 
Recreational and community facilities 
Police services 
Fire protection 

Cultural Resources 

Prehistoric resources 

Traditional cultural properties 

Historic archaeological resources 

Historic architectural resources 

Prehistoric subsurface deposits 

Historic subsurface deposits 

Public Health and Safety 
Airspace safety 
Accident potential zones 
Explosive safety quantity distance arcs 

Electromagnetic radiation 
Hazardous Materials and Wastes 

Hazardous materials management 
Hazardous wastes management 
Installation restoration program sites 

Asbestos 
PCBs 
Storage tanks and OWSs 

Pesticides 

Lead 
Ordnance 

Radon 

 REALIGNMENT ALTERNATIVES 

NAWS 
Point Mugu NAS NAF 

(Preferred Alternative)      Lemoore El Centre 

LEGEND: 

W -   Significant and not mitigable impact 

CP -   Significant and mitigable impact 

CD -   Less than significant impact 

CJ =   No impact 

© © . ..© 
© © © 
CD © © 

© © © 
© © © 
© © © 
© ©  . © 
© © © 
O 3 © 
© © © 
© © © 
© © © 
© © -I; 
© © © 

o o o 
o o o 
o o o 
o o. o 
0 o o 
o o o 
© © © 
© © © 
o o o 
o o o 
© © • © 
© © © 
© © © 
© '   © © 
o o o 
© © © 
o o o 
© © © 
0 o o 
0 o o 
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biological resources analysis is a qualitative evaluation of the nature and extent of 
change to existing biological resources that would occur -with the proposed action 

at one of the alternative bases. 

Significance Criteria 
The significance of a biological impact can be assessed at various geographical 
scales. Resources that are considered sensitive by federal, state, and/or local 
agencies for each base are the focus of this assessment. Implementation of the 
proposed action would have a significant impact if it would: 

• Substantially affect species listed as threatened or endangered by state 
and/or federal resource agencies and other species specifically protected 
by applicable laws (i.e. Marine Mammal Protection Act [MMPAJ; 

• Substantially affect sensitive habitats, including a) habitats that are 

restricted at a regional scale; b) habitats that serve as concentrated 
breeding or foraging areas and are limited in availability; and/or c) 

habitats that support substantial concentrations of one or more special 

status species; or 

• substantially affect resources considered to be significant by federal, state, 
or local agencies or authorities. 

Each alternative base was evaluated for impacts to 1) highly productive, rare, 
and/or protected plant communities; 2) federally threatened and endangered 
species and state-listed species of special concern; and 3) significant undisturbed 
vegetation and/or wildlife. Table 4-2 summarizes the potential impacts to 
biological resources identified in this analysis. 

Table 4-2 
Summary of Biological Resources Impacts 

REALIGNMENT ALTERNATIVES 

IMPACT ISSUES 

NAWS 
Point Mugu 

(Preferred Alternative) 
NAS 

Lemoore 
NAF 

ElCentro 

Jurisdictions! wetlands o o o 
Special status species CD o 3 
Vegetation and -wildlife 0 0 0 
Marine resources 0 O O 

LEGEND: 

9 - Significant and not mitigable impact 
CP - Significant and mitigable impact 
Ü) - Less tjian significant impact 
O - No impact 
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4.1.1     Preferred Alternative: NAWS Point Mugu 
The engine maintenance shop, ground support storage, ground support 
maintenance shop, airframe shop, dental clinic, and family service center would all 
be in renovated or rehabilitated existing facilities located in areas of existing 
development. The aircraft hangar and avionics shop would include the expansion 
of existing facilities. The aircraft hangar would also include the Applied 
Instruction Building (AB) and would be renovated. The Operational Trainer 
Facility (OTF) and associated parking lot would be new construction on existing 
paved areas, and the vehicle parking adjacent to 13th Street would be new 
construction on disturbed upland areas. Most of the proposed development would 

not affect any sensitive biological resources. 

less than Significant Impacts 
Jurisdictional wetlands. There would be no impacts to jurisdictional wetlands due 
to construction or expansion of the proposed facilities at NAWS Point Mugu. No 

mitigation is required. 

Special status species. Light-footed clapper rails have been documented in the 
southern, coastal portion of NAWS Point Mugu in an area near the engine test 
cell. Clapper rails are known to leave marsh areas during high tides when the 
marshlands are completely inundated and when individuals disperse to other 
habitat areas. There is. a slight possibility that increased traffic generated by the 
operation of the test cell could result in an individual being killed by a passing 
vehicle. However it is unlikely that this would increase the potential for mortality 
since traffic is estimated to increase by an average of one vehicle per day on 
Laguna Road over the existing 5,370 vehicles per day. To further reduce the 
potential for mortality to the light-footed clapper rail signs would be posted along 
the roads in the vicinity of the engine test cell to advise motorists of the potential 
for light-footed clapper rail to cross the road. Temporary signs would be placed 
along the road near the clapper rail habitat during high tides. 

Vegetation and wildlife. Construction and operations in support of the proposed 
action at NAWS Point Mugu would have a less than significant impact on 
vegetation and wildlife species. Approximately seven to 10 arroyo willows {Salix 
lasiolepis) would be affected by the proposed construction of a 375-space vehicle 
parking lot (0.5 acres or 0.2 hectares), and 1.3 acres (0.5 hectares) of landscaped and 
disturbed/ruderal habitat would be lost due to construction of the rest of the 
proposed facilities. This vegetation is used by species commonly found in urban 
environments. Because of the abundance of suitable landscaped areas on the 
nearby developed portions of the base and the creation of additional landscaping 
associated with the new construction, this impact is considered less than 
significant. No mitigation would be required. 

Marine resources. No significant impacts to any marine species are expected. The 
"touch-and-go" exercises and field carrier landing practices (FCLP's) associated 
with flight operations would not have any effect on subsurface marine biota. Based 
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on information on the abundance and distribution of marine mammals in the 
proposed project areas, and information on the ranges for the species involved, the 
proposed action does not pose a significant impact to marine mammals. Minimal 
impacts are expected from noise levels produced by the aircraft. At the most, 

' marine mammals could have a "startle-response" to overflight noise. E-2 aircraft 
produce very low noise levels compared to jet aircraft. Background (ambient) 

noise is often relatively high in the ROI. 

No significant impacts to the harbor seal (Phoca vitulina) population are expected 
since noise levels and overflight distance would be within the standard for already 
existing operations. Aircraft routinely fly below 1,000 feet (305 meters) while 
transitioning NAWS Point Mugu. The harbor seal population at NAWS Point 
Mugu is habituated to the noise and to the visual presence of the aircraft. They 
have continued to pup successfully in the vicinity of these air operations. Any 

impact to an individual pinniped would most likely be a short-term startle 
response to noise (i.e., if the aircraft happened to approach suddenly or at an 
altitude below 500 feet). The air traffic control pattern for fixed-wing approaches is 
long, and not over the central basin. Generally, the only time aircraft are below 
500 feet is when they are approaching runway 03/21 from the south for landing. 
In this event, an individual animal might experience a temporal behavioral 
response, most likely indicated by a sudden dive. Runway 09/27 would be used for 
most of the FCLP maneuvers. Overall, this population is acclimated to aircraft 

maneuvers that occur at Point Mugu. 

No impacts are expected for other inshore, or offshore marine mammals. Flight 
operations would not occur below 500 feet at the offshore zones. There would be 
no long-term or cumulative impact and no effect on the overall population 

4.1.2    NAS Lemoore Alternative 
All proposed construction within NAS Lemoore would occur in areas of current 
development and/or disturbed landscaped areas. The OTF, applied instruction 
building (AIB), Aircraft Intermediate Maintenance Department (AIMD) facilities, 
gymnasium, and portions of the Bachelor Enlisted Quarters (BEQ) would all be 
located in areas of current development. The proposed aircraft hangar, aircraft 
parking apron, Airborne Early Warning Wing Pacific (AEWWINGPAC) 
administration building, child development center, youth center, and aircraft 
washrack and portions of the BEQ would be located in areas of disturbed and/or 
landscaped grasses. These areas are frequently mowed and irrigated. The proposed 
construction projects would not have any significant impacts to biological 

resources. 

Less than Significant Impacts 
Jurisdktional wetlands. There would be no impacts to jurisdictional wetlands due 
to construction or expansion of the proposed facilities. Three wetlands occur near 
the operations area of the NAS Lemoore site; however, none occurs in or directly 
adjacent   to   proposed   project   locations.      No   wetlands   occur   within   the 
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Administration/Housing area of the NAS Lemoore site. No mitigation is 

required. 

Special status species. There would be no impacts to special status species due to 
construction or expansion of the proposed facilities. No special status plants 
and/or animals have been documented within the proposed project sites on NAS 

Lemoore. 

Vegetation and wildlife. Approximately 6.7 acres (2.7 hectares) of 
disturbed/ruderal habitat and landscaped area would be lost due to construction or 
expansion of the proposed facilities. This vegetation is used by species commonly 
found in urban environments. Because of the abundance of suitable landscaped 
areas on the nearby developed portions of the base, the creation of additional 
landscaping associated with the new construction, and the abundance of nearby 
agricultural and open areas, this impact is considered less than significant, and no 

mitigation would be required. 

4.1.3    NAF El Centro Alternative 
All proposed construction, including an aircraft hangar, aircraft parking apron, 
OTF, AB, AMD facilities, AEWWINGPAC administration building, aviation 
supply warehouse, vehicle parking area, engine test cell, BEQ, and child 
development center, would occur in areas that are currently developed, disturbed, 

or landscaped. 

Significant Impacts 
Impact 1: Special status species. Potentially significant and mitigable impacts would 
occur to one state and federal species of concern (the Western burrowing owl). 
The Western burrowing owl, a California and federal Species of Concern, was 
observed at the intersection of Taxiway D and Taxiway E during the July 29, 1997 
site visit. This area is adjacent to the proposed site for the majority of new 
construction at NAF El Centro, including the construction of the hangar, engine 

test cell, and supply warehouse. 

Mitigation 1. To avoid impacts to Western burrowing owls, a biologist would 
conduct a pre-construction survey within the disturbed habitat to ensure that no 
burrowing owls are nesting in the area and to determine if the site is burrowing 
owl habitat. If burrowing owls were found at the site, they would be relocated 
elsewhere on the base. Implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce 
the impact to a less than significant level. No Section 7 consultation would be 
required under the Endangered Species Act, 16 USC § 1531 et seq. 

Less than Significant Impacts 
Jurisdictional wetlands. There would be no impacts to jurisdictional wetlands due 
to construction or expansion of the proposed facilities. No mitigation is required. 
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Vegetation and wildlife. Approximately 17.1 acres (6.9 hectares) of 
disturbed/ruderal habitat and agricultural habitat would be lost due to 
construction or expansion of the proposed facilities. This vegetation is used by 
species commonly found in urban environments. Because of the abundance of 
suitable landscaped areas on the nearby developed portions of the base, the 
creation of additional landscaping associated with the new construction, and the 
abundance of nearby agricultural lands and open space, this impact is considered 
less than significant, and no mitigation would be required. 
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4.2      HYDROLOGY/SURFACE WATER QUALITY 

This section identifies potential consequences to hydrology and surface water 
quality that may result from implementing the proposed action at one of the 
alternative bases. The impact analysis compares projected conditions after 
realignment to the affected environments and the regions of influence described in 
Section 3.2, Hydrology/Surface Water Quality. 

Significance Criteria 
Implementation of the proposed action would have a significant 
hydrology/surface water quality impact if it would: 

• Increase flooding on or off site, or subject project components to the 
100-year recurrence flood; or 

• Increase runoff so as to exceed existing storm drainage capacity; or 

• Substantially degrade the quality of surface or groundwater. 

Table 4-3 summarizes the potential hydrology/surface water quality impacts 
identified in this analysis. 

Table 4-3 
Summary of Hydrology/Surface Water Quality Impacts 

REALIGNMENT ALTERNATIVES 

IMPACT ISSUES 

NAWS 
Point Mugu 

(Preferred Alternative) 
NAS 

Lemoore 
NAF 

ElCentro 

Exposure to flood hazards 

Exceedenee of storm -water drainage capacity 

Surface water quality degradation 

© 
© 
© 

o 
© 
© 

■ o 
© 
© 

LEGEND: 

w  -     Significant and not xnmgable impact 

\9  —     Significant and mitigable impact 

U-'   -     Less than significant impact 

Ly  =     No impact 

4.2.1      Preferred Alternative: NAWS Point Mugu 

Less than Significant Impacts 
Exposure to flood hazards. Although much of the base is mapped by the US Army 
Corps of Engineers as subject to 100-year flood hazards, the portion of the base 
where project improvements are proposed have been protected from flooding by a 
system of retaining walls and berms. None of the proposed new or expanded sites 
would be located within the base's flood hazard areas as mapped on the Master 
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Plan Environmental Constraints map. Therefore, no significant impacts are 
expected and no mitigation is required. 

Exceedence of storm water drainage capacity. The increase in the rate and volume of 
storm water runoff at NAWS Point Mugu from this alternative would not 
significantly affect the collection and treatment system. The volume and rate of 
storm water runoff at NAWS Point Mugu would increase slightly because 
impervious surfaces would increase by approximately 3 acres (1.2 hectares) from 
the proposed development and expansion of current facilities at NAWS Point 
Mugu. The storm water collection system would be adequate to accommodate the 
projected increase in storm water flows (Cervantes 1997). Minor improvements 
might be needed to tie into the system but no expansion of existing lines would be 

required. 

Surface water quality degradation. Implementation of the proposed action at 
NAWS Point Mugu could significantly alter surface water quality. Development 
of the 375 new parking spaces could result in the generation of oil and grease, 
which could be washed into the storm drain system and contaminate the receiving 
waters of Mugu Lagoon. In addition, site preparation for new construction could 
increase erosion and the potential for mobilizing existing soil contaminants, if 
present, or contaminants from accidental spills. 

The Navy is reviewing their Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan and will revise 
it as necessary to ensure that this action will be in compliance. The Navy will 
comply with the requirements of the Clean Water ACT (CWA), as amended, § 319, 
33 USC § 1329, that limit non-point source discharges of pollutants and sediments. 
New construction would be performed in compliance with the State of 
California's General Construction Storm Water Permit and the proposed project 
sites would be included in the base's Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP), in compliance with the State's General Industrial Storm Water Permit. 
Parking lot storm drains would be fitted with oil and grease traps or would drain 
into sand filters or other structural or nonstructural filters (i.e., grassy swale 
detention areas). Structural filters or traps would be cleaned as necessary to 
facilitate optimum effectiveness. Erosion control plans would be developed and 
implemented for any proposed project sites to be graded or left bare during the 
October-through-April rainy season. Therefore, these impacts would be less than 

significant^ 

Washwater rinsate from the cleaning of E-2C aircraft engines has the potential to 
contain levels of cadmium in excess of existing water quality standards. If such 
washwater rinsate were allowed to enter storm water drain system, it could result 
in possible contamination of storm water discharges. To prevent this potential 
environmental impact, all E-2C engine washing will be conducted in confined 
areas where washwater rinsate will be collected and not allowed to enter the storm 
drain system. The rinsate will then be subjected to appropriate industrial 

wastewater treatment. 

0544 E-2 Aircraft Squadrons Realignment Final Environmental Impact Statement March 1998 
4-10 



4.2 Hydrology/Surface Water Quality 

4.2.2      NAS Lemoore Alternative 

Less than Significant Impacts 

Exposure to flood hazards. Implementation of the proposed action at NAS 
Lemoore would not result in any flooding impacts because the proposed project 
sites would not be located in areas subject to flooding. No impact would occur 
and no mitigation would be required. 

Exceedence of storm water drainage capacity. The increase in storm water generated 
at NAS Lemoore from this alternative would not significantly affect the storm 
water infrastructure. The volume and rate of storm water runoff would increase 
slighdy at NAS Lemoore because impermeable surfaces would increase by 
approximately 7 acres (2.8 hectares) from the proposed development and expansion 
of current facilities. The storm water collection system is in good condition and 
can withstand most storm events. It would be adequate to accommodate the new 
construction and the projected increase in storm water flows (Stewart 1997). Minor 
upgrades might be needed to tie into the system but no mitigation would be 
required. 

Surface water quality degradation. Implementation of the proposed action at NAS 
Lemoore would not result in the significant degradation of surface water quality. 
Construction and operation of the new project facilities would increase the 
potential for non-point source discharges of pollutants. Parking lot storm drains 
would be fitted with oil and grease traps or would drain into sand filters or other 
structural or nonstructural filters (i.e., grassy swale detention areas). Structural 
filters or traps would be cleaned as necessary to facilitate optimum effectiveness. 
Erosion control plans would be developed and implemented for any proposed 
project sites to be graded or left bare during the October-through-April rainy 
season. The Navy would be required to comply with the requirements of the 
CWA, as amended, § 319, 33 USC § 1329, that limit non-point source discharges 
of pollutants and sediments. New construction would be performed in 
compliance with the State of California's General Construction Storm Water 
Permit and the proposed project sites would be included in the base's SWPPP, in 
compliance with the State's General Industrial Storm Water Permit. Therefore, 
no mitigation would be required. 

Washwater rinsate from the cleaning of E-2C aircraft engines has the potential to 
contain levels of cadmium in excess of existing water quality standards. If such 
washwater rinsate were allowed to enter storm water drain system, it could result 
in possible contamination of storm water discharges. To prevent this potential 
environmental impact, all E-2C engine washing will be conducted in confined 
areas where washwater rinsate will be collected and not allowed to enter the storm 
drain system. The rinsate will then be subjected to appropriate industrial 

wastewater treatment. 
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4.2.3      NAF El Centra Alternative 

Less than Significant Impacts 
Exposure to flood hazards. Implementation of the proposed action at NAF El 
Centro would not result in any flooding impacts because the proposed facilities 
would not be located in areas subject to flooding. No impact would occur and no 

mitigation would be required. 

Exceedence of storm water drainage capacity. The increase in storm water generated 
at NAF El Centro from this alternative would not significantly affect the storm 
water infrastructure. The volume and rate of storm water runoff would increase 
slightly because impermeable surfaces would increase by approximately 13.2 acres 
(5.28 hectares) from the proposed development and expansion of current facilities- 
at NAF El Centro. The storm water collection system would be adequate to 
accommodate the construction and the projected increase in storm water flows 
(Flowers 1997).). Minor upgrades might be needed to tie into the system but no 

mitigation would be required. 

Surface water quality degradation. Implementation of the proposed action at NAF 
El Centro would not result in the significant degradation of surface water quality. 
Construction and operation of the new project facilities would increase the 
potential for non-point source discharges of pollutants. Parking lot storm drains 
would be fitted with oil and grease traps or would drain into sand filters or other 
structural or nonstructural filters (i.e., grassy swale detention areas). Structural 
filters or traps would be cleaned as necessary to facilitate optimum effectiveness. 
Erosion control plans would be developed and implemented for any proposed 
project sites to be graded or left bare during the October-through-April rainy 
season. The Navy would be required to comply with the requirements of the 
CWA, as amended, § 319, 33 USC § 1329, that limit non-point source discharges 
of pollutants and sediments. New construction would be. performed in 
compliance with the State of California's General Construction Storm Water 
Permit and the proposed project sites would be included in the base's SWPPP, in 
compliance with the State's General Industrial Storm Water Permit. Therefore, 

no mitigation would be required. 

Washwater rinsate from the cleaning of E-2C aircraft engines has the potential to 
contain levels of cadmium in excess of existing water quality standards. If such 
washwater rinsate were allowed to enter storm water drain system, it could result 
in possible contamination of storm water discharges. To prevent this potential 
environmental impact, all E-2C engine washing will be conducted in confined 
areas where washwater rinsate will be collected and not allowed to enter the storm 
drain system. The rinsate will then be subjected to appropriate industrial 

wastewater treatment. 
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I 

4.3      LAND USE AND AIRSPACE 

This section identifies potential consequences to land use and airspace that may 
result from implementing the proposed action at one of the alternative bases. The 
impact analysis compares projected conditions after realignment to the affected 
environments and regions of influence described in 3.3, Land Use and Airspace. 
The analysis evaluates changes to existing land uses, compatibility of land use 
changes with the Air Installation Compatible Use Zone (AICUZ) program 
standards, and impacts upon existing air operations resulting from implementation 
of the proposed action at each alternative base. 

Significance Criteria 
Within a Navy facility, the base Master Plan and AICUZ identify land use 
designations and standards for land use compatibility based on noise and safety 
conditions. County master plans designate land uses off base, however, 
consistency with AICUZ recommendations is also encouraged. An impact 
associated with siting of the E-2 aircraft or associated structures, whether it be on 
base or off base, is significant if it is incompatible with existing land uses, existing 
noise conditions, or accident potential zones as established in these documents. 
Impacts to airspace operations occur if the proposed action affects the way airspace 
is being used. 

Table 4-4 summarizes the potential land use and airspace impacts identified in this 
analysis. 

Table 4-4 
Summary of Land Use and Airspace Impacts 

REALIGNMENT ALTERNATIVES 

IMPACT ISSUES 

NAWS 
Point Mugu NAS NAF 

(Preferred Alternative)    Lemoore     El Centro 

Compatibility -with on-base land uses 
Consistency-with AICUZ land use compatibility guidelines: safety 
Consistency with AICUZ land use compatibility guidelines: noise 

Exceedanee of imaginary surface restrictions 
Compatibility -with regional land uses 

Impacts to airspace operations 
Consistency with coastal zone policies 

© 
o 
© 
o 
CD. 
© 
© 

© © 
o © 
© 3 
© 3 
© © 
© © 
o O 

LEGEND: 
W -   Significant and not mkigable impact 
CF -   Significant and mkigable impact 
QJ _   Less than significant impact 
© -   No impact 

4.3.1     Preferred Alternative: NAWS Point Mugu 

Less than Significant Impacts 
Compatibility with on-base land uses. Implementation of the proposed action at 
NAWS Point Mugu would not significantly affect existing land uses where new 
structures are compatible with these uses. Several projects associated with the E-2 
realignment are consistent with existing land uses as described below. 
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Expansion and renovation of an existing aircraft hangar (Building 553) currently- 
used to house an F-14 squadron is proposed as the E-2 aircraft hangar. There 
■would be no significant impacts to on-base land uses associated with 
implementation of this project, and no mitigation would be required. 

The proposed OTF site is located immediately east of Building 553 in the 
training/operations land use area and is within an existing concrete paved area. 
The proposed project site for the avionics shop is the aircraft maintenance area 
adjacent to Building 385. There would be no significant impacts to On-base land 
uses associated with implementation of this project, and no mitigation would be 

required. 

An existing' engine test cell site on the peninsula of the base in the test/evaluation 
land use area would be used to test E-2 engines.' The site contains damaged 
pavement and gravel-covered ground. The proposed use would be consistent with 

the designation for this area and would not affect open space or recreation land 

uses. No mitigation would be required. 

Consistency with AICUZ land use compatibility guidelines: safety. The proposed E-2 
facilities would not conflict with AICUZ safety guidelines. All facilities would be 
located outside of accident potential zones (APZs). There would be no impacts 
from safety restriction violations and no mitigation would be required. 

Consistency with AICUZ land use compatibility guidelines: noise. All proposed E-2 
facilities, except the OTF, would be compatible with AICUZ noise restrictions. 
Due to the type of training functions conducted at the OTF, standard construction 
practices would be adequate to attenuate noise to levels that would comply with 
the adopted goals and objectives of the AICUZ program. There would be no 
significant impacts associated with AICUZ noise restrictions from implementation 

of this project, and no mitigation would be required. 

Exceedance of imaginary surface restrictions. All proposed E-2 facilities would be 
below imaginary surface restrictions. There would be no impacts to aircraft 
navigation from these structures. No mitigation would be required. 

Compatibility with regional land uses. Airfield operations at NAWS Point Mugu 
are protected from encroachment by agricultural land, game reserves, Santa 
Monica Mountains National Recreation Area, and Point Mugu State Park. These 
land uses are compatible with operations at NAWS Point Mugu in terms of land 
use type, noise conditions, and public health and safety. Point Mugu State Park 
and Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area would not be significantly 
affected by the E-2 realignment since theselands are not below major flight routes 
to and from NAWS Point Mugu and these lands are further separated from the air 
station by agricultural preserve lands (US Navy 1992a). Further, since the E-2 
aircraft would add an insignificant number of operations at the airfield, no changes 
in APZs or noise levels would occur that would affect Point Mugu State Park or 
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the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area (see Figure 4-4). There 
would be no significant impacts associated with regional land uses. No mitigation 

would be required. 

Impacts to airspace operations: The increased number of flights at NAWS Point 
Mugu from the realigned aircraft would not significantly affect airspace capacity or 
safety of flight operations. The addition of the E-2 aircraft would increase airfield 
use as well as flight operations in the airspace above the airfield by approximately 
27 to 31 percent. Consultation with an air traffic control specialist at NAWS Point 
Mugu indicates that this could be accommodated within established operational 
procedures and flight patterns (Garcia 1997 ). The FAA also concurs that the 
relatively small number of E-2 aircraft flights in and near the Los Angeles ARTCC 
could be absorbed without impact (Spada 1997). No mitigation would be 

required. 

Consistency with coastal zone policies. Pursuant to the Coastal Zone Management 
Act (CZMA), 16 USC § 1451 et seq., federal activities that could affect land, water, 
or natural resources in the coastal zone must be consistent with the enforceable 
policies of the approved state coastal zone program to the maximum extent 
practicable. Because the proposed action at NAWS Point Mugu would affect the 
coastal zone, the Navy prepared a Coastal Consistency Determination (CCD), 
which was submitted to the Coastal Commission. On January 13, 1998, the 
Commission unanimously concurred with the Navy that the E-2 realignment 
would be consistent with the California Coastal Management Act (see Appendix G 

for a copy of this letter and the CCD). 

4.3.2    NAS Lemoore Alternative 

less than Significant Impacts 
Compatibility with on-base land uses. Implementation of the proposed action at 
NAS Lemoore would not significantly affect existing land uses where new 
structures are compatible with these uses. Several projects associated with the E-2 
realignment are consistent with existing land uses as described below. 

The proposed project sites for the aircraft hangar, aircraft parking apron, aircraft 
washrack, OTF, AEWWINGPAC administration building, AB and the AIMD 
facilities are within the operations area of the base. The proposed location for the 
aircraft hangar and aircraft parking apron is adjacent to a runway in an area 
designated for training and operations. The site does not contain any structures 
and has a large maintained open space and concrete paved area. A vacant area, 
south of Building 43 designated for training and operations is the proposed site for 
the OTF. The proposed site for the AEWWINGPAC administration building is 
an area designated for training and operations and does not currently contain any 
structures. AMD facilities are proposed within a portion of the base designated 
for maintenance (US Navy 1992a). These proposed uses would be consistent with 
the function of the area and other existing land uses in the area. No mitigation 

would be required. 
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Construction for the child development center and youth center would occur 
•within the housing area in an area designated for personnel support. The new 
BEQ would also be built in the administration area in a portion of the base 
designated for housing (US Navy 1992a). There would be no significant impacts to 
on-base land uses associated with implementation of this project, and no 

mitigation would be required. 

It is unlikely that the removal of approximately 3 acres (5 hectares) of agricultural 
oudease land that is on base and in a predominantly developed area would 
constitute a significant impact to agricultural production. The Farmland 

Protection Policy Act (FPPA), 7 USC § 4201 et seq., would not apply because 
§658.3 of the legislation would exempt conversion of farmland for purposes of 

national defense (Bunter 1997). No mitigation would be required. 

Consistency with AICUZ land use compatibility guidelines: safety. The proposed E-2 

facilities would not conflict with AICUZ safety guidelines. The facilities proposed 
in the operations area (aircraft hangars, aircraft parking apron, aircraft washrack, 
AIB, OTF, AIMD facilities and the AEWWINGPAC administration building) 
would all be located outside of an APZ. The child development center and youth 
center would be constructed in the housing area, which is located outside the 
AICUZ. There would be no impacts from safety restriction violations. No 

mitigation would be required. 

Consistency with AICUZ land use compatibility guidelines: noise. Several proposed 
facilities, including the AEWWINGPAC administration building, the AIB, the 
OTF, and the BEQ, would be incompatible or normally incompatible land uses 
according to AICUZ noise restrictions. Standard construction practices for these 
facilities would attenuate noise to levels that would comply with the adopted goals 
and objectives of the AICUZ program. There would be no significant impacts 
associated with AICUZ noise restrictions from implementation of this project, 

and no mitigation would be required. 

Exceedance of imaginary surface restrictions. Proposed E-2 facilities would not 
penetrate imaginary surfaces. Facilities proposed for the operations area would be 
located between two runways but outside the primary surface of each. However, 
they would be in the inner horizontal surface and accordingly, should be less than 
150 feet (46 meters) in height. However, the likelihood of any structure exceeding 
150 feet (46 meters) is extremely low. The facilities in the housing and 
administration areas would be located in the approach-departure clearance surface. 
It is very unlikely that any building would be tall enough to exceed height 
restrictions for these imaginary surfaces. No mitigation would be required. 

Compatibility with regional land uses. Implementation of the proposed action at 
NAS Lemoore would not significantly affect regional land uses. Airfield 
operations at NAS Lemoore are protected from encroachment, by Fresno and 
Kings counties. Both counties have policies in their respective General Plans that 
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encourage agricultural production and limit building heights near the base. There 
would be no significant impacts associated with regional land uses, and no 

•   mitigation would be required. 

Impacts to airspace operations. The increase in numbers of flights at NAS Lemoore 
from the. realignment action would not significantly affect airspace capacity or 
safety of flight operations. The addition of the E-2 aircraft would increase airfield 
use as well as flight operations in the airspace above the airfield by approximately 
6 to 7 percent. Consultation with an air traffic control specialist at NAS Lemoore 
indicates that this could be accommodated within established operational 
procedures and flight patterns (Craig, 1997). No changes in airfield operations or 
airspace designations would be necessary to operate and train the E-2 aircraft 
squadrons. There would be no significant impacts to airspace designations, and no 

mitigation would be required. 

4.3.3    NAF El Centre Alternative 

Significant Impacts 
Impact 1: Consistency with AICUZ land use compatibility guidelines: noise. A 
significant and mitigable impact would occur at NAF El Centro from locating the 
BEQ, the child development center, and the AEWWINGPAC administration 
building in areas incompatible with AICUZ noise restrictions. All of NAF El 
Centro is exposed to CNEL levels above 75 dB. There are no on-base locations 
with acceptable noise exposure for these facilities. No other feasible sites have 
been identified for these buildings. These facilities would be in areas of 75-dB 
CNEL or greater and would be clearly incompatible land uses. 

Mitigation 1. Incorporation of noise attenuation measures into facility design 
would bring these uses into compliance with the adopted goals and objectives of 
the AICUZ program. In addition, the Navy would build an indoor playground 
for the child development center. Implementation of this mitigation would reduce 
the impact to a less than significant level. 

Impact 2: Exceedance of imaginary surface restrictions. A significant and mitigable 
impact would occur at NAF El Centro from locating E-2 facilities within the 
helicopter imaginary surface restrictions. The proposed aircraft hangar, aircraft 
parking apron, OTF, AIB, AMD facilities, and AEWWINGPAC administration 
building would exceed the helicopter imaginary surface at the end of Runway 3. 
No other feasible sites have been identified for these buildings. 

Mitigation 2. The only suitable location to construct these facilities is in the 
helicopter approach; therefore, the Navy would modify the approach-departure 
path of the helicopter pad to avoid the new structures. Implementation of this 
mitigation would reduce the impact to a less than significant level. 
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less than Significant Impacts 
Compatibility with on-base land uses. Implementation of the proposed action at 
NAF El Centro -would not significantly affect existing land uses •where new 
structures are compatible with these uses. Several projects associated with the E-2 
realignment are consistent with existing land use patterns as described below. 

The proposed aircraft hangar, aircraft parking apron, OTF, ABB, AIMD facilities, 
AEWWINGPAC administration building, and engine test cell sites are located in 
an area designated for aircraft training and operations. It is unlikely that the 
removal of approximately 12 acres (5 hectares) of agricultural outlease land that is 
on base and in a predominantly developed area would constitute a significant 
impact to agricultural production. The Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA), 7 
USC § 4201 et seq., would not apply because Section 658.3 of the legislation would 
exempt conversion of farmland for purposes of national defense (Bunter 1997). No 

mitigation would be required. 

The proposed site for the BEQ is a vacant lot located between C Street and B 
Street, north of Building 410, in a housing land use area. The proposed child 
development center site is located in a vacant area adjacent to existing housing, 
designated for personnel support (US Navy 1988a). 

Consistency with AICUZ land use compatibility guidelines: safetyThe proposed E-2 
facilities would not conflict with AICUZ safety guidelines. All facilities would be 
located outside APZs. There would be no impacts from safety restriction 
violations and no mitigation would be required. 

Consistency with AICUZ land use compatibility guidelines: noise. Other than the 
BEQ, child development center, and AEWWINGPAC Administration Building, 
all other faculties would be clearly compatible or normally compatible with the 
AICUZ noise guidelines. The OTF would be located in a 75-dB CNEL where it 
would be a normally incompatible use. Due to the type of training functions 
conducted at this facility, standard construction practices would be adequate to 
attenuate noise to levels that would comply with the adopted goals and objectives 
of the AICUZ program. No mitigation would be required. 

Exceedance of imaginary surface restrictions. Other than exceedances associated with 
the helicopter imaginary surfaces, no aircraft imaginary surface restriction 
exceedances would result from the proposed construction activities. No mitigation 

would be required. 

Compatibility with regional land uses. Implementation of the proposed action at 
NAF El Centro would not significantly affect regional land uses. Conversion of 
approximately 12 acres (5 hectares) of land out of agricultural production would 
not be a significant impact. Airfield operations at NAF El Centro are protected 
from encroachment by Imperial County General Plan policies that encourage 
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agricultural production and limit building heights near the base. No mitigation 

would be required. 

Impacts to airspace operations. The addition of the E-2 aircraft would increase 
airfield use as well as flight operations in the airspace above the airfield by 
approximately 10 to 12 percent. Consultation with an air traffic control specialist 
at NAF El Centro indicates that this could be accommodated within established 
operational procedures and flight patterns. There may be an increase in conflicts 
between the NAF El Centro airfield and the Imperial County Airfield, but air 
traffic control at NAF El Centro does not believe any new agreements between 
the facilities would be necessary (Friel 1997). No changes in airfield operations or 
airspace designations would be necessary to operate arid train the E-2 aircraft 

squadrons. No mitigation would be required. 
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4.4      SOCIOECONOMICS 

This section describes potential consequences to socioeconomic indicators that may 
result from implementing one of the realignment alternatives. The socioeconomic 
indicators for this study include population, employment, income, housing, business 
volume, and net government revenues. The impact analysis compares projected 
conditions after realignment to the affected environments and ROIs described in 
Section 3.4, Socioeconomics. 

Significance Criteria 
Implementation of the proposed action would have a significant socioeconomic 

effect if it would: 

• Fall outside the Economic Information Forecast System (EIFS) model 
Rational Threshold Values (RTV) boundaries for population, 
employment, personal income, or business volume; 

• Substantially affect the local housing market and vacancy rates; or 

• Substantially decrease net government revenues. 

Economic Impact Forecast System (EIFS) is a computerized economic base model, 
which includes an RTV standard that determines whether the expected change 
generated by a proposed action is significant. The RTV is calculated on the basis of 
yearly historical fluctuations in population, employment, income, and business 
volume within the ROI (county or counties). For a change to be significant, it 
must exceed the computed positive or negative RTV. Appendix C contains 
complete RTV tables for all three bases and EIFS Model results for the proposed 
project. 

Two types of models were run within the EIFS modeling system to take into 
consideration the effects of operations and construction. The operations effects 
(the change in E-2 aircraft personnel and procurement) are described by the 
standard model, and the construction phase effects are described by the 
construction model. In both cases, any change entered into the model affecting a 
sector of the economy causes a change in payrolls and employment of local firms. 
Further, the change in payrolls and employment for the export sector is 
transmitted to the local service sector as a multiple of the original change. In 
addition to this multiplier effect, EIFS converts the direct and indirect effects of 
business volume, employment, and income into other economic and social 
impacts by a series of county-specific equations. 

Table 4-5 summarizes the potential socioeconomic impacts that have been 
identified in this analysis. In the following analysis of impacts, the year with the 
most change is discussed, which in all cases is 1999. 
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Table 4-5 
Summary of Socioeconomic Impacts 

REALIGNMENT ALTERNATIVES 
NAWS 

Point Mugu                    NAS NAF 
IMPACT ISSUES (Preferred Alternative) Lemoore El Centro 

Population CD © © 
Employment © .    © ©■ 

Income 0 © © 
Housing © © © 
Business volume © © © 
Net government revenues © •    © © 

LEGEND: 
W   -   Significant and not mitigable impact 

\9    -   Significant and mitigable impact 

vU    -   Less than significant impact 

O    -   No impact 

Approach to the Analysis 
Some assumptions were made with respect to realignment activities pertaining to 
operations and construction. Table 4-6 lists aircraft squadron and support 
personnel. As described, in Chapter 2, realignment of the four E-2 aircraft 
squadrons would precipitate the relocation of 988 military and civilian personnel 
to the receiving base. The 988 squadron and support personnel would consist of 

130 officers, 818 enlisted, and 40 civilians. 

Table 4-6 
Realignment Personnel 

Unit Officers Enlisted Civilians Total 

AEWWINGPAC 11 21 8 40 

VAW112 29 124 0 153 

VAW113 29 124 0 153 

VAW 116 29 124 0 153 

VAW 117 29 124 0 153 

SEAOPDET 0 71 0 71 

AIMD 0 146 4 150 

ANS 3 48 . 14 65 

NAMTRAGRU 0 34 0 34 

NAESU 0 2 14 16 

Total 130 818 40 988 

Source: Linscott, Law & Greenspan 1997. 

The realignment of personnel would take place between July 1998 and December 
1999. It is assumed that half the personnel would be assigned immediately to the 
selected base in July 1998, and the other half would be assigned in January 1999. 
Because most economic activity would remain at the selected base (income would 
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be sent back to the home base), deployment of personnel has not been considered 
in this study. Table 4-7 describes the initial build-up of personnel. For the year 
1999 and beyond, it is assumed that a steady level of personnel would be 

maintained. 

Table 4-7 
Estimated Personnel Build-Up 

NAWS 
Point Mugu NAS NAF 

(Preferred Alternative) Lemoore El Centro 

1998* 
Military 474 474 474 
Civilian 20 20 20 
Civilian Auxiliary 4 0 32 

1999 
Military 948 948 948 
Civilian 40 40 40 
Civilian Auxiliary 8 0 65 

"Half the total military, civilian, and civilian auxiliary personnel are anticipated to be assigned to the 
new base. 

To generate extra support needed at some bases, it is anticipated that auxiliary 
civilian personnel would be hired. For the purpose of this study, the additional 
support personnel are assumed to be clerical or semi-skilled and easily hired from 

the local area. 

The construction phase would involve the construction/expansion or 
renovation/rehabilitation of facilities. The amount of construction activity is 
dependent upon which base is chosen for the project; therefore, the dollar costs of 
construction vary from base to base (Table 4-8). The construction phase would 
begin in July 1998 and end in March 2000. No major construction activities are 

anticipated to occur in 2001 or beyond. 

Table 4-8 
Estimated Annual Construction Costs 

NAWS Point NAS NAF 
Mugu Lemoore El Centro 

1998 $10,156,000 $22,625,000 $27,329,000 

1999 $15,696,000 $31,383,000 $37,450,000 

2000 $2,770,000 $4,379,000 $5,061,000 

Total* $28,622,000 $58,387,000 $69,840,000 

*No construction activities are anticipated to occur in 2001. 

0544 E-2 Aircraft Squadrons Realignment Final Environmental Impact Statement March 1998 
4-22 



4.4 Socioeconomics 

It is estimated that annual procurement for the E-2 squadrons would approach 
approximately $1.4 million. A portion of these dollars would be injected into the 

local economy of each potential realignment ROI. 

4.4.1     Preferred Alternative: NAWS Point Mugu 
With the NAWS Point Mugu Alternative, many of the facility requirements could 
be met through existing facilities. The total cost to implement the proposed 
action at NAWS Point Mugu would be approximately $28.6 million. In addition 
to the 988 military and civilian personnel required as discussed in the introduction 
to this section, NAWS Point Mugu would require a supplement of eight civilian 

personnel. 

less than Significant Impacts 
Population. Implementation of the proposed action at NAWS Point Mugu would 
result in a less than significant population impact. The proposed realignment 
would increase the Ventura County population in 1999 by 2,548 (Table 4-9), a less 
than one percent change. This change would be within the historic RTV range and 
would not be considered significant. No mitigation would be required. 

Table 4-9 
Socioeconomic Effects at NAWS Point Mugu (Preferred Alternative) 

Net 

Income 

Housing Business 
Volume 

Government 

Owner- Revenues 

Population Employment ($1,000) Rental Occupied ($1,000) ($1,000) 

1998 
Operations 619 306 $8,048 105 64 $8,973 $248 

Construction 45 467 $4,203 20 0 $15,144 $13 

Total 664 465 $12,251 125 64 $24,117 $261 

1999 
Operations 2,478 1,210 $31,886 420 255 $33,445 $996 

Construction 70 249 $6,496 31 0 $23,405 $20 

Total 2,548 1,459 $38,382 451 255 $56,850 $1,016 

2000 
Operations .    2,478 1,210 $31,886 420 255 $33,445 $996 

Construction 12 .     44 $1,146 5 0 $4,130 $4 

Total 2,490 1,254 $33,032 425 255 $37,575 $1,000 

2001 
Operations 2,478 U10 $31,886 420 255 $33,445 $996 

Construction* 0 0 $0 0 0 $0 $0 

Total 2,478 1,210 $31,886 420 255 $33,445 $996 

*No construction activities are anticipated to occur in 2001. 

Source: EIFS Model. 

Employment. Implementation of the proposed action at NAWS Point Mugu 
would .result in a less than significant impact on employment. Employment 
changes include both direct and indirect changes. The direct change in local 
employment is that produced by the proposed realignment. Indirect change is the 
subsequent increase in employment produced by the multiplier effect resulting 
from  increased  spending  by  project  workers.   In   1999,  direct  and  indirect 
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employment in the county would increase by 1,459, the largest annual increase in 
employment -with this alternative, but still a little above a half percent change over 
the baseline. This change would be within the historic RTV range and would not 
be considered significant. No mitigation would be required. 

Income. Implementation of the proposed action at NAWS Point Mugu would 
result in a less than significant impact to income. Changes in income represent the 
wage and salary payments made to construction workers, to employees in the 
local trade and service industry whose jobs are dependent on local realignment- 
related expenditures, and to the resident workforce. The potential realignment to 
NAWS Point Mugu would increase total income of Ventura County in 1999 by 
$38,382,000, a change of almost a third of one percent. This change would be 
within the historic RTV range and would not be considered significant. No 

mitigation would be required. 

Housing. Implementation of the proposed action at NAWS Point Mugu would 
result in a less than significant impact on housing. The E-2 realignment to NAWS 
Point Mugu would create a demand for 451 rental units and 255 owner-occupied 
units. The vacancy rate is low (4.9 percent) in Ventura County, indicating a high 
demand for housing. In 1994, 11,764 housing units were available in Ventura 
County, and it is estimated to be similar in 1999. The available housing stock 
would more than adequately accommodate the demand for housing. No 
mitigation would be required. 

Business volume. Implementation of the proposed action at NAWS Point Mugu 
would result in a less than significant impact to business volume. Changes in local 
business activity resulting from the realignment include two components: dire« 
business volume and induced business volume. Direct business volume is the 
change in the dollar value of sales in the retail and wholesale trade sector and 
receipts in the service sector resulting from local purchases by civilian and military 
personnel, as well as construction and procurement expenditures. Induced 
business volume is the additional business activity generated as a result of the 
direct change in sales. Business volume related to the E-2 realignment would be the 
highest in 1999, at $56,850,000, which would be a little over half of one percent 
change over the baseline. This change would be within the historic RTV range and 
would not be considered significant. No mitigation would be required. 

Net government revenues. Implementation of the proposed action at NAWS Point 
Mugu would result in a less than significant impact to net government revenues. 
Net government revenues are the total government revenues that would be 
attributable to the realignment. The 1999 government- revenues for this 
alternative would be $996,000. This represents a change of less than a quarter 
percent of the baseline total revenues. This change would not be considered 
substantial and no mitigation would be required. 
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4.4.2    NAS Lemoore Alternative 
Implementation of the proposed action at NAS Lemoore would require new 
construction, modification of existing facilities, and new equipment in support of 
the realignment- of the E-2 squadrons and associated personnel. The total 
construction costs would be approximately $58.4 million. NAS Lemoore would 
not require any additional civilian personnel, above the 988 military and civilian 
personnel required at any of the receiving bases, to support the E-2 squadron. 

less than Significant Impacts 
In terms of absolute value, implementation of the proposed action at NAS 
Lemoore would result in the greatest change in population, employment, income, 
rental units required, and business volume. However, all impacts would be 
considered less than significant with total annual increases over the baseline of a 

percent or less. 

Population. Implementation of the proposed action at NAS Lemoore would result 
in a less than significant population impact. The aggregated population of Kings 
and Fresno counties would increase by 2,617 in 1999 with this alternative (Table 4- 
10). This population increase would be less than one percent more than the 
baseline population. This change would be within the historic RTV range and 
would not be considered significant. No mitigation would be required. 

Table 4-10 
Socioeconomic Effects at NAS Lemoore 

Net 

Income 

Housing Business 
Volume 

Government 

Owner- Revenues 

Population Employment ($1,000) Rental Occupied ($1,000) ($1,000) 

1998 
Operations 619 328 $10,530 106 63 $10,417 $610 

Construction 102 381 $9,274 45 0 $30,459 $37 

Total 721 709 $19,804 151 63 $40,876 $647 

1999 
Operations 2,476 1,294 $41,809 425 250 $39,458 $2,448 

Construction 141 528 $12,864 62 0 $4239 $52 

Total 2,617 1,822 $54,673 487 250 $51,707 $2,500 

2000 
Operations 2,476 1,294 $41,809 425 250 $39,458 $2,448 

Construction 20 74 $1,795 9 0   . $5,895 $7 

Total 2,496 1,368 $43,604 434 250 $45,353 $2,455 

2001 
Operations 2,476 1,294 $41,809 425 250 $39,458 $2,448 

Construction* 0 0 $0 0 0 $0 $0 

Total 2,476 1,294 $41,809 425 250 $39,458 $2,448 

*No construction activities are anticipated to occur in 

Source: EIFS Model. 

2001. 

Employment. Implementation of the proposed action at NAS Lemoore would 
result in a less than significant impact on employment. The largest increase in 
employment (a little above a half percent over the baseline) would be 1,822 
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•workers associated with construction and operations activities in 1999. This 
change would be within the historic RTV range and would not be considered 
significant. No mitigation would be required. 

Income. Implementation of the proposed action at NAS Lemoore would result in a 
less than significant impact to income. In 1999 the E-2 realignment would increase 
the aggregate income by $54,673,000, the largest increase during the first four years 
of activities. This change would be within the historic RTV range and would not 
be considered significant. No mitigation .would be required. 

Housing. Implementation of the proposed action at NAS Lemoore would result in 
a less than significant impact on housing. In the year with the most activity (1999), 
487 rental units and 250 owner-occupied units would be needed for re-aligned E-2 

personnel and family members. In 1994, 13,780 units were vacant, and the ROI 

had a vacancy rate of 5.1 percent. The vacancy rate is estimated to be similar in 
1999. The required units could be accommodated with this alternative. This 

demand- would not be considered substantial given the availability of housing in 

the ROI. No mitigation would be required. 

Business volume. Implementation of the proposed action at NAS Lemoore would 
result in a less than significant impact to business volume. Business volume for the 
ROI would increase by $81,707,000 in 1999, the year with the greatest change. 
This reflects an increase of less than one percent over the baseline. This change 
would be within the historic RTV range and would not be considered significant. 
No mitigation would be required. 

Net government revenues. Implementation of the proposed action at NAS Lemoore 
would result in a less than significant impact to net government revenues. 
Government revenues would increase by $2,500,000 in 1999, which would be less 
one percent of Kings and Fresno Counties' total revenues. This change would not 
be considered substantial and no mitigation would be required. 

4.4.3    NAF El Centra Alternative 
Implementation of the proposed action at NAF El Centro would require new 
construction of facilities to support the E-2 squadrons and associated personnel. 
Construction of new E-2 facilities would cost approximately $69.8 million. In 
addition to the 988 military and civilian personnel, NAF El Centro would require 
65 additional civilian employees to support the E-2 squadrons. 

less than Significant Impacts 
Population. Implementation of the proposed action at NAF El Centro would 
result in a less than significant population impact. The direct and indirect 
population increase ascribed to the realignment activities would be the largest in 
1999 at 2,594 (Table 4-11), which would be almost two percent over the baseline 
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population. This change would be within the historic RTV ranges and would not 
be considered significant. No mitigation would be required. 

Employment. Implementation of the proposed action at NAF El Centro would 
result in a less than significant impact on employment. Employment increases in 
the ROI would be 1,536 in 1999, of almost three percent above the baseline. 
Employment increases in other years would be less because of less construction 
activity and (in 1998) less operations build-up (half the personnel would be 

relocated). This change would be within the historic RTV range and would not be 

considered significant. No mitigation would be required. 

Table 4-11 
Socioeconomic Effects at NAF El Centro 

Net 

Income 
Housing Business 

Volume 
Government. 

Owner- Revenues 

Population Employment ($1,000) Rental Occupied ($1,000) ($1,000) 

1998 
Operations 620 304 $7,827 106 63 $5,477 $1,221 

Construction 83 238 $5,968 37 0 $15,847 $619 

Total 703 542 $13,795 143 63 $21,324. $1,840 

1999 
Operations 2,480 1,210 $31,218 423 252 $20,989 $4,879 

Construction 114 326 $8,178 50 0 $21,715 $848 

Total 2,594 1,536 $39,396 473 252 $42,704 $5,727 

2000 
Operations 2,480 1,210 $31,218 423 252 $20,989 $4,879 

Construction 15 44 $1,105 7 0 $2,935 $115 

Total 2,495 1,254 $32,323 430 252 $23,924 $4,994 

2001 
Operations 2,480 1,210 $31,218 423 252 $20,989 $4,879 

Construction* 0 0 $0 0 0 $0 $0 

Total 2,480 1,210 $31,218 423 252 $20,989 $4,879 

*No construction activities are anticipated1 to occur in 2001. 
Source: EIFS Model. 

Income. Implementation of the proposed action at NAF El Centro would result in 
a less than significant impact to income. Income would increase two percent over 
the baseline income ($39,396,000 in 1999.) This change would be within the 
historic RTV range and would not be considered significant. No mitigation would 

be required. . 

Housing. Implementation of the proposed action at NAF El Centro would result 
in a less than significant impact on housing. The E-2 realignment to NAF El 
Centro would create a demand for 473 rental and 252 owner-occupied units in the 
year of greatest activity (1999). In 1994, almost 4,000 units were available in the 
ROI, and availability is estimated to be similar in 1999. The E-2 realignment 
demand would not be considered substantial when compared to the available 

housing units, and no mitigation would be required. 
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Business volume. Implementation of the proposed action at NAF El Centra would 
result in a less than significant impact to business volume. Realignment activities 
would directly and indirectly create an additional $42,704,000 in business volume, 
or around four percent over the baseline. This change would be within the historic 
RTV range and would not be considered significant. No mitigation would be 

required. 

Net government revenues. Implementation of the proposed action at NAF El 
Centro would result in a less than significant impact to net government revenues. 
Revenues are projected to increase by $5,727,000 in 1999. This would result in a 
4.6 percent increase in revenues over the baseline. This change would not be 
considered substantial and no mitigation is required. 
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4.5      TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION 

This section identifies potential consequences to traffic and circulation that may- 
result from implementing the proposed action at one of the alternative bases. The 
traffic and circulation analysis is an evaluation of the nature and extent of change 
to existing traffic generation and levels of service through implementation of the 
proposed action at the three alternative bases. This section summarizes the traffic 
impact analysis for the E-2 squadrons realignment. The full traffic analysis is 

available upon request for review (Linscott, Law & Greenspan 1997). 

Significance Criteria 
The significance criteria are based on local standards for traffic operations, where 
available. The Ventura County General Plan has established minimum level of 
service (LOS) standards for the streets and roadways in the unincorporated areas of 
the County. These standards differ by roadway classification. A LOS D is the 
minimum acceptable LOS on County thoroughfares and federal and state 
highways, which includes the Pacific Coast Highway, Wood Road, and Las Posas 
Road; and a LOS C is the minimum acceptable LOS on local road, such as 
Navalair and Frontage Roads. Any impacts would require mitigation measures to 
reduce the impact to a less than significant level. 

The California State Department of Transportation (CalTrans) District 6, which 
includes NAS Lemoore, has significance criteria in its April 1993 publication A 

Guide For Traffic Impact Studies. The guide states that LOS C is the minimum 
acceptable level of service, except where the existing traffic condition is LOS D or 
worse; in this case, the existing LOS and volume-to-capacity ratio (V/C) should be 
maintained through mitigation. 

For the purposes of this analysis, significance criteria for the NAS Lemoore and 
NAF El Centro alternatives was based on the more stringent CalTrans District 6 
LOS C standard. Traffic impact analyses are typically performed using the most 
probable "worst case" land use assumptions and traffic generation rates for those 
land uses that represent the likely traffic levels on an average day of the year. 
These criteria for intersections and roadway segments are described as follows. 

For all NAS Lemoore and NAF El Centro intersections and the NAWS Point 
Mugu intersections along Navalair and Frontage Roads, the following criteria were 

used: 

• For intersections currently operating at LOS A, B, or C, the impact 
would be significant if the LOS changes to LOS D or worse with the 

addition of project traffic. 

• For intersections currently operating at LOS D or worse, the impact 
would be significant if any change to a worse LOS occurs with the 

addition of project traffic. 
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For the NAWS Point Mugu intersection on Las Posas Road, the following criteria 

were used: 

• For intersections currently operating at LOS A, B, C, or D, the 
impact would be significant if the. LOS changes to LOS E or worse 

with the addition of project traffic. 

• For intersections currently operating at LOS E or worse, the impact 
would be significant if any change to a worse LOS occurs with the 

addition of project traffic. 

For all NAS Lemoore and NAF El Centro street segments and the NAWS Point 
Mugu street segments along Navalair and Frontage Roads, the following criteria 

were used: 

• For street segments currently operating at LOS A, B, or C, the impact 
would be significant if the LOS changes to LOS D or worse with the 

addition of project traffic. 

• For street segments currently operating at LOS D or E, the impact 
would be significant if a) any change to a worse LOS occurs with the 
addition of project traffic; or b) any increase in the V/C ratio occurs 

with the addition of project traffic. 

For the NAWS Point Mugu street segments along the Pacific Coast Highway, 
Wood Road, and Las Posas Road, the following criteria were used: 

• For street segments currently operating at LOS A, B, C, or D, the 
impact would be significant if the LOS changes to LOS E or worse 
with the addition of project traffic. 

• For street segments currently operating at LOS E or worse, the 
impact would be significant if a) any change to a worse LOS occurs 
with the addition of project traffic; or b) any increase in the volume- 
to-capacity (V/C) ratio occurs with the addition of project traffic. 

Table 4-12 summarizes the potential traffic and circulation impacts that have been 

identified in this analysis. 

Approach to the Analysis 
The traffic analysis does not include the impacts of the realignment of family 
members, except to the extent that some of the personal travel assumed to occur 
off base during the day may be attributed to family members. Since most family 
members are assumed to be housed off base, these impacts would be dispersed 
throughout  the  surrounding  communities.   The  travel  generated  by  family 
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Table 4-12 
Summary of Traffic and Circulation Impacts 

REALIGNMENT ALTERNATIVES 

NAWS 
Point Mugu                  NAS NAF 

IMPACT ISSUES  (Preferred Alternative)       Lemoore El Centro 

Intersection operations © © © 
Roadway segment operations 0 © ® 
Construction traffic © © © 
Parking © © © 

LEGEND: 
W -   Significant and not mitigable impact 

CF -   Significant and mitigable impact 

Uy -   Less than significant impact 

\~) =   No impact 

members is assumed to be part of the two percent growth in background traffic 
used in the estimation of baseline year traffic volumes. 

The morning and afternoon peak hours are addressed in the analysis of this 
environmental impact statement (EIS). It is likely that the PM peak hour analyzed 
is the highest hour of traffic activity for the entire afternoon and evening period. 
The following assumptions were made to analyze the impacts to traffic and 
circulation associated with the proposed action: 

• 311 additional personnel would reside on base in the BEQ; 

• 25 percent of squadron personnel would be deployed at any one time; 

• 20 percent of personnel would drive off base once during the day; 

• Vehicle occupancy rate of 1.33 people per car; 

• Nominal increased traffic due to deliveries, visitors, and other periodic 

activities; and 

• Varying   amounts   of   additional   support   personnel   (e.g.,   galley, 
gymnasium, child development center) at each base. 

Impacts were compared to projected 1999 traffic at each alternative site, since that 
is the year in which relocation is expected to be complete. The 1999 traffic 
volumes were developed by applying a growth factor of two percent per year to 
existing traffic volumes. The 1999 conditions are described in greater detail in 

Section 3.5, Traffic and Circulation. 
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4.5.1     Preferred Alternative: NAWS Point Mugu 
Realignment of the E-2 squadrons to NAWS Point Mugu would include the 988 
personnel associated with the realignment and eight additional support personnel. 
Table 4-13 shows the projected traffic generation calculations at NAWS Point 
Mugu with the proposed action. Realignment of the E-2 squadrons to NAWS 
Point Mugu would add 1,024 average daily trips (ADTs). 

Table 4-13 
NAWS Point Mugu Projected Traffic Generation 

Daily 
Trip-ends 

(ADT) 

AM Peak Hour 
(7-8 AM) 

In          Out 

PM Peak Hour 
(4-5 PM) 

Personnel Grouping In Out 

A     425 Personnel 
(Commuter shift, 
Reside off base) 

576 240 5 5 240 

B     252 Personnel 
(Off peak shift, 
Reside off base) 

340 0 20 20 0 

C     311 Personnel 
(Reside on base) 

94 5 5 10 10 

D     Additional Support 
Personnel (8) 

14 5 0 0 '   5 

TOTAL: 996 Personnel 1,024 250 30 35 255 

Notes: ' *At NAWS Point Mugu 
the 988 personnel assoc 

2 ADT - Average Daily 

, eight-additional support personnel would be 
iated with the E-2 realignment. 
Trips 

required in s ddition to 

For the purpose of this analysis, projected traffic was distributed to the street 
system based on existing gate usage, existing traffic counts, locations of residential 
developments, and conversations with base planning and engineering staff. The 
majority of projected traffic would be expected to access the base via the Pacific 
Coast Highway from the north (52 percent) and Las Posas Road (36 percent). Of 
the remaining traffic, 8 percent access via Wood Road and 4 percent access via the 
Pacific Coast Highway from the south. Gates 1 and 3 accommodate 50 and 45 
percent of NAWS Point Mugu traffic and would continue to in the future 
(Madison 1997). Figure 4-1 shows 1999 projected traffic plus projected E-2 traffic 

volumes. 

The impacts of these additional trips to the street and roadway network were 
analyzed at five unsignalized intersections and six roadway segments. The results 

are summarized in Tables 4-14 and 4-15. 
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NOTE: - ADTs are shown midblock 
- AM/PM peak hour volumes are shown 

at the intersections 

The project's added traffic would not 
result in significant increased delay and 
existing levels of service, which would all 
be in the acceptable range, would continue. 

NAWS Point Mugu 7999+Project 
Traffic Volumes AM/PM Hours b ADTs 

LEGEND: 

^      Analysis Intersections 

:-j-:      AM/PM Peak Hour Volumes 

E-2 Aircraft Squadrons Realignment EIS 
NAWS Point Mugu, California 

Source: Linscott, Law & Greenspan 1996. Figure 4-1 
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Table 4-14 
NAWS Point Mugu Unsignalized Intersection Operations 

Movement 
Peak 
Hour 

1999 1999+Project 

Intersection 
Delay 

(seconds) LOS 
Delay 

(seconds) LOS 

Navalair Road/Pacific Coast NB T AM 3.7 A 4.6 A 
Highway SB ramp SB 

SB 
R 

L/T 
2.6 
3.6 

A   . 
.A 

2.6 
4.5 

A 
A 

WB L 2.1 A 2.3 A 
NB T PM 5.9 B 6.3 B 

R 2.6 A 2.6 A 
SB L/T 5.0 A 5.2 B 

WB L 2.3 A 2.3 A 

Navalair Road/Wood Road WB L/R AM 4.0 A 5.0 A 
SB L 2.5 A '   2.5 A 

WB L/R PM 9.2 B 11.0 C 
SB L 4.5 A 5.4 B 

North Mugu Road/Frontage 
Road* 

— AM 

PM 

4.5 

11.9 

A 

C 

11.3 

17.7 

C 

C 

Main Road/Frontage Road* 
_ 

AM 
PM 

1.4 
1.8 

A 
A 

1.4 
1.9 

A 
A 

Las Posas Road/Pacific Coast NB L/R AM 4.2 A 5.1 B 

Highway SB ramp NB L/R PM 7.1 B 8.5 B 

Notes:         *Denotes all-way stop sign 
L » Left-turn 
R - Right-tum 
T - Through movement 

controlled intersections 
WB 
NB 
SB 

Westbound 
Northbound 
Southbound 

Source:       Linscott, Law & Greenspan 1997. 

less than Significant Impacts 
Intersection operations. Table.4-15 shows that the addition of projected E-2 traffic 
results in continued LOS C or better operations for all movements at each key 

intersection. 

The project would add two to six percent to the existing traffic at the key 
intersections analyzed herein. As the distance from the base increases, the added 
percentage would be progressively smaller. No new traffic- patterns would be 
caused by the project's added traffic and only marginal increases in existing traffic 
volumes would occur. To the extent that there are any identifiable effects to 
pedestrians due to the project's added traffic, the degree of those impacts would be 
proportional to the project's percentage increase in traffic volume levels. 
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4.5 Traffic and Circulation 

Table 4-15 
NAWS Point Mugu Daily Street Segment Operations 

1999 

Street Segment 
Capacity*  
(LOSE)      Volume       V/C       LOS 

1999 +Project 
Volume V/C LOS 

18,230 0.42 B 
13,490- 0,31 B 

13,900 0.45 B 
2,220 0.16 A 

1,780 0.13 A 

Pacific Coast Highway 
n/o Wood Road 
s/o Wood Road 

Frontage Road 
s/o Wood Road 
s/o Main Road 

Wood Road 
s/o Hueneme Road 

Las Posas Road 
e/o Pacific Coast 
Highway 

43,000 17,700 0.41 B 
43;000 13,360 0.31 B 

31,000 13,470 0.43 B 
14,000 2,170 0.16 A 

14,000 1,700 0.12 A 

14,000 5,720 0.41 B 6,090       . 0.44 B 

Notes:   . * Capacities and V/C ratio thresholds based on CalTrans Standards, 
e/o   -" east of 
s/o   -   south of 
n/o   -   north of 

Source: Linscott, Law & Greenspan 1997. 

Roadway segment operations. The addition of project traffic would not decrease the 
LOS on any of the street segments in the project area (see Table 4-16). LOS B or 
better is maintained. This impact would not be significant. No mitigation is 

required. 

Construction traffic. The construction associated with the proposed action would 
generate additional traffic from worker vehicles and trucks. However, the 
construction traffic would not be expected to exceed the amount of traffic 
generated by E-2 personnel once the construction is complete and the realignment 
occurs. Estimates prepared by the Navy of equipment utilization for construction 
indicate that during the month with the greatest construction activity, no more 
than 16 trucks would be hauling equipment or material to or from the base during 

any one day. 

To minimize traffic impacts to the surrounding community during construction, a 
construction traffic management program would be implemented. The program 
would include staggered work hours to reduce impacts from construction workers 
during the morning and afternoon peak hours, identified truck routes to limit 
truck traffic to major streets, and designated parking for construction workers. 
Since project traffic does not significantly affect operations at the intersections and 
street segments in the area surrounding the base and traffic is generally free 
flowing, the interim construction worker traffic impacts would not be significant. 
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4.5 Traffic and Circulation 

Parking. NAWS Point Mugu currently has about 9,000 parking spaces on base, 
which is more than adequate to meet the current overall demand for parking 
(Hovde 1997; US Navy 1986a). However, the existing building densities at NAWS 
Point Mugu are such that parking demand is concentrated in certain areas. Some 
parking lots are overflowing, while other remote lots remain empty or less than 
half occupied. At high parking demand locations, the incidence of illegally parked 
vehicles increases. The project would not affect parking in the surrounding 

community. 

Through the Navy facilities planning process, the amount of additional parking on 
base needed to meet the expected demand with the E-2 realignment would be 
determined. In particular with the operations training facility planned for one of 
the existing parking lots, replacement parking spaces as well as new parking spaces 
for the E-2 personnel would be required. The project would include construction 
of 375 parking spaces in addition to the 125 existing spaces for E-2 personnel. 

These 500 total spaces are divided between two parking lots—one adjacent to the 

OTF and one located southwest of 13th Street. 

4.5.2    NAS Lemoore Alternative 
Trip generation was calculated at NAS Lemoore, assuming realignment of the 988 
E-2 personnel. No additional support staff would be anticipated at NAS Lemoore. 
Projected traffic generation at NAS Lemoore from implementation of the 
proposed action is indicated in Table 4-16. Realignment of the E-2 squadrons to 

Lemoore would add 1,010 ADTs. 

Table 4-16 
NAS Lemoore Projected Traffic Generation 

Daily 
Trip-ends 

(ADT) 

AM Peak Hour 
(7-8 AM) 

In           Out 

PM Peak Hour 
(4-5 PM) 

Personnel Grouping In Out 

A   425 Personnel 
(Commuter shift, 
Reside off base) 

576 240             5 5 240 

B    252 Personnel 
(Off peak shift, 
Reside off base) 

340 0             20 20 0 

C   311 Personnel 
(Reside on base) 94 5              5 10 10 

D   Additional Support 
Personnel (0)1 0 0              0 0 0 

TOTAL: 988 Personnel 1,010 245           30 35 250 

Notes:     *No additional support staff are anticipated at NAS Lemoore. 
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4.5 Traffic and Circulation 

Projected traffic was distributed to the street system based on existing gate usage, 
existing traffic counts, the locations of local residential developments, and 
conversations -with base planning and engineering staff. The majority (46 percent) 
of project traffic would be expected to use State Route (SR)-198 (from the east) to 
access the base; 43 percent would use the operations gate; and the balance of the 
traffic (11 percent) would use the housing gate. This pattern is expected to 
continue in the future (O'Donnell 1997). Of the traffic utilizing the main and 
housing gates, 52 percent would utilize SR-198 to the east, while 4 percent would 
travel south on Avenal Cutoff and 1 percent would travel west on SR-198. The 
traffic utilizing the operations gate would utilize Grangeville Road to the east (20 
percent) SR-41 to the north (10 percent) and SR-41 to the south (13 percent). 
Figure 4-2 shows the baseline plus projected traffic volumes. 

Impacts of resulting trips to the street and roadway network were evaluated at two 
signalized and two unsignalized intersections and four potentially affected roadway 
segments. Results of the LOS analysis are shown in Tables 4-17 through 4-19. 

Table 4-17 
NAS Lemoore Signalized Intersection Operations 

Peak 
Hour 

1999 1999 + Project 

Intersection 
Delay 

(seconds) LOS 
Delay 

(seconds) LOS 

Grangeville Road/SR-41 

SR-198/Main Gate 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

13.5 
13.6 

5.4 
13.7 

B 
B 

B 
B 

13.9 
16.4 

6.4 
16.6 

B 
C 

B 
C 

Notes:     LOS - Level of Service 

DELAY 
0.0                   < 
5.1                   to 
15.1                 to 
25.1                to 
40.1                 to 

> 

5.0 
15.0 
25.0 
40.0 
60.0 
60.0 

LOS 
A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
F 

Source:  Linscott, Law & Greenspan 1997. 

Less than Significant Impacts 
Intersection operations. At NAS Lemoore, addition of traffic to the key signalized 
intersections would result in continued LOS C or better operation during both the 
AM and PM peak hours (Table 4-17). The addition of projected traffic would 
change the PM peak hour LOS of both the Grangeville Road/SR-41 and the SR- 
198/Main Gate intersections from LOS B to LOS C. However, only 2.8 and 2.9 
seconds of additional delay are calculated, which would result in delays just over 
the lower limit of the LOS C range. Impacts to traffic and circulation at the 
signalized intersections of Grangeville Road/SR-41 and SR-i98/Main Gate would 
be less than significant. No mitigation would be required. 
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NOTE: - ADTs are shown midblock 
- AM/PM peak hour volumes are shown 

at the intersections 

The project's added traffic would not 
result in significant increased delay and 
existing levels of service, which would all 
be in the acceptable range, would continue. 

NAS Lemoore 7999+Pro/ect 
Traffic Volumes AM/PM Hours 8 ADTs 

LEGEND: 
^      Analysis Intersections 

:-|~;      AM/PM Peak Hour Volumes 

1,000   Average Daily Trips 

E-2 Aircraft Squadrons Realignment EIS 
NAS Lemoore, California 

Source: Linscott, Law & Greenspan 1996. Figure 4-2 
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4.5 Traffic and Circulation 

Table 4-18 
NAS Lemoore Unsignalized Intersections Operations 

Peak 

1999 1999+Project 

Delay Delay 

Intersection Hour Movement (seconds) LOS (seconds) LOS 

Avenal Cutoff/EB SR-198 ramps AM EB L/T 5.6 B 5.7 B' 
A EB R 3.7 A 3.7 

"WB L/T 6.0 B 6.0 B 
WB R 2.7 A 2.7 A 
NB L 3.3 A 3.3 A 
SB L 2.1 A 2.1 A 

PM EB L/T 6.8 B 6.9 B 
EB R 2.9 A 2.9 A 
MTB L/T 7.9 B 8.3 B 
WB R 2.6 A 2.6 A 
NB L 4.3 A ■   4.5 A 
SB L 2.1 A 2.1 A 

Avenal Cutoff/WB SR-198 ramps AM WB L 5.5 B. 5.5 B 
WB R 3.6 A 3.7 A 
NB L 2.6 A 2.6 A 

PM WB L 6.6 B 6.9 B 
WB R 3.1 A 3.1 A 
NB L 3.1 A 3.3 A 

Notes:      - LOS - Level of Service EB - Eastbound DELAY LOS 
NB - Northbound 0.0 < 5.0 A 

- R - Right-tum 
- T - Through movement 

SB - Southbound 5.1 to 10.0 B 
WB - Westbound 10.1 

20.1 
to 
to 

20.0 
45.0 

C 
D 

30.1 to 
> 

45.0 
45.0 

E 
F 

Source:     Linscott, Law & Greenspan 1997. 
Table 4-19 

NAS Lemoore Daily Street Segment Operations 

Capacity*                        1999 
(LOS E)      Volume       V/C LOS 

1999+Project 

Street Segment Volume V/C       LOS 

SR-198 
w/o Main Gate 
e/o Main Gate 

Grangeville Boulevard 
Wo SR-41 

SR-41 
n/o Grangeville 
Boulevard 

14,000          4,560           0.33 
31,000          9,110           0.29 

14,000          6,360           0.45 

43,000          10,810           0.25 

B 
A 

B 

A 

4,570 
9,570 

6,790 

10,910 

0.33          B 
0.31          A 

0.49          B 

0.25          A 

Notes: * Capacities and V/C ratio thresholds based on CalTrans Standards. 
LOS   -   level of service 
V/C   -   volume/capacity 
e/o     -   east of 
n/o     -   north of 
w/o    -   west of 

V/C RATIO 
0.00     -      0.30 
0.31      -       0.50 
0.51      -       0.75 
0.76      -       0.90 
0.91      -       1.00 

>     1.00 

LOS 
A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
F 
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4.5 Traffic and Circulation 

Addition of project traffic would result in continued LOS B or better operations 
for all movements at the unsignalized intersections at Avenal Cutoff/EB SR-198 
ramps and Avenal Cutoff/WB SR-198 (Table 4-18) during both the AM and PM 
peak hours. These impacts to traffic and circulation at the unsignalized 
intersections would be less than significant. No mitigation is required. 

Roadway segment operations. The addition of projected traffic would result in 
continued LOS B or better operations on each key road segment on a daily basis 
(Table 4-19). These impacts would be less than significant. No mitigation is 

required. 

Construction traffic. The construction associated with the proposed action would 

generate additional traffic from worker vehicles and trucks. However, the 
construction traffic is not expected to exceed the amount of traffic generated by E- 
2 personnel once the construction is complete and the realignment occurs. 
Estimates prepared by the Navy of equipment utilization for construction indicate 

that during the month with the greatest construction activity, no more than 16 
trucks would be hauling equipment or material to or from the base during any one 
day and any effects would be temporary in nature. 

To minimize traffic impacts to the surrounding community during construction, a 
construction traffic management program would be implemented. The program 
would include staggered work hours to reduce impacts from construction workers 
during the morning and afternoon peak hours, identified truck routes to limit 
truck traffic to major streets, and designated parking for construction workers. 
Since project traffic does not significantly affect operations at the intersections and 
street segments in the area surrounding the base and traffic is generally free 
flowing, the interim construction worker traffic impacts would not be significant. 

Parking. Through the Navy facilities planning process, the amount of additional 
parking on base needed to meet the expected demand with the E-2 realignment 
would be determined. The project includes construction of 500 additional parking 
spaces for E-2 personnel. It is expected that necessary additional parking would be 
adequately provided as the project is implemented (Sparlin 1997). The parking 
situation on base would not affect the surrounding community. 

4.5.3    NAF El Centro Alternative 
Realignment of the E-2 squadron to NAF El Centro would include the 988 
personnel associated with the realignment and 65 additional support personnel. 
Projected traffic generation at NAF El Centro from implementation of the 
proposed action are indicated in Table 4-20. Realignment of the E-2 squadrons to 
NAF El Centro would add 1,126 ADTs. 
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4.5 Traffic and Circulation 

Table 4-20 
NAF El Centro Projected Traffic Generation 

Daily 
Trip-Ends 

(ADT) 

AM Peak Hour 
(7-8 AM) 

PM Peak Hour 
(4-5 PM) 

Personnel Grouping In Out In Out 

A   425 Personnel 
(Commuter shift, 

Reside off base) 

576 240 5 5 240 

B    252 Personnel 

(Off peak shift, 
Reside off base) 

340 0 '20 20 0 

C   311 Personnel 
(Reside on base) 94 5 5 10 10 

D   Additional Support 

Personnel (65) 116 30 2 2 30 

TOTAL: 1,053 Personnel 1,126 275 32 37 280 

Notes:        * Accounts for 25 percent of personnel which are deployed at any one time. 
- An additional 988 employees -would be transferred (425 + 252 +311), plus 65 additional support personnel. 
-2.4 TE and 0.4 TE per employee assumes that 20 percent of the employees drive off base once during the day. 
- Assumes no additional traffic due to deliveries, visitors, etc. 
VOR - Vehicle Occupancy Rate - 1.33 
TE - Trip Ends 

Source:       Linscott, Law & Greenspan 1997. 

For the purpose of this analysis, projected traffic was distributed to the street 
system based on the existing intersection traffic counts in the area and the 
locations of area residential developments. Most of the project traffic (45 percent) 
would be expected to utilize Evan Hughes Highway from the east to access the 
base. The remaining traffic would be distributed to the other local roadways, with 
20 percent on Bennett Road south of Evan Hewes Highway, 13 percent north on 
Forrester, 7 percent south on Forrester, 9 percent west on Evan Hewes, and 3 
percent each north and south on Drew Road. Figure 4-3 shows the current and 

projected traffic volumes. 

Impacts of resulting trips to the street and roadway network were evaluated at 
three unsignalized intersections and seven roadway segments. Results of the LOS 

analysis are summarized in Tables 4-21 and 4-22. 
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4.5 Traffic and Circulation 

Table 4-21 
NAF El Centro Unsignalized Intersection Operations 

Peak 

1999 1999+Project 

Delay Delay 
Intersection Hour (seconds) LOS (seconds) LOS 

Drew Road/Evan Hewes AM 3.0 A 3.5 A 

PM 3.0 A 3.0 A 

Bennett Road/Evan Hewes AM 2.5 A 6.9 B 

PM 2.8 A 6.6 B 

Forrester Road/Evan Hewes AM 4.9 A 8.8 B 

PM 4.9 A 9.1 B 

Notes:     Each of these intersections are all-way stop sign controlled 
0.0 
5.1 

.10.1 
20.1 
30.1 

Source:     Linscott, Law & Greenspan 1997. 

DELAY 
<, 
to 
to 
to 
to 
> 

5.0 
10.0 
20.0 
30.0 
45.0 
45.0 

LOS 
A 
B 
C 
D 
E 

•    F 

Less than Significant Impacts 
Intersection operations. The addition of projected traffic would result in a change 
from LOS A to LOS B at two of these intersections during both the AM and PM 
peak hours (Table 4-22). Since LOS would still be within acceptable levels, the 
change from LOS A to LOS B would not constitute a significant impact. No 

mitigations are required. 

Roadway segment operations. The addition of projected traffic would result in 
continued LOS C or better operations on each key street segment on a daily basis 
(Table 4-22). These impacts would not be significant. No mitigation is required. 

Construction traffic. The construction associated with the proposed action would 
generate additional traffic from worker vehicles and trucks. However, the 
construction traffic would not exceed the amount of traffic generated by E-2 
personnel once the construction is complete and the realignment occurs. 
Estimates prepared by the Navy of equipment utilization for construction indicate 
that during the month with the greatest construction activity no more than 16 
trucks would be hauling equipment or material to or from the base during any one 

day. 
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4.5 Traffic and Circulation 

Table 4-22 
NAF El Centro Daily Street Segment Operations 

Capacity* 
(LOSE) Volume 

1999 
V/C LOS 

1999+Project 

Street Segment Volume V/C LOS 

Evan Hewes (S-80) 

w/o Drew Road 14,000 3,660 0.26 A 3,760 0.27 A 

e/o Forrester Road 14,000 5,620 0.40 B 6,125 0.44 B 

Drew Road 

n/o Evan Hewes 14,000 1,240 0.09 A 1,275 0.09 A 

s/o Evan Hewes 14,000 2,540 0.18 A 2,575 0.18 A 

Bennett Road 

s/o Evan Hewes 14,000 2,010 0.14 A 2,235 0.16 A 

Forrester Road 

n/o Evan Hewes 14,000 ' 8,195 0.59 C 8,340 •0.60 C 

s/o Evan Hewes 14,000 6,040 0.43 B 6,120 0.44 B 

Notes: * Capacities and V/C ratio thresholds based on CalTrans Standards. 
LOS   -   Level of Service 
V/C   -   Volume/Capacity 
e/o     -   east of 
w/o    -   west of 
s/o     -   south of 
n/o     —    north of 

V/C RATIO 
0.00       -       0.30 
0.31       -       0.50 
051       -       075 
0.76       -       0.90 
0.91       -        1.00 

>       1.00 

LOS 
A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
F 

Source: Linscott, Law & Greenspan 1997. 

To minimize traffic impacts to the surrounding community during construction, a 
construction traffic management program would be implemented. The program 
would include staggered work hours to reduce impacts from construction workers 
during the morning and afternoon peak hours, identified truck routes to limit 
truck traffic to major streets, and designated parking for construction activities. 
Since project traffic does not significantly affect operations at the intersections and 
street segments in the area surrounding the base and traffic is generally free 
flowing, the interim construction worker traffic impacts would not be significant. 

Parking. Vehicle parking would be provided on base for E-2 personnel. Through 
the Navy facilities planning process, the amount of additional parking on base 
needed to meet the expected demand with the E-2 realignment would be 
determined. The project would include construction of 375 parking spaces in 
addition to the 125 existing spaces for E-2 personnel. Parking would be located 
within the E-2 operations area. It is expected that the necessary additional parking 
can be adequately provided as the project is implemented, subject to any local 
environmental constraints for the individual project sites (Bay 1997b). The 
parking situation on base would not affect the surrounding community. 
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4.6 Air Quality 

4.6      AIR QUALITY 
This section identifies potential air quality impacts that may result from 
implementing one of the realignment alternatives. Impact significance evaluations 
are based primarily on estimated direct and indirect emissions associated with 
alternative actions. Carbon monoxide dispersion modeling has been used to 
evaluate air quality impacts of added traffic on major access roads. Technical 
analyses supporting the impact significance evaluations are presented in 
Appendix D. Appendix D also contains a Clean Air Act conformity 
determination or Record of Nonapplicability (RONA) for each of the realignment 

alternatives. 

Significance Criteria 
The significance criteria for air quality impact issues are set largely by the technical 
procedures used for the impact assessment. Dispersion modeling evaluations of 
the potential for violating air quality standards are possible only for primary, 
pollutants such as carbon monoxide. Dispersion models are not capable of 
providing reliable analyses for secondary pollutants such as ozone or 
photochemically generated PMi0. Consequently, emission thresholds are used to 
determine impact significance for secondary pollutants. Issues related to 
consistency with adopted air quality plans can sometimes require generalized 

policy and program evaluations. 

An alternative would have significant air quality impacts if its implementation 

would directly or indirectly: 

• Produce emissions that would be the primary cause of or significantly 
contribute to a violation of state or federal ambient air quality 

standards; 

• Establish land uses that would expose people to localized (as opposed 
to regional) air pollutant concentrations that violate state or federal 
ambient air quality standards; 

• Cause a net increase in pollutant or pollutant precursor emissions that 
exceeds relevant emission significance thresholds (such as Clean Air 
Act conformity de minimis levels or the numerical values of major 
source thresholds for nonattainment pollutants [40 CFR § 93.153(b) 

(1994)]; 

• Conflict with adopted air quality management plan policies or 

programs; or 

• Foster or accommodate development in excess of levels assumed by 

the applicable air quality management plan. 

Table 4-23 summarizes the air quality impacts of the alternatives. 
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4.6 Air Quality 

Table 4-23 
Summary of Air Quality Resource Impacts 

REALIGNMENT ALTERNATIVES 

IMPACT ISSUES 

NAWS 
Point Mugu 

(Preferred Alternative) 
NAS 

Lemoore 
NAF 

ElCentro 

Clean Air Act conformity 3 ®. ® 
Emissions of nonattainment pollutants 3  ' 0 © 
Intersection carbon monoxide concentrations © CD © 

LEGEND: 
W -   Significant and not mitigable impact 

Cr -   Significant and mitigable impact 

^ -   Less than significant impact 

U =   No impact . 

4.6.1     Preferred Alternative: NAWS Point Mugu 

Significant Impacts 
Impact 1: Clean Air Act conformity. Significant and mitigable increases in the 
emissions of ozone precursors would occur under the NAWS Point Mugu 
Alternative. Emission sources under Navy control would result in incremental 
emission increases that exceed the 25-ton-per-year de minimis threshold for ozone 
precursors in Ventura County. Consequently, a conformity determination is 
included in Appendix D. As demonstrated in the conformity determination in 
Appendix D, recent reductions in activity levels at NAWS Point Mugu more than 
compensate for emissions increases associated with the realignment of E-2 aircraft, 
and thus allow the proposed action to conform with the ozone SIP for Ventura 

County. 

Table 4-24 summarizes emissions associated with the NAWS Point Mugu 
alternative. Emission estimates presented in Table 4-24 are separated into those 
that apply to the EPA Clean Air Act general conformity regulation, 40 CFR 
§ 93(B) (1994), and additional emissions that should be addressed in a NEPA 
context. The top part of Table 4-24 addresses emission sources that fall within the 

scope of the EPA general conformity regulation. 

Temporary construction activity would occur with projects to remodel existing 
facilities or build new facilities to accommodate the E-2 aircraft, required 
maintenance and training facilities, and associated personnel. The NAWS Point 
Mugu Alternative does not require extensive facility construction. The analysis 
presented in Table 4-24 assumes that all significant ground disturbance associated 

with facility construction or remodeling would occur prior to the arrival of the E- 
2 aircraft. Interior finishing and building renovation activities might continue into 
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4.6 Air Quality 

Table 4-24 
Annual Emissions for E-2 Squadron Activity 

NAWS Point Mugu Alternative 

Estimated Annual Emissions, Tons Per Year 
Reactive Organic Nitrogen Carbon Sulfur 

Year                      Emissions Component Compounds Oxides Monoxide Oxides PM,„ 

1998 and 1999+ Conformity Emissions 
1998     Construction Activity 0.26 3.56 1.88 0.35 2.43 

E-2 Operations 1.51 7.37 2.24 0.31. 1.85 

E-2 Engine Run-ups 0.39 1.08 0.56 0.05 0.31 

Aircraft Fuel Transfers 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Aircraft Support Equipment 0.56 0.93 10.63 0.06 0.07 

On-Base Natural Gas Use 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.00 

Personal Vehicle/work Trips 1.49. 1.06 14.79 0.03 2.84 

Added Government Vehicle Use 0.06 0.07 0.31 0.00 0.10 

1998 CAA Conformity Total 4.32 14.09 30.44 0.79 6.62 

1999+    Construction Activity 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

E-2 Operations 4.53 22.10 6.73 0.93 5.55 

E-2 Engine Run-Ups 1.17 3.24 1.69 0.14 0.93 

Aircraft Fuel Transfers 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Aircraft Support Equipment 1.69 2.79 31.89 0.18 0.22 

On-Base Natural Gas Use 0.00 0.07 0.05 0.00 0.01 

Personal Vehicle Work Trips 4.46 3.18 44.38 0.08 8.51 

Added Government Vehicle Use 0.19 0.22 0.93 0.00 0.30 

1999 CAA Conformity Total 12.19 31.59 85.67 1.33 15.53 

1999+ Other Emission Sources 
Maximum CAA Conformity 
Analysis Emissions 12.19 31.59 85.67 1.33 15.53 

De Minänis Threshold 25.00 25.00 na na na 

Above DeMinimis Level? NO YES NO NO NO 

On-base Emission Reductions 
Not Included in SIP Forecasts -32.13 -39.48 -126.84 -20.16 -34.00 

Conformity Emissions Change -19.95 -7.89 -41.17 -18.83 -18.47 

Conformity Offset Requirements none none none none none 

1999+ Other Emission Source Categories 
Base-Related CAA Conformity 
Analysis Emissions 12.19 31.59 85.67 1.33 15.53 

Engine Test Stand 0.05 1.79 0.19 0.07 0.42 

Other On-Base Permit Sources 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 

Off-Base Natural Gas Use 0.72 9.37 3.99 0.06 1.11 

Additional Household Travel 23.67 21.05 254.98 0.56 57.73 

Total Emissions 36.83 63.80 344.82 2.02 74.81 
Notes:    Construction emission estimates assume 42 acres disturbed and 3,000 hours of heavy equipment operation in 1998; no construction        projects would 

Except for construction activity, 1998 emissions are assumed to be one-third of 1999 emissions, to reflect staggered squadron arrivals between July and 
December. . ., , „. , 

E-2 aircraft emissions for 1999 and later years are based on 1,009 sorues per year with 20768 total flight operations per year.    . 
In-frame engine run-up emission estimates are based on 51.6 30-minute engine tests plus 13 20-mmute engine tests per year per aircraft    (826 30-minute 

tests and 208 20-minute tests).   ,   .      , ., ,   , ,    j-    r   ,       _r     , v    CL i 
Aircraft fuel transfer emissions are based on 4.1 million gallons of JP-5 or JP-8 fuel used per year, with two splash-loading fuel transfers; 3 months of fuel 

transfers at 50 degrees F, 9 months of transfers at 60 degrees F. 
Aircraft support equipment includes tow tractors, hydrauEc test stands, and standby equipment items (such as generators, compressors, floodlight sets, 

portable air conditioning units, and aircraft engine air start units). r L  J     i- j j 
Aircraft support equipment emission estimates are based on 2,600 hours per year of tow tractor use, 585 hours per year of hydraulic test stand use, and 

144 hours per year of standby equipment use. ... t    •    ■    JJ j  «■ 
On-base natural gas use emissions are based on 1.72 million cubic feet per year of natural gas use for space heating and water heating in added ottice, 

industrial, and personnel support buildings (10 BTU/hour/square foot heating energy demand). 
Personal vehicle work trip emissions based on 240 work days per year. 
Emissions from added government vehicle use based on 18 additional government vehicles, each driven an average of 19.5 miles per day, 2a0 days per 

year. Vehicle emission rates reflect a vehicle fleet weighted toward light, medium, and heavy duty trucks. 
Emission reductions not included in the SIP forecasts are emission reductions that have occurred at NAWS Point Mugu between 1990 and 1996. 

Emission reductions have been quantified for aircraft operations, aircraft engine run-ups, base-related personal vehicle travel, government vehicle 
travel, and natural gas use at on-base housing. 

Test stand emission estimates are based on 6 tests per week (312 per year), 40 minutes per test. _ 
Other on-base permit sources associated with the E-2 action include paint, solvent, and abrasive blasting equipment at engine and airframe maintenance 

Off-base natural gas use are based on 199 million cubic feet per year of natural gas use in off-base housing units (24 BTU/hour/square foot energy 
demand, 1,400 square feet per unit, 677 units). 

Additional household travel includes shopping and other non-work trips (365 days/year). 
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1999, but would not generate significant emissions. Construction dust would be 
controlled using normal construction dust control procedures (such as periodic 

watering of exposed areas). 

Aircraft operations would be the largest source of long term emissions associated 
with the realignment action. Emissions associated with aircraft operation would 
come from actual flight activity plus in-frame engine run-up tests performed after 
engine maintenance. Additional emissions would come from the use of aircraft 
support equipment. Airfield facilities at NAWS Point Mugu include fixed point 
utility systems, thus minimizing the use of ground support equipment. 

Emissions associated with base-related vehicle traffic would be the second-largest 
source of emissions addressed by the EPA general conformity rule, 40 CFR 
§ 93(B) (1994). The base-related vehicle emissions presented in the top part of 
Table 4-24 include work-related on-base travel. Increased use of government 

vehicles would add only small quantities of emissions. 

No expansion of aviation fuel handling facilities is anticipated, although annual 
aviation fuel use would increase by about 4.1 million gallons per year. Because 
current jet fuels have a very low volatility, resulting emission quantities would be 

small. 

The middle portion of Table 4-24 summarizes the major components of the 
conformity analysis for NAWS Point Mugu. Conformity-related ozone precursor 
emissions would be 12.19 tons per year of reactive organic compounds and 31.59 
tons per year of nitrogen oxides. The nitrogen oxide emission increases would 
exceed the de minimis threshold of 25 tons per year. 

Mitigation 1. Significant reductions have occurred in activity levels at NAWS 
Point Mugu since 1990, resulting in fewer emissions at NAWS Point Mugu. As 
shown in the middle portion of Table 4-24, the emission reductions for ozone 
precursors (reactive organic compounds and nitrogen oxides) more than offset the 
emissions increases associated with the E-2 realignment action. Consequently, 
conformity with the ozone SIP for Ventura County can be demonstrated and this 

impact is mitigated. 

Impact 2: Emissions ofnonattainment pollutants. Significant and mitigable increases 
in the overall emissions of ozone precursors would occur under the NAWS Point 
Mugu alternative. The bottom part of Table 4-24 identifies emission sources that 
are excluded from conformity determination analyses, but which are still 
associated with the E-2 realignment. These emission sources "include stationary 
sources operating under permits issued by the Ventura County Air Pollution 
Control District and indirect emission sources that the Navy can not influence or 
control. Emission sources operating under air quality permits include engine and 
airframe maintenance facilities (paint, solvent, and abrasive blasting equipment) 
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and engine test stands.    Important indirect emission sources not under Navy 
'   control include household vehicle travel for non-work purposes and natural gas 

use by off-base households. 

Modifications to existing maintenance and engine test stand facilities are unlikely 
to require new air quality permits from the Ventura County Air Pollution 
Control District. Increased paint and solvent use associated with aircraft and 
engine maintenance may require minor amendments of an existing air quality 
permit. Some new or replacement equipment (such as standby generators, 

compressors, etc.) might require new or modified permits from the Ventura 
County Air Pollution Control District. Requirements for permit modifications 

are not in themselves significant impacts. 

As indicated by the bottom portion of Table 4-24, overall emissions of ozone 
precursors associated with the E-2 realignment are estimated to be 36.83 tons per 
year of reactive organic compounds and 63.80 tons per year of nitrogen oxides. 
These incremental emission increases are significant for a severe ozone 
nonattainment area. However, compensating emission reductions at NAWS Point 

Mugu adequately mitigate this impact. 

Mitigation 2. As can be seen from the middle portion of Table 4-24, NAWS Point 
Mugu has experienced significant emission reductions since 1990. Emission 
reductions for ozone precursors (reactive organic compounds and nitrogen oxides) 
largely offset the overall emissions increases associated with the E-2 realignment 
action. Growth allowances included in the regional air quality plan (see Appendix 
D, Table D-62) accommodate most if not all of the remaining emission increases. 

Less than Significant Impacts 
Intersection carbon monoxide concentrations. Traffic associated with the NAWS 
Point Mugu Alternative would have a less than significant effect on ambient 
carbon monoxide concentrations at intersections along roadways providing access 
to NAWS Point Mugu. Dispersion modeling analyses indicate that peak 1-hour 
carbon monoxide concentrations at the major access gates would be less than 3.5 
ppm, with peak 8-hour carbon monoxide concentrations being less than 2.5 ppm. 
These carbon monoxide concentrations are well below the impact significance 
thresholds set by federal and state ambient standards (35 ppm for the federal 1- 
hour standard, 20 ppm for the state 1-hour standard, and 9 ppm for the federal and 

state 8-hour standards). 

4.6.2    NAS Lemoore Alternative 

less than Significant Impacts 
Clean Air Act conformity. Less than significant increases in the emissions of ozone 
and PM10 precursors would occur under the NAS Lemoore Alternative. Emission 
sources under Navy control would result in incremental increases in ozone and 
PM10 precursor emissions that are less than the relevant de minimis thresholds for 
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the San Joaquin Valley. Consequently, a record of nonapplicability (RONA) has 
been prepared for the NAS Lemoore alternative and is included in Appendix D. 

Table 4-25 summarizes emissions associated with the NAS Lemoore alternative. 
Emission estimates presented in Table 4-25 are separated into those that apply to 
the EPA Clean Air Act general conformity regulation, 40 CFR § 93(B) (1994), and 
additional emissions that should be addressed in a NEPA context. The top part 
of Table 4-25 addresses emission sources that fall within the scope of the EPA 
general conformity regulation, 40 CFR § 93(B) (1994). 

Temporary construction activity would occur with projects to remodel existing 
facilities or build new facilities to accommodate the E-2 aircraft, required 

maintenance and training facilities, and associated personnel. The NAS Lemoore 
Alternative requires considerably more facility construction than would be 
required at NAWS Point Mugu. Most aircraft-related facilities would have 

construction started in 1998. Housing and personnel-related facilities would have 

construction initiated in 1999. Some interior finishing and building renovation 

activities might continue into 2000, but would not generate significant emissions. 
Construction dust would be controlled using normal construction dust control 
procedures (such as periodic watering of exposed areas). 

Aircraft operations would be the largest source of long term emissions associated 
with the realignment action. Emissions associated with aircraft operation would 
come from actual flight activity plus in-frame engine run-up tests performed after 
engine maintenance. Additional emissions would come from the use of aircraft 
support equipment. Airfield facilities constructed at NAS Lemoore would include 
fixed point utility systems, thus minimizing the use of ground support equipment. 

Emissions associated with base-related vehicle traffic would be the second-largest 
source of emissions addressed by the EPA general conformity rule. The base- 
related vehicle emissions presented in the top part of Table 4-25 include work- 
related on-base travel. Increased use of government vehicles would add only small 

quantities of emissions. 

No expansion of aviation fuel handling facilities is anticipated, although annual 
aviation fuel use would increase by about 4.1 million gallons per year. Because JP- 
5 fuel has a very low volatility, resulting emission quantities would be small. 

The middle portion of Table 4-25 summarizes the major components of the 
conformity analysis for NAS Lemoore. Conformity-related ozone precursor 
emissions would be 11.94 tons per year of reactive organic compounds and 34.19 
tons per year of nitrogen oxides. PM10 emissions would increase by 16.41 tons per 
year. These emission increases are less than the relevant de minimis thresholds (50 
tons per year for ozone precursors and 70 tones per year for PM10), and 

consequently are less than significant. 
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Table 4-25 
Annual Emissions for E-2 Squadron Activity 

NAS Lemoore Alternative 

Estimated Annual Emissions, Tons Per Year 

Reactive Organic Nitrogen Carbon 

Year                        Emissions Component Compounds Oxides Monoxide Sulfur Oxides PM,„ 

1998,1999, and 2000+ Conformity Emissions 

1998      Construction Activity 1.07 17.23 7.90 .1.78 16.73 

E-2 Operations 1.51 7.37 2124 0.31 1.85 

E-2 Engine Run-ups 0.39 1.08 0.56 0.05 0.31 

Aircraft Fuel Transfers 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.00 ' 0.00 

Aircraft Support Equipment 0.56 0.83 10.61 0.04 0.07 

Other Permit-Exempt Equipment 0.01 0.13 0.10 0.00 0.02 

On-Base Natural Gas Use 1.32 0.92 14.23 0.03 2.68 

Added Base-Related Traffic 0.08 0.07 0.32 0.00 0.10 

1998 CAA Conformity Total 5.00 27.73 35.98 2.22 13.86 

1999     Construction Activity 0.17 2.70 1.35 0.27 2.49 

E-2 Operations 4.53 22.10 6.73 0.93 5.55 

E-2 Engine Run-Ups 1.17 3.24 1.69 0.14 0.93 

Aircraft Fuel Transfers 0.17 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Aircraft Support Equipment 1.69 2.79 31.89 0.18 0.22 

On-Base Natural Gas Use 0.02 0.38 0.29 0.00 0.06 

Personal Vehicle Work Trips 3.95 2.77 42.69 0.08 8.03 

Added Government Vehicle Use 0.25 0.21 0.96 0.00 0.30 

1999 CAA Conformity Total 11.94 34.19 85.60 1.60 16.41 

2000+    E-2 Operations 4.53 22.10 6.73 0.93 5.55 

E-2 Engine Run-Ups 1.17 3.24 i.69 0.14 0.93 

Aircraft Fuel Transfers 0.17 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Aircraft Support Equipment 1.69 2.79 31.89 0.18 0.22 

On-Base Natural Gas Use 0.02 0.38 0.29 0.00 0.06 

Personal Vehicle Work Trips 3.95 2.77 42.69 0.08 8.03 

Added Government Vehicle Use 0.25 0.21 0.96 0.00 030 

2000+ CAA Conformity Total 11.78 31.48 84.25 1.33 15.10 

Conformity Analysis Summary 

Maximum CAA Conformity 
Analysis Emissions 11.94 34.19 85.60 2.22 16.41 

De Minimis Threshold 50.00 50.00 na na 70.00 

Above De Minimis Level? NO NO NO NO NO 

NAS Lemoore Activity Increase 
Forecast in SIP 14.60 65.70 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Conformity Emissions Change -2.66 -31.51 85.60 2.22 16.41 

Conformity Offset Requirements none none none none none 

2000+ Other Emission Sources ' 
Base-Related CAA Conformity 
Analysis Emissions 11.78 31.48 84.25 1.33 15.10 

Engine Test Stand 0.05 1.79 0.19 0.07 0.42 

Other On-Base Permit Sources 0.26 1.30 0.98 0.01 0.20 

Off-Base Natural Gas Use 0.72 9.37 3.99 0.06 1.11 

Additional Household Travel 19.39 18.25 241.10 0.55 56.64 

Total Emissions 32.21 62.19 330.51 2.02 73.48 

. Notes: Except for the following items, .assumptions regarding aircraft operations, equipment use, and vehicle travel are the same as those 
presented in the footnotes to Table 4-24. 

Construction emission estimates assume 21 acres disturbed and 12,180 hours of heavy equipment operation m 1998,4.5 acres 
disturbed and 1,990 hours of heavy equipment operation in 1999. ,,',,• r 

Aircraft fuel transfer emission estimates assume 4.1 million gallons of JP-5 fuel used per year, with two splash-loading fuel transfers; 1 
month of fuel transfers at 40 degrees F, 4 months of transfers at 50 degrees F, 1 month of fuel transfers at 60 degrees F, 4 months of 
fuel transfers at 70 degrees F, and 2 months of fuel transfers at 80 degrees F. 

On-base natural gas use emissions assume 9.37 million cubic feet per year of natural gas use for space heating and water heating in 
added office, industrial, and personnel-support buildings (10 BTU/hour/square foot heating energy demand). 

The ozone SIP for the San Joaquin Valley anticipated increased aircraft emissions at NAS Lemoore between 1990 and 1996. 
Other on-base permit sources include boilers for the added hangar and BEQ facilities plus paint, solvent, and abrasive blasting 

equipment at engine and airframe maintenance facilities. 
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In addition, the ozone SIP for the San Joaquin Valley anticipated increases in 
aircraft activity at NAS Lemoore, which have not occurred. As shown in the 
middle portion of Table 4-25, the forecasted increase in ozone precursor emissions 
(14.6 tons per year of reactive organic compounds and 65.7 tons per year of 
nitrogen oxides) exceeds the increase in ozone precursor emissions associated with 

the E-2 realignment action. 

Overall Emissions of Nonattainment Pollutants. Less than significant increases in 

the overall emissions of ozone precursors and PM10 would occur under the NAS 
Lemoore Alternative. The bottom part of Table 4-25 identifies emission sources 
that are excluded from conformity determination analyses, but which are still 
associated with the E-2 realignment. These emission sources include stationary 

sources operating under permits issued by the San Joaquin Valley Unified Air 
Pollution Control District and indirect emission sources that the Navy can not 
influence or control. Emission sources operating under air quality permits include 

engine and airframe maintenance facilities (paint, solvent, and abrasive blasting 

equipment), central boilers for hangars and BEQ facilities, and engine test stands. 
Important indirect emission sources not under Navy control include household 
vehicle travel for non-work purposes and natural gas use by off-base households. 

Modifications to existing maintenance facilities are unlikely to require new air 
quality permits unless the existing permits contain restrictive limitations on 
facility use. New central boilers and the new engine test stand would require air 
quality permits. Some new or replacement equipment (such as standby generators, 
compressors, etc.) might require new permits from the San Joaquin Valley Unified 
Air Pollution Control District. Requirements for permits or permit modifications 

are not in themselves significant impacts. 

As indicated by the bottom portion of Table 4-25, overall emissions of ozone and 
PM10 precursors associated with the E-2 realignment are estimated to be 32.21 tons 
per year of reactive organic compounds, 62.19 tons per year of nitrogen oxides, 
and 73.48 tons per year of PMj0. The overall emission increases for reactive 
organic compounds is below the numerical thresholds used to define major 
emission sources in the San Joaquin Valley, and thus is less than significant. The 
incremental emissions increases for nitrogen oxides and PMW exceed the major 
source thresholds (50 tons per year for nitrogen oxides and 70 tons per year for 
PM10), and is a significant impact for an ozone and PMW nonattainment area. 
However, the nitrogen oxide emissions increase is already accounted for in the 

ozone SIP for the San Joaquin Valley, and is thus mitigated. 

As can be seen from the middle portion of Table 4-25, the ozone SIP for the San 
Joaquin Valley already accounts for all of the nitrogen oxide emissions increase 
and part of the reactive organic compound emissions increase that would occur 
under the NAS Lemoore Alternative. Part of the remaining pollutant-specific 
emissions increases would be accounted for when SIP emission forecasts are 
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updated to include all new stationary sources with permits from the APCD. At 
least a portion of the remaining increment is already accounted for within the 
SEP's generalized population growth forecasts (and associated vehicle travel and 
household emission sources). Thus, this impact is adequately mitigated by being., 

largely taken into account by current SIP emission forecasts. 

Carbon Monoxide Concentrations at Major Intersections. Traffic associated with the 
NAS Lemoore Alternative would have a less than significant effect on ambient 
carbon monoxide concentrations at the main gate and Grangeville access points to 
NAS Lemoore. Dispersion modeling analyses indicate that peak 1-hour carbon 
monoxide concentrations at the major access gates would be less than 3 ppm, with 
peak 8-hour carbon monoxide concentrations being about 2 ppm. These carbon 
monoxide concentrations are well below the impact significance thresholds set by 
federal and state ambient standards (35 ppm for the federal 1-hour standard, 20 
ppm for the state 1-hour standard, and 9 ppm for the federal and state 8-hour 

standards). 

4.6.3      NAF El Centro Alternative 

Less than Significant Impacts 
Clean Air Act conformity. The NAF El Centro Alternative would have a less than 
significant impact on conformity-related emissions for the Salton Sea Air Basin. 
Table 4-26 summarizes emissions associated with the NAF El Centro Alternative. 
Emission estimates presented in Table 4-26 are separated into those that apply to 
the EPA Clean Air Act general conformity regulation, 40 CFR § 93(B) (1994), and 
additional emissions that should be addressed in a NEPA context. The top part of 
Table 4-26 addresses emission sources that fall within the scope of the EPA general 
conformity regulation, 40 CFR § 93(B) (1994). Emission sources associated with 
the NAF El Centro Alternative would be similar to those discussed for the NAS 

Lemoore Alternative. 

As indicated in Table 4-26, emission sources under Navy control would result in 
incremental emission increases of 12.08 tons per year for reactive organic 
compounds, 34.39 tons per year for nitrogen oxides, and 17.49 tons per year for 
PM10. These emission quantities are less than the relevant de minimis thresholds 
for ozone and PMi0 precursors (100 tons per year for each pollutant). 
Consequently, a record of nonapplicability (RONA) has been prepared for the 

NAF El Centro alternative and is included in Appendix D. 

Overall Emissions of Nonattainment Pollutants. Less than significant increases in 
the overall emissions of ozone and PM10 precursors would occur under the NAF 
El Centro Alternative. The bottom part of Table 4-26 identifies emission sources 
that are excluded from conformity analysis, but which are still associated with the 
E-2 realignment. These emission sources include stationary sources operating 
under permits issued by the Imperial County Air Pollution Control District and 
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Table 4-26 
Annual Emissions for E-2 Squadron Activity 

NAF El Centro Alternative 

Estimated Annual Emissions, Tons Per Year 
Reactive Organic Nitrogen Carbon 

Year                        Emissions Component Compounds Oxides Monoxide Sulfur Oxides PM,0 

1998,1999, and 2000+ Conformity Emissions 

1998     Construction Activity 1.13 18.20 8.33 1.88 17.73 

E-2 Operations 1.51 7.37 2.24 0.31 1.85 

E-2 Engine Run-ups 0.39 1.08 0.56 0.05 0.31 
Aircraft Fuel Transfers 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Aircraft Support Equipment 0.56 0.93 10.63 0.06 0.07 

On-Base Natural Gas Use 0.01 0.19 0.15 0.00 0.03 

Personal Vehicle Work Trips 1.32 0.92 14.23 0.03 2.68 
Added Government Vehicle Use 0.10 0.07 0.31 0.00 0.10 

1998 CAA Conformity Total 5.11 28.76 36.45 2.32 1231 

1999     Construction Activity 0.17 2.70 1.35 0.27 236 

E-2 Operations 4.53 22.10 6.73 0.93 5.55 

E-2 Engine Run-Ups 1.17 3.24 1.69 .   0.14 0.93 

Aircraft Fuel Transfers 0.25 0.00 0.00 0.00' 0.00 

Aircraft Support Equipment 1.69 ' 2.79 31.89 0.18 0.22 

On-Base Natural Gas Use 0.03 0.58 0.44 0.00 0.09 

Personal Vehicle Work Trips 3.95 2.77 42.69 0.08 8.03 

Added Government Vehicle Use 0.30    • 0.21 0.94 0.00 0.30 

1999 CAA Conformity Total 12.08 34.39 85.73 1.60 17.49 

2000+    E-2 Operations 4.53 22.10 6.73 0.93 5.55 

E-2 Engine Run-Ups 1.17 3.24 1.69 0.14 0.93 

Aircraft Fuel Transfers 0.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0.0 
Aircraft Support Equipment 1.69 2.79 31.89 0.18 072 

On-Base Natural Gas Use 0.03 0.58 0.44 0.00 0.09   • 
Personal Vehicle Work Trips 3.95 2.77 42.69 0.08 8.03 
Added Government Vehicle Use 0.30 0.21 0.94 0.00 030 

2000+ CAA Conformity Total 11.92 31.69 8438 133 15.13 

Conformity Analysis Summary 

Maximum CAA Conformity 
Analysis Emissions 12.08 34.39 85.73 232 17.49 

De Minimis Threshold 100.00 100.00 na na 100.00 

Above De Minimis Level? NO NO NO NO NO 

NAF El Centro Activity 
Increase Forecast in SIP 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Conformity Emissions Change 12.08 34.39 85.73 232 17.49 

Conformity Offset Requirements none none none none none 

2000+ Other Emission Sources 

Base-Related CAA Conformity 
Analysis Emissions 11.92 31.69 84.38 133 15.13 

Engine Test Stand ■   0.05 1.79 0.19 0.07 0.42 

Other On-Base Permit Sources 0.26 1.30 0.98 0.01 070 

Off-Base Natural Gas Use 0.72 9.37 3.99 0.06 1.11 

Additional Household Travel 19.39 18.25 241.10 0.55 56.64 

Total Emissions 32.35 62.39 330.64 2.02 73.51 

Notes: Except for the following items, assumptions regarding aircraft operations, equipment use, and vehicle travel are the same as those 
presented in the footnotes to Table 4-24. 

Construction emission estimates assume 213 acres disturbed and 12,875 hours of heavy equipment operation in 1998,43 acres 
disturbed and 1,990 hours of heavy equipment operation in 1999. 

Aircraft fuel transfer emission estimates assume 4.1 million gallons of JP-5 fuel used per vear, with two splash-loading fuel transfers; 5 
months of transfers at 60 degrees F, 1 month of fuel transfers at 70 degrees F, 2 months of fuel transfers at 80 degrees F, and 4 
months of fuel transfers at 90 degrees F. .     . 

On-base natural gas use emissions assume 937 million cubic feet per year of natural gas use for space heating and water heating in 
added office, industrial, and personnel-support buildings (10 BTU/hour/square foot heating energy demand). 

Other on-base permit sources include boilers for the added hangar and BEQ facilities plus paint, solvent, and abrasive blasting 
equipment at engine and airframe maintenance facilities. 
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indirect emission sources that the Navy can not influence or control. Emission 
sources operating under air quality permits include engine and airframe 
maintenance facilities (paint, solvent, and abrasive blasting equipment), central 
boilers for hangars and BEQ facilities, and engine test stands: Important indirect 
emission sources not under Navy control include household vehicle travel for 

non-work purposes and natural gas use by off-base households. 

Modifications to existing maintenance facilities are unlikely to require new air 
quality permits unless the existing permits contain restrictive limitations on 
facility use. New central boilers and the new engine test stand would require air 
quality permits. Some new or replacement equipment (such as standby generators, 
compressors, etc.) might require new permits from the Imperial County Air 
Pollution Control District. Requirements for permits or permit modifications are 

not in themselves significant impacts. 

As indicated by the bottom portion of Table 4-26, overall emissions of ozone and 
PM10 precursors associated with the E-2 realignment are estimated to be 32.35 tons 
per year of reactive organic compounds, 62.39 tons per year of nitrogen oxides, 
and 73.51 tons per year of PM10. The overall emission increases for reactive 
organic compounds and PMi0 are below the relevant conformity de minimis levels. 

Carbon Monoxide Concentrations at Major Intersections. Traffic associated with the 
NAF El Centro Alternative would have a less than significant effect on ambient 
carbon monoxide concentrations access points to NAF El Centro. Dispersion 
modeling analyses indicate that peak 1-hour carbon monoxide concentrations 
along the major access roadways would be about 3 ppm, with peak 8-hour carbon 
monoxide concentrations being about 2.2 ppm. These carbon monoxide 
concentrations are well below the impact significance thresholds set by federal and 
state ambient standards (35 ppm for the federal 1-hour standard, 20 ppm for the 
state 1-hour standard, and 9 ppm for the federal and state 8-hour standards). 
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4.7        NOISE 
This section identifies potential noise impacts that may result from implementing 
one of the realignment alternatives, with an emphasis on off-base noise impacts. 
On-base land use compatibility issues are addressed in more detail in the Land Use 
and Airspace impact discussion (Section 4.3). Impact significance evaluations are 
based on estimated noise levels from direct and indirect noise sources associated 
with alternative actions. Noise modeling analyses have been used to evaluate noise 
impacts of construction activities, aircraft operations, and added traffic on major 
access roads. Technical analyses supporting the impact significance evaluations are 

presented in Appendix E. 

Significance Criteria 
Annoyance effects are the primary consideration for most noise impact 
assessments. Because the reaction to noise level changes involves both 

physiological and psychological factors, the magnitude of a noise level change can 

be as important as the resulting overall noise level. A readily noticeable increase in 

noise levels would often be considered a significant effect by local residents even if 
the overall noise level is still within" land use compatibility guidelines. On the 
other hand, noise level increases that are not noticeable to most people generally 
are not considered a significant change, even if the overall noise level is close to or 
somewhat above land use compatibility guidelines. 

A variety of factors related to the nature of a noise source can also affect people's 
reaction to it. Most people find evening and nighttime noise the most 
objectionable, and are more willing to accept noise sources that operate only 
during daytime hours. Similarly, temporary noise sources are generally tolerated 
more than permanent noise sources. Depending on the repetition pattern, 
intermittent noise sources can be either more or less objectionable than 

continuous noise sources. 

A proposed action can have significant noise impacts through two different 
mechanisms: creating new sources of noise in an area, or establishing noise- 
sensitive land uses in locations that would be exposed to high noise levels. Both 
situations must be addressed by significance criteria for noise impacts. 

Land use compatibility guidelines (Department of Defense [DOD] criteria for on- 
base land uses, general plan noise element criteria for off-base land uses) are the 
most common source of criteria used to define impact significance for noise issues. 
Regulatory thresholds established by state and local codes (i.e., state airport noise 
regulations) provide additional criteria for some categories of noise sources or 

affected land uses. 

An alternative would have significant noise impacts if its implementation would 

directly or indirectly: 
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• Establish noise-sensitive land uses (residential, educational, and health 
care uses) in areas exposed to ambient noise levels that are higher than 
the applicable land use compatibility criterion (typically 60 or 65 dB 

GNEL); or 

• Increase ambient CNEL levels at noise-sensitive land uses beyond the 
"normally acceptable" land use compatibility criterion (typically 60 or 
65 dB CNEL for residential, educational, and health care land uses). 
As noted in Chapter 3, California law uses the 65-dB CNEL contour 
to define "airport noise impact zones" for schools and other noise- 

sensitive land uses. 

Temporary noise sources that are restricted to daytime hours (such as most 
construction and demolition activities) would be considered a significant impact 
only if they affect noise-sensitive land uses and result in CNEL levels more than 10 
dB above the land use compatibility criterion for the affected noise-sensitive land 

use. 

Table 4-27 summarizes the potential noise impacts identified in this analysis. 

Table 4-27 
Summary of Noise Impacts 

REALIGNMENT ALTERNATIVES 

IMPACT ISSUES 

NAWS 
Point Mugu 

{Preferred Alternative) 
NAS 

Lemoore 
NAF 

ElCentro 

Construction noise 

Aircraft noise 

Traffic noise 

© 

CD 
© 

© 
© 
© 

© 
© 
© 

LEGEND; 
v -   Significant and not mitigable impact 
\9 -   Significant and mitigable impact 
d' -   Less than significant impact 
W -   No impact 

4.7.1    Preferred Alternative: NAWS Point Mugu 

Less than Significant Impacts 
Construction noise. A less than significant noise impact would result from 
construction and remodeling activities associated with the NAWS Point Mugu 
Alternative. Temporary construction activity would occur with projects to 
remodel existing facilities or build new facilities to accommodate the E-2 aircraft, 
required maintenance and training facilities, and associated personnel. Most 
facility construction or remodeling would occur prior to the arrival of the E-2 
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aircraft. Construction projects would be small in scale, and most would not be 
located near noise-sensitive land uses. 

Table 4-28 summarizes typical noise levels during various phases of construction 
projects. There would be little heavy grading and only limited foundation 
excavation during most of the anticipated construction projects. Noise levels 
during building erection and finishing would be lower than those during site and 
foundation preparation stages. Construction noise near existing housing areas 
would be minimized by restricting construction activity to normal daytime 

periods. 

Table 4-28 
Typical Construction Noise Impacts 

Distance 
From 

CNEL Increments (dBA) from Typical Construction Phases 

Site Heavy Site Foundation 
(feet) Grading Preparation Excavation Paving 

50 85.8 84.7 85.7 82.7 

100 79.7 78.6 79.6 76.7 

200 73.5 72.5 73.5 70.5 

400 67.2 66.2 67.2 64.1 
600 63.4 62.3 63.4 60.2- 
800 60.5 59.6 60.6 57.3 

1,000 58.3 57.3 58.4 55.0 
1,500 54.0 53.1 54.1 50.6 

2,000 50.7 49.9 50.9 47.2 

2,500 48.0 47.3 48.3 44.4 
3,000 45.7 45.1 46.1 42.0 

4,000 41.8 41.3 42.3 37.9 
530 37.6 37.3 38.3 33.5 
7,500 31.8 31.6 32.7 27.4 

9,000 28.5 28.4 29.5 23.9 
10,560 25.4 25.3 26.5 20.6 

Notes: dBA - A-weighted decibels 
CNEL - community noise equivalent level. 
Noise calculations incorporate both distance attenuation and atmospheric absorption effects. 
Noise estimates assume variable equipment use over a 10-hour work day with no nighttime construction activity, but with 
equipment items concentrated in a limited area. 
Heavy grading assumed to require two scrapers, one grader, two heavy trucks, two front-end loader, one compactor, and one 
water truck. Site preparation assumed to require one bulldozer, one backhoe, one front-end loader, two heavy trucks, and 
one water truck. Foundation excavation assumed to require one power shovel, one front-end loader, two heavy trucks, and 
one water truck. Paving operations assumed to require one grader, one heavy truck, one roller, one paver, and one water 
truck. 

Sources:    US Environmental Protection Agency 1971. 
Gharabegian, et al. 1985. 
Acoustical Society of America 1978. 
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Aircraft noise. Noise associated with E-2 aircraft operations would have a less than 
significant impact on land uses in the NAWS Point Mugu vicinity because noise 
levels generated by E-2 aircraft are significantly lower than noise levels from 
existing flight operations. Aircraft flight activity would be the dominant 
component of noise contributed by E-2 aircraft. Testing of E-2 engines after 
maintenance work would be an additional localized source of noise at engine test 
cell facilities and runway apron power check pads. Noise from testing of E-2 
aircraft engines would not produce any significant impacts because noise barriers 
and enclosures are used at engine test cells and at any power check pads near noise- 

sensitive land uses. 

Noise levels produced by E-2 aircraft are at least 10 A-weighted decibel scale (dBA) 
lower than those produced by fighter jet aircraft. Consequently, the introduction 
of E-2 aircraft at NAWS Point Mugu would not cause any meaningful change in 
overall aircraft noise contours around the airfield. Figure 4-4 illustrates anticipated 
CNEL contours around NAWS Point Mugu after the arrival of the E-2 squadrons. 
As can be seen by comparison to Figure 3-31 (in Section 3.7, Noise), the added 
flight activity produced by the introduction of E-2 squadrons would cause only 
minor alterations in the shapes of existing noise contours north, south, or west of 
NAWS Point Mugu- Noise contours would expand somewhat to the east due to 
additional low altitude landing practice patterns by E-2 aircraft. The off-base 
acreage exposed to CNEL values above 65 dB would increase from about 1,623 
acres to 1,800 acres (Wyle 1997). 

E-2 aircraft flight events would be heard as additional discrete noise events, but the 
resulting noise levels would be much less than those generated by jet aircraft. 
Table 4-29 summarizes estimated peak noise levels from E-2 takeoffs, high power 
level flights, and landing approaches. Noise levels are primarily a function of 
power setting and distance from the aircraft flight path. Noise levels are typically 
7 to 10 dBA lower for approach power settings than for high power settings (i.e., 
takeoffs and normal cruising speeds). 

Peak flyover noise levels for nearby off-base land uses would almost always be less 
than 75 dBA. Flyovers of more distant populated areas (such as Oxnard, Port 
Hueneme, or Camarillo) would typically happen with the aircraft at an altitude of 
1,500 to 2,500 feet. Peak flyover noise levels in these areas would generally be 
about 70 dBA. As a point of comparison, a typical 2-axle delivery truck driving 
by at 35 mph produces a peak noise level of about 75 dBA at a distance of 50 feet, 
while a 3-axle truck produces a peak noise level of about 83 dBA at that distance. 
Average noise levels for individual flyover events would be 4 to 5 dBA lower than 

the peak noise levels listed in Table 4-29. 

Because individual flyover events would last only about 1.5 minutes, noise levels 
for these events cannot be compared to the 24-hour average noise levels used for 
land use compatibility criteria. 
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4.7 Noise 

Traffic noise. Additional traffic associated with the NAWS Point Mugu 
Alternative would have a less than significant effect on ambient noise levels along 
roadways providing access to NAWS Point Mugu. It generally takes a doubling of 
traffic volumes to cause a 3 dB noise level increase. Daily traffic volumes on SR-1 
and Frontage Road would increase by one to three percent after arrival of the E-2 
squadrons, resulting in noise level changes of 0.2 to 0.3 dB. Such small noise level 

changes would not be noticeable. 

4.7.2     NAS Lemoore Alternative 

Less than Significant Impacts 
Construction noise. A less than significant noise impact would result from 
construction and remodeling activities associated with the NAS Lemoore 
Alternative. Construction-related noise conditions would be similar to those 
shown in Table 4-28 and discussed for the NAWS Point Mugu Alternative. 

Construction noise near existing housing areas would be minimized by restricting 

construction activity to normal daytime periods. 

Aircraft noise. Noise associated with E-2 aircraft operations would have a less than 
significant impact on land uses in the NAS Lemoore vicinity. Noise levels 
produced by E-2 aircraft are at least 10 dBA lower than those produced by jet 
aircraft currently operating at NAS Lemoore. Because NAS Lemoore has a large 
number of jet aircraft flight operations, the introduction of E-2 aircraft would not 
cause any change in overall aircraft noise contours around the airfield. Noise 
impacts from engine testing would not be significant at NAS Lemoore because the 
operations area is located about 4 miles from administration and housing areas. 
Noise from individual E-2 overflights would be the same as described under the 

NAWS Point Mugu alternative (see Table 4-29). 

Testing of E-2 engines after maintenance work would be an additional localized 
source of noise at engine test cell facilities and runway apron power check pads. 
Noise from testing of E-2 aircraft engines would not produce any significant 
impacts because noise barriers and enclosures are used at engine test cells and at 
any power check pads near noise-sensitive land uses. 

Traffic noise. Additional traffic associated with the NAS Lemoore Alternative 
would have a less than significant effect on ambient noise levels along major access 
roadways. Daily traffic volumes on SR-198 and Grangeville Boulevard would 
increase by five to seven percent after arrival of the E-2 squadrons, resulting in 
noise level changes of 0.2 to 0.3 dBA. Such small noise level changes would not be 
noticeable. Traffic volume changes on SR-41 would be too small to change 

existing traffic noise levels. 
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4.7.3    NAF El Centra Alternative 

Less than Significant Impacts 
Construction noise. A less than significant noise impact would result from 
construction and remodeling activities associated with the NAP El Centro 
Alternative. Construction-related noise conditions would be similar to those 
shown in Table 4-28 and discussed for the NAWS Point Mugu Alternative. 
Construction noise near existing housing areas would be minimized by restricting 
construction activity to normal daytime periods. 

Aircraft noise. Noise associated with E-2 aircraft operations would have a less than 
significant impact on land uses in the NAF El Centro vicinity. Noise levels 
produced by E-2 aircraft are at least 10 dBA lower than those produced by combat 
jet aircraft. Consequently, the introduction of E-2 aircraft at NAF El Centro 
would not cause any meaningful change in overall aircraft noise contours around 
the airfield. Existing high noise level conditions would remain unchanged for on- 
base and nearby off-base areas. Testing of E-2 engines after maintenance work 
would be an additional localized source of noise at engine test cell facilities and 
runway apron power check pads. Noise barriers or enclosures would be necessary 
at engine test cells and at any power check pads located near noise-sensitive land 
uses. Noise from individual E-2 overflight events would be the same as described 
under the NAWS Point Mugu alternative (see Table 4-29). 

Traffic noise. Additional traffic associated with the NAF El Centro Alternative 
would have a less than significant effect on ambient noise levels along major access 
roadways. Daily traffic volumes on Bennett Road would increase by 11 percent 
after arrival of the E-2 squadrons, resulting in a noise level change of 0.5 dBA. 
Traffic volumes would increase nine percent on Evans Hewes Road east of 
Forrester Road, resulting in an noise level change of 0.4 dBA. Other roadways 
would experience traffic increases resulting in noise level changes of less than 0.2 
dBA. In all cases, these small noise level changes would not be noticeable. 
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4.8      AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES 

This section identifies potential consequences to aesthetics and visual resources 
that may result from implementing the proposed action at one of the alternative 
bases. The impact analysis compares projected conditions after realignment to the 
affected environments and regions of influence described in Section 3.8, Aesthetics 
and Visual Resources. The aesthetics and visual resources analysis is a qualitative 
evaluation of the nature and extent of change to the existing landscape and man- 
made visual character and views through implementation of the proposed action at 

each of the alternative bases. 

Significance Criteria 
Implementation of the proposed action would have a significant impact on the 

aesthetic or visual environment if it would: 

• Substantially contrast with the character and scale of the  existing 

community; 

• Degrade views  from  any formally  recognized  scenic  viewshed  or 

roadway; or 

• Dominate views of a visually unique structure or landform. 

Table 4-30 summarizes the potential aesthetics and visual resources impacts that 

have been identified in this analysis. 

Table 4-30 

REALIGNMENT ALTERNATIVES 

NAWS 

IMPACT ISSUES 
Point Mugu 

(Preferred Alternative) 
NAS 

Lemoore 
NAF 

ElCentro 

Visual character © © © 
• Sensitive views © © © 
Consistency with plans and policies CD © © 

LEGEND: 

9 - Significant and not mitigable impact 

CP - Significant and mitigable impact 

CD - Less than significant impact 

CJ = No impact 

4.8.1     Preferred Alternative: NAWS Point Mugu 

less titan Significant Impacts 
Visual character.   Proposed development and operations at NAWS Point Mugu 
would have a less than significant impact on visual character at or near the base. 
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Development of airfield; AJMD and training facilities would require construction 
of several new buildings at NAWS Point Mugu. The new structures would be 
located in an already developed area consistent with existing structures in terms of 
scale and architectural treatments based on the Base Exterior Architecture Plan 
(BEAP) guidelines. The only exception would be a portion of the proposed vehicle 
parking lot near the periphery of the open space surrounding Mugu Lagoon. Site 
development would contrast with the adjacent open space, but would be 
compatible in character with surrounding nearby developments, such as Building 
514. Rehabilitation and renovation of the aircraft hangar would require internal 
modifications, and approximately expansion of 7,000 square feet. The hangar is 
located in an already developed area, and changes would be similar in scale and 
character. There would be visible changes from the aircraft parking apron 
pavement expansion, simulated aircraft carrier deck lighting on the runway, and 
support utilities associated with airfield improvements. These changes would not 
be visible from off-base nor from many of the on-base structures. Therefore, 
impacts to visual quality and character from the proposed development associated 
with the NAWS Point Mugu Alternative would be less than significant. No 
mitigation would be required. 

The E-2s would fly within the same areas as current flight activity and operations. 
Visually sensitive land uses are limited within the base's airfield flight path. 
Furthermore, topographic constraints limit aircraft flights over the nearby Santa 
Monica National Recreation Area and State Park. Therefore, the operational 
impacts to visual character would be less than significant. No mitigation would be 

required. 

Sensitive views. The proposed action would have a less than significant impact on 
nearby views. Although the proposed development would be visible from on- 
base residential areas, no new structures would be visible from outside the base 
perimeter. Therefore, impacts to existing views from implementing the proposed 
action at NAWS Point Mugu would be less than significant. No mitigation would 

be required. 

Consistency with plans and policies. Pursuant to the Coastal Zone Management 
Act, federal activities that could affect land, water, or natural resources in the 
coastal zone must be consistent with the enforceable policies of the approved state 
coastal zone program to the maximum extent practicable. Because the proposed 
action at NAWS Point Mugu would affect the coastal zone, the Navy has prepared 
a Coastal Consistency Determination, which has been submitted to the Coastal 
Commission. In addition, all new construction would comply with the NAWS 
Point Mugu Base Exterior and Architecture Plan (BEAP) design guidelines. 
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4.8.2 NAS Lemoore Alternative 

Less than Significant Impacts 
Visual character. Proposed development and operations at NAS Lemoore would 
have a less than significant impact on visual character at or near the base. 
Development of the aircraft hangar, AMD, training, and personnel support 
facilities -would require new construction at NAS Lemoore. Many of these 
structures would be infill projects consistent with existing structures in terms of 
scale and architectural treatments based on the BEAP guidelines. The new 
buildings are proposed among structures that are similar in scale and character. 
The proposed personnel support facilities would also be constructed among 
administration buildings with similar architecture and scale (i.e., recreation and 

housing areas). No unique landforms or scenic attributes would be affected by this 
alternative. Because the new structures would integrate architectural treatments 

required by the BEAP, the proposed development would have a less than 

significant impact on visual character. No mitigation would be required. 

The increase in flight activity would not substantially change the perceived 
character of existing operations, because there are no visually sensitive land uses 
beneath the airfield flight path. Therefore, operations associated with the NAS 
Lemoore Alternative would have a less than significant impact on the visual 
environment. No mitigation would be required. 

Sensitive views. With the NAS Lemoore Alternative, there would be a less than 
significant impact to nearby views. The interior location of the proposed 
structures would restrict their visibility to internal base operations, including on- 
base residential areas. None of the structures would be visible from outside the 
base perimeter. Therefore, impacts to existing views from implementing the 
proposed .action at NAS Lemoore would be less than significant. No mitigation 

would be required. 

Consistency with plans and policies. Implementation of the proposed action at NAS 
Lemoore would be consistent with relevant plans and regulations, such as the NAS 
Lemoore BEAP. All new construction would comply with NAS Lemoore BEAP 

design guidelines. 

4.8.3 NAF El Centra Alternative 

less than Significant Impacts 
Visual character. With the NAF El Centra Alternative, there would be less than 
significant impacts on visual character at or near the base. Development of the 
airfield, AMD, training, and personnel support facilities would require new 
construction at NAF El Centro. The proposed airfield, AMD, training, and 
personnel support facilities would be clustered in a complex within 800 feet (244 
meters) of the Main Gate. Although there is only one nearby hangar structure, the 
buildings would be comparable in scale to other similar on-base facilities.   The 
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visually detectable change from agricultural land to operational area would 
contrast with the surrounding agricultural character of the site, but would remain 
consistent with adjacent hangar and other military airfield facilities. The 
personnel support facilities would be constructed among structures similar in scale 
and character as the proposed buildings (i.e., recreation and housing areas). No 
unique landforms or scenic attributes would be removed with the NAF El Centra 
Alternative. Landscaping and architectural treatments required in the BEAP would 
serve to integrate the proposed structures into the visual theme-established at the 
base. Therefore, the impact to visual character associated with the NAF El Centra 
Alternative would be less than significant. No mitigation would be required. 

The E-2s would fly within the same areas as current flight activity and operations. 
The increase in flights and FCLPs would not substantially change the perceived 
character of the existing flight activity. Therefore, the impact of operations 
associated with the NAF El Centra Alternative to the visual environment would 

be less than significant. No mitigation would be required. 

Sensitive views. With the proposed action, there would be a less than significant 
impact on nearby views. Although the new operational structures would be 
visible from the perimeter of the base and Main Gate, no sensitive viewsheds exist 
outside the base perimeter. No personnel support structures would be visible 
from outside the base perimeter or Main Gate because of distance and intervening 
structures which block views to internal areas. Overall, views of each project site 
within NAF El Centra have low visual quality because there is minimal variation 
in scenery, topography, and architecture. Therefore, impacts to existing views 
associated with the NAF El Centra Alternative would be less than significant. No 

mitigation would be required. 

Consistency with plans and policies. Implementation of the proposed action at NAF 
El Centra would be consistent with relevant plans and regulations such as the 
NAF El. Centra BEAP. All new construction would comply with the NAF El 

Centra BEAP design guidelines. 
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4.9      UTILITIES AND SERVICES 

This section identifies potential impacts to utilities and services that may result 
from implementing the proposed action at one of the alternative bases. The 
impact analysis compares projected conditions after realignment to the affected 
environments and regions of influence described in Seaion 3.9, Utilities and 
Services. The utilities and. services analyses are qualitative evaluations of the 
nature and extent of changes to existing utilities and services through the 
implementation of proposed action at each of the alternative bases. 

Significance Criteria 
Implementing the proposed action may have significant impacts on a utility or 

service if it would: 

• Increase demand in excess of the utility system or service capacity to the 

point that substantial expansion, additional facilities, or increased staffing 

levels would be necessary, or 

• Violate federal, state, or local standards or requirements regulating a 
public utility system. 

Table 4-31 summarizes the potential impacts to utilities and services that have been 
identified in this analysis. 

Table 4-31 
Summary of Utilities and Services Impacts 

REALIGNMENT ALTERNATIVES 

NAWS 
Point Mugu NAS NAF 

IMPACT ISSUES (Preferred Alternative) Lemoore ElCentro 
Water supply : © © © 
Wastewater collection and treatment CD © © 
Storm water collection and treatment © © © 
Solid waste collection and disposal © © © 
Natural gas and electric services © © © 
Schools 3 3 © 
Child care © © © 
Health services © © © 
Recreational and community facilities © © © 
Police services © © © 
Fire protection   ' © © © 

LEGEND: 
V - Significant and not mhigable impact 
(P - Significant and mhigable impact 
U-' - Less than significant impact 
<J — No impact 
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Approach to the Analysis 
For the purpose of this analysis, utility demand projections for each facility are 
based on an .ICF Kaiser study that determined utility usage associated with the 
1993 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (BRAC) 
recommendations (US Navy 1994f). Utility usage by family members housed on 
each facility was also incorporated into the utility demand projections. Based on 
these assumptions, projected utility demand at each Navy facility from 
realignment of E-2 aircraft and associated personnel and equipment would be: 

• water = 163,170 gallons per day (gpd) (617,600 liters per day [Lpd]); 

• wastewater = 129,400 average gpd (489,800 Lpd); 

• solid waste generation = 4.2 tons per day (3.8 tonnes); 

• electricity = 58,268 kilowatt hour (KWH) per day; and 

• natural gas = 50,070 cubic feet per day (cfd) (1,400 cubic meters per day 

[and]). 

Families that would not reside at Navy facilities were assumed to be distributed in 
surrounding communities and therefore would affect local provider utility 
demand. Additionally, families residing off base are projected to be absorbed by 
existing housing and development (see Section 4.4, Socioeconomics). 

Projected demands for public services are based on population increases, including 
military and civilian personnel and their families. All personnel are assumed to use 
health services and recreation and community facilities in the ROI for each 
alternative. In the case of fire protection and police services, the additional 
personnel and family members that would work and reside at a Navy facility 
would generate the increased demand at the base. Families that would reside in 
surrounding ROIs would require fire protection and police services from local 

providers. 

The EIFS model was used to account for the effects of realignment operations and 
construction on local schools. Appendix C contains complete model outputs. 
The EIFS standard and construction models were used to analyze operations 
effects, which include changes in E-2 squadron personnel and procurement, and 
construction phase effects, respectively. The EIFS model projects increases in the 
number of school children for each alternative, ranging from 429 to 445 in the 

year of greatest impact (1999). 

4.9.1     Preferred Alternative: NAWS Point Mugu 

Significant Impacts 
Impact 1: Schools. A potential impact to schools would occur due to the action at 
NAWS Point Mugu, but could be mitigated by federal payments to eligible school 
districts.    Federal agencies affect local school districts either through federal 
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ownership of property in the district (federal property is tax-exempt and may 
decrease funds available for education), or by adding "federally connected 
children" to the number of students that would ordinarily need to be educated by 
local school districts. Federally connected children include those who (1) live and 
have parents who work on federal property and (2) those who either live on 
federal property or have parents who work on federal property. 

A survey was undertaken by the Navy to ascertain the number of projected school 
children that would attend Ventura County schools as a result of the E-2 
realignment to NAWS Point Mugu (US Navy 1997e). The Navy is constantly 
transferring and receiving new personnel. Therefore, about 60 percent of the 

people transferring to NAWS Point Mugu were surveyed, and a 40 percent 

increment was added to round out the survey. It was found that approximately 

116 school children would be added to the Ventura County schools late in 1998 

and early in 1999. Additionally, another 37 school children from support 

activities would be added later in 1999 or early 2000. All affected schools in 

Ventura County are operating over design and expansion capacity. 

Mitigation 1. School districts may be eligible for compensation for the addition of 
federally connected students by impact aid, which is intended to compensate local 
school districts for burdens placed on their resources by federal activity. Schools 
must apply for impact aid through an application process that determines 
eligibility and funds are paid directly by the Department of Education (US 
Department of Education 1995). For example, a payment was made in the 
amount of $703,097 to the Ocean View School District for federally connected 
school children (US Department of Education 1997). The Navy would assist, to 
the extent practicable, affected schools in their pursuit for federal impact aid. 
Implementation of this mitigation may reduce the level of impact to one that is 
less than significant, however mitigation may be inadequate because of funding 

shortfalls in recent years. 

less than Significant Impacts 
Water supply. The increased demand for water would not significantly affect water 
supply of NAWS Point Mugu. The increased population and operations at 
NAWS Point Mugu would increase total demand to 1.6 million gallons per day 
(mgd) (6.2 million Liters per day [mLdJ, an 11 percent increase over the current 
demand of 1.48 mgd ( Lpd) (5.56 mLd). The infrastructure is in adequate condition 
and has the capacity to accommodate the water supply increase (Hovde 1997). 
Additionally, the Port Hueneme Water Agency (PHWA) and the United Water 
Conservation District (UWCD) have sufficient capacity to serve the base's 
increased water needs (Passanisi 1997; Gientke 1997). The impact to water supply 
at NAWS Point Mugu would be less than significant. No mitigation would be 

required. 

The families that would reside in the surrounding communities within the ROI 
would require approximately 187,980 gpd (530,000 Lpd) of potable water. The 
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municipal water departments and local water suppliers have the capacity to 
accommodate the increased water requirements of these communities (Passanisi 
1997; Gientke 1997; Muro 1997; Smith 1997; Bauer 1997). The impact to water 
supply within the ROI would not be significant. No mitigation would be 

required. 

Waste-water collection and treatment. The increase in wastewater generated at 
NAWS Point Mugu from this alternative would not significantly affect the 
wastewater collection and treatment system. The population and operations 
increase at NAWS Point Mugu would increase total wastewater generated to 0.48 
mgd (1.82 mLd), a 37 percent increase over the current generation of 0.35 mgd 
(1.32 mLd). The infrastructure is in adequate condition and has the capacity to 
accommodate the wastewater increase (Hovde 1997). The increase would not 
exceed the base's 500,000-gpd (1,890,000-Lpd) allotment from the City of Oxnard 
wastewater treatment plant. Additionally, the Oxnard Wastewater Treatment 
Plant has approximately 12.7 mgd (48 mLd) in excess capacity and could further 
increase NAWS Point Mugu's wastewater allotment should the need arise (Moise 
1997). The impact to wastewater collection and treatment at NAWS Point Mugu 
would be less than significant. No mitigation would be required. 

The families that would reside in the surrounding communities within the ROI 
would generate approximately 140,985 gpd (53,360 Lpd) of wastewater. 
Wastewater treatment agencies in the surrounding cities of Oxnard, Camarillo, 
Ventura, and Port Hueneme have sufficient capacity to accommodate the 
increased wastewater requirements of the incoming families (Connor 1997; 
Westdike 1997; Finley 1997; Simmons 1997). The impact to wastewater collection 
and treatment within the ROI would be less than significant. No mitigation 
would be required. 

Storm water collection and treatment. The increase in the rate and volume of storm 
water runoff at NAWS Point Mugu from this alternative would not significantly 
affect the collection and treatment system. The volume and rate of storm water 
runoff at NAWS Point Mugu would increase slightly because impervious surfaces 
would increase by approximately 3 acres (1.2 hectares) from the proposed 
development and expansion of current facilities at NAWS Point Mugu. The storm 
water collection system has the capacity to accommodate the increase in storm 
water flow from development and expansion (Cervantes 1997). Minor upgrades 
would be designed to accommodate the projected increase in storm water flows 
during buildout of this alternative progresses. The impact to storm water 
collection and treatment at NAWS Point Mugu would be less than significant. No 
mitigation would be required. 

Solid waste collection and disposal. The increase in solid waste generation at NAWS 
Point Mugu from this alternative would not significantly affect the collection and 
disposal system. The population and operations increase at NAWS Point Mugu 
would increase total solid waste generation to approximately 18 tons (16 tonnes) 
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per day, a 30 percent increase over the current generation of 13.8 tons (12.4 
tonnes) per day. Professional Waste Management and the Del Norte Regional 
Recycling and Transfer Station have the capacity to accommodate this amount of 
solid wasteland the Toland Road Landfill life expectancy is approximately 30 
years (Perry 1997; Conaway 1997). Additionally, the base would be able to meet 
its solid waste diversion goals outlined by AB 939 (Granade 1997). The impact to 
solid waste collection and disposal at NAWS Point Mugu would be less than 
significant. No mitigation would be required. 

The families that would reside in the surrounding communities within the ROI 
would generate approximately 2.4 tons (2.2 tonnes) per day of solid waste. Local 

waste collection and disposal agencies could accommodate the increased solid 

waste generation (Perry 1997; Conaway 1997). The impact to solid waste 

collection and disposal within the ROI would be less than significant. No 

mitigation would be required. 

Natural gas and electric services. The increase in natural gas and electric 
consumption at NAWS Point Mugu from this alternative would not significantly 
affect the gas and electric systems. The population and operations increase at 
NAWS Point Mugu would increase total natural gas consumption to 139,040 cfd 
(39,370 cmd) a 56 percent increase over the current usage of 89,000 cfd (2,520 
cmd). Total electricity requirements would increase to about 329,068 KWH per 
day, 21 percent more than the current usage of 271,000 KWH. The base's natural 
gas and electrical systems are in adequate condition and have the capacity to accept 
the additional natural gas and electricity needed (Hovde 1997). Southern 
California Gas Company (SCGC) and SCE could provide the base with the 
additional natural gas required (Rees 1997; Wiggins 1997). The impact to natural 
gas and electric services at NAWS Point Mugu would be less than significant. No 

mitigation would be required. 

The additional families that would reside in the surrounding communities within 
the ROI would receive energy from the same local natural gas and electricity 
providers at NAWS Point Mugu. These providers have the capacity to service • 
these areas (Rees 1997; Wiggins 1997). The impact to natural gas and electric 
services within the ROI would be less than significant. No mitigation would be 
required. 

Child care. The increased number of children at NAWS Point Mugu from this 
alternative could not be accommodated by the existing child care faculties. 
Expansion of the Family Services Center would accommodate the additional 
children. The impact to child care would be less than significant. No mitigation 

would be required. 

Health services. The increase in personnel at NAWS Point Mugu from this 
alternative could not be accommodated by the existing branch medical and dental 
clinic.   The additional operations and maintenance personnel at NAWS Point 
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Mugu from the E-2 squadron realignment would exceed the current capacity of the 
medical and dental clinic and the current staff of three physicians, one independent 
duty corpsman, and one physician's assistant. This alternative provides for the 
additional staffing and facilities to maintain adequate levels of health care. Health 
services would be scaled up as required during buildout of the alternative. The 
impact to health services at NAWS Point Mugu would be less than significant. 

No mitigation would be required. 

The Naval Medical Clinic at Port Hueneme and the 12 surrounding area hospitals 
would accommodate the additional demand for health services from military 
family members residing in surrounding communities. Demand for health care 
would be distributed among these facilities and would be minimal. The impact to 
health services within the ROI would be less than significant. No mitigation 

would be required. 

Recreational and community facilities. The additional demand for recreation and 
community faculties at NAWS Point Mugu and within the ROI from this 
alternative would not significantly affect these facilities. Increased demand and 
usage of these facilities would be distributed among facilities on base and in the 
surrounding communities. The impact to recreational and community facilities 
would be less than significant.   No mitigation would be required. 

Police services. The additional demand for police services at NAWS Point Mugu 
from this alternative would not significantly affect the NAWS Point Mugu 
Security Department. The current staffing levels, facilities, and equipment have 
the capacity to accommodate the increased police services requirements of the 
increased operations and personnel and maintain the existing level of service 
(Boner .1997). The impact to police services at NAWS Point Mugu would be less 
than significant. No mitigation would be required. 

The families that would reside in the surrounding communities within the ROI 
would require police services. The Ventura County Sheriffs Department and 
Police Departments in the surrounding cities of Oxnard, Camarillo, Ventura, and 
Port Hueneme have sufficient capacity to accommodate the security requirements 
of the incoming families (Parks 1997; Nishihara 1997; Tennessen 1997; Tracy 1997; 
Dobbe 1997). Demand for police services would be distributed among these local 
agencies. The impact to police services within the ROI would be less than 
significant. No mitigation would be required. 

Fire protection. The additional demand for fire services at NAWS Point Mugu from 
this alternative would not significantly affect the NAWS Point Mugu Fire 
Department. The current staffing levels, facilities, and equipment have the 
capacity to accommodate the increased fire protection requirements of the 
increased operations and personnel and maintain the existing level of service (Hair 
1997). The impact to fire protection at NAWS Point Mugu would be less than 
significant. No mitigation would be required. 
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The families that would reside in the surrounding communities •within the ROI 
would require fire services. The Ventura County Fire Department and Fire 
Departments in the surrounding cities of Oxnard and Ventura have sufficient 
capacity to accommodate the fire protection requirements of the incoming families 
(Roper 1997; Rodriguez 1997; Lavery 1997). Demand for fire protection would be 
distributed among these local agencies. The impact to fire protection within the 
ROI would be less than significant. No mitigation would be required. 

4.9.2    NAS Lemoore Alternative 

Significant Impacts 
Impact 1: Schools. A potential impact to schools would occur due to the proposed 
action at NAS Lemoore, but could be mitigated by federal payments to eligible 

school districts. Schools in the vicinity of NAS Lemoore are either near or over 

capacity. In many cases portable classrooms have been added to the school sites. 

A survey was undertaken by the Navy to ascertain the number of projected school 
children that would attend schools as a result of the E-2 realignment (US Navy 
1997e). The Navy is constantly transferring and receiving new personnel. 
Therefore, about 60 percent of the people transferring from MCAS Miramar were 
surveyed, and a 40 percent increment was added to round out the survey. It was 
found that approximately 116 school children would be added to the local schools 
late in 1998 and early in 1999. Additionally, another 37 school children from 
support activities would be added later in 1999 or early 2000. 

Mitigation 1. Mitigations for schools would be similar to those under the NAWS 
Point Mugu Alternative. School districts may be eligible for compensation for the 
addition of federally connected students by direct payment of impact aid funds. 
Implementation of this mitigation may reduce the impact to a less than significant 
level, however mitigation may be inadequate because of funding shortfalls in 

recent years. 

Less than Significant Impacts 
Water supply. The increased demand for municipal and industrial water would not 
significantly affect the water supply of NAS Lemoore. The demand for potable 
water at NAS Lemoore would increase by 163,170 gpd (617,598 Lpd) or 59.56 mgy 
(225.43 mLy), a 6 percent increase over the current usage of 945 mgy (3,600 mLy). 
The base's total municipal and industrial water demand of 1,004.56 mgy (3,802.26 
mLy) would exceed its contract with the Westlands Water District (Wesdands) for 
977 mgy (3,700 mLy). Water demand associated with this alternative would create 
a municipal and industrial water supply shortage for NAS Lemoore of 
approximately 27.56 mgy (104.31. mLy). Westlands has indicated that it cannot 
guarantee delivery of additional municipal and industrial water (Wesdands 1996). 
Westlands encourages NAS Lemoore to supplement its non-agricultural water 
supply from other sources and to decrease its reliance on Central Valley Project 

contract water. 
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To accommodate this increased demand in municipal and industrial water, NAS 
Lemoore could exercise the option to redirect a small portion of water specified 
for agricultural use to municipal and industrial use. Each year the station is 
offered this option by Westlands, but has historically declined as the usual 
allocation of 977 mgy (3,700 mLy) is suitable for current municipal and industrial 
needs. NAS Lemoore could claim an additional 59.56 mgy, approximately 180 
acre-feet (22 hectare-meters), for municipal and industrial usage which would result 
in a net decrease of less than one percent in NAS Lemoore's agricultural water 

supply of 32,500 acre-feet (4,000 hectare-meters) per year. 

.NAS Lemoore could also purchase water from other municipal and industrial 

water suppliers, or pursue a separate water supply contract with the Bureau of 
Reclamation. Additionally, overall municipal and industrial water consumption at 
the base could be reduced through water conservation techniques, such as using 
low-flow bathroom fixtures and recycling gray water for nonpotable uses. 
Pursuing any or a combination of these actions would ensure an adequate supply 
of municipal and industrial water at NAS Lemoore. The impact to water supply 
at NAS Lemoore would be less than significant. No mitigation would be required. 

Families that would reside in the surrounding communities of Lemoore and 
Hanford would require approximately 187,980 gpd or 0.69 mgy (2.6 mLy) of 
water. These areas receive water from municipal water suppliers and groundwater 
sources which have the capacity to accommodate the water requirements (Pereira 
1997; Haley 1997). The impact to water supply in the surrounding communities 
would be less than significant. No mitigation would be required. 

Wastewater collection and treatment. The increased wastewater generated would not 
significantly affect the wastewater collection and treatment system of NAS 
Lemoore. The population and operations increase at NAS Lemoore would 
increase total wastewater generated at the base to approximately 1.83 mgd (6.93 
mLd), an 8 percent increase over the current average generation of 1.7 mgd (6.4 
mLd). This amount would not exceed the base's 2.12 mgd (8 mLd) average flow 
capacity. The impact to wastewater collection and treatment at NAS Lemoore 
would be less than significant. No mitigation would be required. 

The families that would reside in the surrounding communities within the ROI 
would generate approximately 140,985 gpd (53,360 Lpd) of wastewater. 
Wastewater treatment agencies in the surrounding cities of Lemoore and Hanford 
have sufficient capacity to accommodate the wastewater of the incoming families 
(Pereira 1997; Sisneroz 1997). No mitigation would be required. The impact to 
wastewater collection and treatment in surrounding communities within the ROI 
would be less than significant. No mitigation would be required. 

Storm water collection and treatment. The increase in storm water generated at 
NAS Lemoore from this alternative would not significantly affect the storm water 
infrastructure. The volume and rate of storm water runoff would increase slightly 
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at NAS Lemoore because impermeable surfaces would increase by approximately 
7 acres (2.8 hectares) from the proposed development and expansion of current 
facilities. The storm water collection system is in good condition and can 
withstand most storm events. The infrastructure has the capacity to accommodate 
increased runoff from development and expansion (Stewart 1997). Minor upgrades 
would be designed to accommodate the projected increase in storm water flows as 
buildout of the alternative progresses. The impact to storm water collection and 
treatment at NAS Lemoore would be less than significant. No mitigation would 

be required. 

Solid waste collection and disposal. The increase in solid waste generation at NAS 
Lemoore from this alternative would not significantly affect the collection and 
disposal system. The population and operations increases at NAS Lemoore would 
increase total solid waste generation to approximately 16.2 tons (14.6 tonnes) per 
day, a 35 percent increase over the current generation of approximately 12 tons (11 
tonnes) per day. The current private solid waste collector has the capacity to 
accommodate the total waste generated (Stewart 1997). The landfills that receive 
the solid waste generated at the base also have the capacity to accommodate the 
increase. Later this year, the Kings County Waste Management Authority is 
opening a new facility with a 40-year life expectancy (Adams 1997). The City of 
Avenal Landfill is scheduled for closure in 2012; however, it is currently expanding 
its industrial disposal facilities to extend the lifespan of the landfill by another 40 
years (Watson 1997). Additionally, the recycling program at NAS Lemoore 
would be able to meet its solid waste diversion goals outlined by AB 939 (Mora 
1997a). The impact to solid waste collection and treatment at NAS Lemoore 
would be less than significant. No mitigation would be required. 

The families that would reside in the surrounding communities within the ROI 
would generate approximately 2.4 tons (2.2 tonnes) per day of solid waste. Local 
waste collection and disposal agencies could accommodate the solid waste that 
would be generated (Adams 1997; Watson 1997). No mitigation would be 
required. The impact to solid waste collection and treatment within the ROI 
would be less than significant. No mitigation would be required 

Natural gas and electric services. The increase in natural gas and electric 
consumption at NAS Lemoore from this alternative would not significantly affect 
the gas and electric systems. The population and operations increase at NAS 
Lemoore would increase total natural gas consumption to approximately 780,000 
cfd (22,000 cmd), a 7 percent increase over the current demand of 730,000 cfd 
(20,400 cmd). Total electricity requirements would increase to about 278,000 
kilowatt hours (KWH) per day, a 27 percent increase over current usage of 
approximately 219,000 KWH per day. The base's natural gas and electric systems 
are in adequate condition and have the capacity to accept the additional natural gas 
and electricity needed (Stewart 1997). SCGC has the capacity to provide the base 
with the additional natural gas (Rees 1997). The 18.0 MW of electrical power 
from the Western Area Power Administration (WAPA) would remain the same 
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and the increased electricity required would be acquired from PG&E. PG&E has 
the capacity to provide the additional required electricity to the base (Raiskup 
1997). The impact to natural gas and electric services at NAS Lemoore would be 

less than significant. No mitigation would be required. 

The additional families that would reside in the surrounding communities within 
the ROI would also receive energy from SCGC and PG&E. These providers have 
the capacity to supply the required natural gas and electricity to these areas (Rees 
1997; Raiskup 1997). The impact to natural gas and electric services within the 
ROI would be less than significant. No mitigation would be required. 

Child care. The increased number of children at NAS Lemoore from this 
alternative could not be accommodated by the existing child care facilities. This 
alternative includes constructing a new child development center to accommodate 
the additional children. The impact to child care at NAS Lemoore would be less 
than significant. No mitigation would be required. 

Health services. The additional personnel at NAS Lemoore from the E-2 squadron 
realignment would not significantly affect health services. The NAS Lemoore 
hospital and its community network have the capacity to provide a wide range of 
health care, including emergency services, to all members of the E-2 community. 
Additionally, the hospital is scheduled for expansion, with development to be 
completed by mid-1999 (Crosby 1997). Health services would be scaled up as 
required during buildout of the alternative. The impact to health services at NAS 
Lemoore would be less than significant. No mitigation would be required. 

The three surrounding area hospitals also would accommodate the demand for 
health services from military family members residing in surrounding 
communities. Demand for health care would be distributed among these facilities. 
The impact to health services would be less than significant. No mitigation is 
required. 

Recreation and community facilities. The additional demand for recreation and 
community facilities at NAS Lemoore and within the ROI from this alternative 
would not significantly affect these facilities. Increased demand and usage of these 
facilities would be distributed among facilities on base and in the surrounding 
communities. Additionally, a gymnasium addition is planned as part of this 
alternative to supplement existing facilities. The impact to recreation and 
community facilities would be less than significant. No mitigation would be 

required. 

Police services. The additional demand for police services at NAS Lemoore from 
this alternative would not significantly affect the NAS Lemoore Security 
Department. The additional personnel and family members at the base would 
require the department to increase its current staff of 65 officers by 2 law 
enforcement officers to maintain adequate levels of security (Billick 1997).   The 
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staffing increase required represents a 3 percent increase over the current staffing 
level and is within the billet for 23 additional officers that the department 
maintains. The impact to police services at NAS Lemoore would be less than 
significant. No mitigation -would be required. 

The King's County Sheriff's Department and Police Departments in the 
surrounding cities of Lemoore and Hanford have sufficient capacity to 
accommodate the security requirements of the incoming families that would reside 
off base (Landis 1997; Carden 1997; Scon 1997). Demand for police services 
would be distributed among these local agencies. No mitigation would be 
required. The impact to police services within the ROI would be less than 

significant. No mitigation would be required. 

Fire protection. The additional demand for fire protection at NAS Lemoore would 
not significantly affect the NAS Lemoore Fire Department. The additional 

operations, personnel, and family members at the base would require the 
department to increase its fire suppression equipment by six halon fire 
extinguishers to ensure adequate levels of fire protection (Rustad 1997). Funding 
would be appropriated for the additional equipment. Additionally, the increase in 
E-2 flight operations would require slight increases in the emergency responses and 
stand-by shifts that the department maintains. The addition of equipment and 
modification of current duties would ensure adequate fire protection and service 
for the additional operations, personnel, and family members on base (Rustad 
1997). The impact to fire protection at NAS Lemoore would be less than 
significant. No mitigation would be required. 

The King's County Fire Department and fire departments in the surrounding 
cities of Lemoore and Hanford have sufficient capacity to accommodate the fire 
protection requirements of the incoming families that would reside in the 
surrounding communities (Chesmore 1997; Machado 1997; Ieronimo 1997). 
Demand for fire protection would be distributed among these local agencies. No 
mitigation would be required. The impact to fire protection within the ROI 
would be less than significant. No mitigation would be required. 

4.9.3    NAF El Centro Alternative 

less than Significant Impacts 
Water supply. The increased demand for water would not significantly affect the 
water supply of NAF El Centro. The increased population and operations at 
NAF El Centro would increase total demand for potable water to approximately 
813,170 gpd (3.08 mLd), a 25 percent increase over the current consumption of 
650,000 gpd (250,000 Lpd). The infrastructure at NAF El Centro is in adequate 
condition and has the capacity to accommodate the water supply increase (Weiler 
1997). Additionally, Imperial Irrigation District (HD) has sufficient capacity to 
serve the base's increased water needs (Hale 1997). The impact to water supply at 
NAF El Centro would be less than significant. No mitigation would be required. 
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The families that would reside in the surrounding communities within the ROI 
would require approximately 187,980 gpd (530,000 Lpd) of potable water, and HD 
has the capacity to accommodate their requirements. The impact to water supply 
within the ROI would be less than significant. No mitigation would be required. 

Waste-water collection and treatment. The increase in wastewater generated at NAF 
El Centro from this alternative would not significantly affect the wastewater 

collection and treatment system. The population and operations increase at NAF 
El Centro would increase total wastewater generated to approximately 259,400 
gpd (982,000 Lpd), a 99 percent increase over, the current generation of about 
130,000 gpd (490,000 Lpd). The infrastructure is in adequate condition and has the 
capacity to accommodate the wastewater increase (Bay 1997). This amount would 
not exceed the base's 300,000-gpd (270,000-Lpd) capacity, however it would exceed 
the current NPDES permit flow restriction of 200,000 gpd (760,000 Lpd). As 
wastewater generated at the base increases, NAF El Centro would make necessary 
adjustments to its NPDES permit with the Regional Water Quality Control 
Board. The impact to wastewater collection and treatment at NAF El Centro 
would be less than significant. No mitigation would be required. 

The families that would reside in the surrounding communities within the ROI 
would generate approximately 140,985 gpd (53,360 Lpd) of wastewater. 
Wastewater treatment agencies in the surrounding cities of El Centro, Brawley, 
and Holtville have sufficient capacity to accommodate the wastewater 
requirements of the incoming families (Hines 1997; Smith 1997; Garcia 1997). The 
impact to wastewater collection and treatment within the ROI would be less than 
significant. No mitigation would be required. 

Storm water collection and treatment. The increase in storm water generated at 
NAF El Centro from this alternative would not significantly affect the storm 
water infrastructure. The volume and rate of storm water runoff would increase 
slightly because impermeable surfaces would increase by approximately 13.2 acres 
(5.28 hectares) from the proposed development and expansion of current facilities 
at NAF El Centro. The storm water collection system has the capacity to 
accommodate the increased storm water flow due to development and expansion 
(Flowers 1997). Minor upgrades would be designed to accommodate the projected 
increase in storm water flows during buildout of this alternative (Flowers 1997). 
The impact to storm water collection and treatment at NAF El Centro would be 
less than significant. No mitigation would be required. 

Solid waste collection and disposal. The increase in solid waste generation at NAF 
El Centro from this alternative would not significantly affect the collection and 
disposal system. The population and operations increase at NAF El Centro would 
increase total solid waste generation at the base to approximately 7.2 tons (6.5 
tonnes) per day, a 140 percent increase over the current generation of 3 tons (2.7 
tonnes) per day. Imperial County Sanitation (ICS) has the capacity to transport 
the solid waste generated, and its landfill is expected to remain open until 2016 
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(Lau 1997). Additionally, the Pollution Prevention Management Program would 
be able to meet its solid waste diversion goals outlined by AB 939 (Curiel 1997). 
The impact to solid waste collection and disposal at NAF El Centro would be less 

than significant. No mitigation would be required. 

The families that would reside in the surrounding communities would generate 
approximately 2.42 tons (2.18 tonnes) per day of solid waste, and ICS also has the 
capacity to transport and dispose of the solid waste (Lau 1997). The impact to solid 
waste collection and disposal within the ROI would be less than significant. No 

mitigation would be required. 

Natural gas and electric services. The increase in natural gas and electric 
consumption at NAF El Centro from this alternative would not significantly 

affect the gas and electric systems. The population and operations increases at 

NAF El Centro would increase total natural gas consumption to 55,100 cfd (5,120 

and), a 900 percent increase over the current usage of 5,034 cfd (468 cmd). Total 

electricity requirements would increase to 108,270 KWH per day, a 115 percent 
increase over the current demand of 50,000 KWH. These increases would exceed 
the capacities of the existing infrastructure and require structural upgrades for 
both the natural gas and electricity distribution systems (Kear 1997). The natural 
gas system would require the enlargement of the central gas main and all 
peripheral laterals, while the electrical system would need new transformers, 
transmission lines, and switchgear. However, this alternative includes the required 
upgrades to the natural gas and electricity distribution systems to accommodate 
the increased energy demands. SCGC has the capacity to provide the additional 
natural gas to the base (Rees 1997), and ED, Arizona Public Service, and El Paso 
Electricity have the capacity to provide the additional electricity required by the. 
base and the families residing off base (Coltrane 1997). The impact to natural gas 
and electric services at NAF El Centro would be less than significant. No 

mitigation would be required. 

SCGC also has the capacity to provide the additional natural gas for families that 
would reside in the surrounding communities (Rees 1997). ED, Arizona Public 
Service, and El Paso Electricity also have the capacity to provide the additional 
electricity required by the families residing off base (Coltrane 1997). The impact 
to natural gas and electric services within the ROI would be less than significant. 

No mitigation would be required. 

Schools. The affected schools near NAF El Centro are below capacity. A survey 
was undertaken by the Navy to ascertain the number of projected school children 
that would attend schools as a result of the E-2 realignment (US Navy 1997e). The 
Navy is constantly transferring and receiving new personnel. Therefore, about 60 
percent of the people transferring from MCAS Miramar were surveyed, and a 40 
percent increment was added to round out the survey. It was found that 
approximately 116 school children would be added to the local schools late in 1998 
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and early in 1999. Additionally, another 37 school children from support 
activities would be added later in 1999 or early 2000. 

The local schools have the capacity to accommodate the increase in students. 
School districts also may be eligible for impact aid (similar to the mitigation 
described for the NAWS Point Mugu alternative) because the additional students 
would be federally connected children. No mitigation would be required. 

Child care. The child care services are not adequate at NAF El Centro for the 107 
new children associated with the E-2 realignment. However, this alternative 
includes constructing a child development center to be completed in 1998 to 
accommodate the additional children. This impact would be less than significant. 

No mitigation would be required. 

Health services. The additional personnel at NAF El Centro from the E-2 
squadron realignment would not significandy affect health services. The on-base 
medical facilities at NAF El Centro and at Balboa Naval Hospital in San Diego 
have the capacity to accommodate the increase in personnel and family members 
(Rodriguez 1997; Leonard 1997). Additionally, the three surrounding area 
hospitals also would accommodate the additional demand for health services from 
military family members residing in surrounding communities. Demand for 
health care would be distributed among these facilities. The impact to health 
services at NAF El Centro and within the ROI would be less than significant. No 
mitigation would be required. . 

Recreation and community facilities. The additional personnel at NAF El Centro 
and within the ROI for this alternative would not significantly affect recreation 
and community facilities. NAF El Centro has just renovated the on-base 
recreation facilities to meet its needs. Increased demand and usage of these facilities 
would be distributed among facilities on base and in the surrounding communities. 
The impact to recreational and community facilities would be less than significant. 
No mitigation would be required. 

Police services. The additional demand for police services at NAF El Centro from 
this alternative would not significantly affect the NAF El Centro Security 
Department. The current staffing levels, facilities, and equipment have the 
capacity to accommodate the increased police services requirements of the 
increased operations and personnel and maintain the existing level of service 
(Stammreich 1997). The impact to police services at NAF El Centro would be less 
than significant. No mitigation would be required. 

The families that would reside in the surrounding communities within the ROI 
would require police services. The Imperial County Sheriffs Department and 
Police Departments in the surrounding cities of El Centro, Holtville, and Brawley 
have sufficient capacity to accommodate the security requirements of the 
incoming families (Hackett 1997; Townsel 1997; Jordan 1997; Graham 1997;). 
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Demand for police services would be distributed among these local agencies. The 
impact to police services within the ROI would be less than significant. No 

mitigation would be required. 

Fire protection. The additional demand for fire services at NAF El Centro from 
this alternative would not significantly affect the NAF El Centro Fire 
Department. The current staffing levels, facilities, and equipment have the 
capacity to accommodate the increased fire protection requirements of the 
increased operations and personnel and maintain the existing level of service (Zurn 
1997). The impact to fire protection at NAF El Centro would be less than 

significant. No mitigation would be required. 

The families that would reside in the surrounding communities within the ROI 
would require fire protection. The Imperial County Fire Department and Fire 

Departments in the surrounding cities of El Centro, Holtville, and Brawley have 

sufficient capacity to accommodate the fire protection requirements of the 
incoming families (Nippins 1997; DuBois 1997; Gronstedt 1997; Zendejas 1997). 

Demand for fire protection would be distributed among these local agencies. The 
impact to fire protection within the ROI would be less than significant. No 

mitigation would be required. 
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4.10    CULTURAL RESOURCES 

This section identifies potential consequences to cultural resources that may result 
from implementing the proposed action at one of the three alternative bases. The 
cultural resources analysis is a qualitative evaluation of the nature and extent of 
change to the existing cultural resources through implementation of the proposed 

action at each of the alternative bases. 

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), § 106, 16 USC 
§470F, states that an undertaking has an effect on a historic property (i.e., 
NRHP-eligible resource) when that undertaking may alter those characteristics of 
the property that qualify it for inclusion in the NRHP. An undertaking is 
considered to have an adverse effect on a historic property when it may diminish 
the integrity of the property's location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, 
feeling, or association. Adverse effects include, but are not limited to: 

• Physical destruction, damage, or alteration of all or part of the 

property; 

• Isolation of the property or alteration of the character of the 
property's setting when that character contributes to the property's 

qualifications for the NRHP; 

• Introduction of visual, audible, or atmospheric elements that are out 
of character with the property, or changes that may alter its setting; 

• Neglect of a property resulting in its deterioration or destruction; and 

• Transfer, lease, or sale of a property, without adequate provisions to 
protect the property's historic integrity. 

Other types of disturbance may occur that would be of concern to Native 
American groups. Such concerns may include inadvertent discovery of Native 
American remains and objects (provisions for notification and consultation 
identified under the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act 
[NAGPRA] Section 3(d)). 

Section 106 of the NHPA S 106, 16 USC § 470F, requires identification, 
evaluation, and assessment of effects, and implementation of appropriate 
mitigation measures for cultural resources in consultation with State Historic 
Preservation Officer (SHPO) and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
(ACHP). Specific types, of Native American resources are identified the 

NAGPRA. 

Significance Criteria 
Impact assessments for prehistoric and historic resources are based on the type of 
site, NRHP-eligibility status, the type of impact, and the extent of disturbance 
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from the project. Impacts to prehistoric and historic resources are considered 
significant if the project will adversely affect those sites eligible or potentially 

eligible for the NRHP. 

Impact assessments for traditional cultural properties are based on the type of 
resource, its importance in the community's belief system, the type of impact and 
the extent of disturbance from the project. Impacts to traditional cultural 

properties are considered significant if the project has the potential to affect 
locations important to Native Americans or other communities, has the 
possibility to reduce access to sacred or sensitive sites, or to affect NRHP-eligible 

resources of historic value to a specific community. 

Impact analysis. Impacts to cultural resources result from ground-disturbing 
activities, modification and alteration to historic structures, visual intrusion to a 
historic setting, and unauthorized artifact collecting. Direct impacts are those that 
would occur during project' construction, development, and operation that would 
directly impinge on, or destroy cultural resources, such as all activities that entail 
earthmoving. Impacts can occur directly to a site by loss of all or part of the site 
through grading, filling, or other construction. Ground-disturbing activities may 
affect the physical integrity of cultural resources, destroying their research 
potential and subsequently, their eligibility to the NRHP or importance to Native 

American groups. 

Modification or alteration of historic buildings may disturb their architectural 
integrity, which contributes to their NRHP eligibility. Increased pedestrian 
activity provides opportunities for unauthorized artifact collection and vandalism 
of cultural resources; these activities affect the integrity of sites and subsequent 

eligibility. 

Impacts can occur indirectly through the alteration of the character of the site 
setting, and the introduction of visual, audible, or atmospheric elements that 
change the character of the site or its setting. If setting is a critical factor in the 
eligibility of an NRHP District, construction of incompatible architectural styles 
would disturb the setting and cohesiveness of the District. 

Although the construction phase of the proposed project is of a relatively short 
duration, adverse effects to NRHP-eligible cultural resources would be long-term 
and permanent. Project-related activities may have an indirect impact, specifically 
from unauthorized artifact collecting and vandalism, on all cultural resources in 

the Area of Potential Effect (APE). 

Table 4-32 summarizes the potential cultural resources impacts that have been 

identified in this analysis. 
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Table 4-32 
Summary of Cultural Resources Impacts 

REALIGNMENT ALTERNATIVES 

IMPACT ISSUES 

NAWS 
Point Mugu 

(Preferred Alternative) 
NAS 

Lemoore 
NAF 

El Centro 

Prehistoric resources o o o 
Traditional cultural properties o 6 o 
Historic archaeological resources o 0 o 
Historic architectural resources 0 Ö . ' o 
Prehistoric subsurface deposits 3 0    . o 
Historic subsurface deposits O o o 

LEGEND: 

W - Significant and not mitigable impact 
CP - Significant and mitigable impact 

MJ - Less than significant impact 
\J = No impact 

4.10.1   Preferred Alternative: NAWS Point Mugu 

Significant Impacts 
Impact 1: Prehistoric subsurface deposits. A significant and mitigable impact to 
potentially NRHP-eligible subsurface deposits could occur during ground- 
disturbing activities at NAWS Point Mugu. Subsurface prehistoric deposits may 
exist under fill soil at depths of 1 meter (3 feet) to 4 meters (12 feet). 

Mitigation 1. Any contract, lease, or permit for construction (i.e., ground- 
disturbing activities) at NAWS Point Mugu in conjunction with the 
implementation of the proposed action at NAWS Point Mugu would include a 
requirement to halt work in the event of a discovery of archaeological materials. 
In such an event, the Contracting Officer would be notified immediately, and the 
Base Archaeologist allowed to document and evaluate the resource before work in 
the discovery area continues (in compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA). 
Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce the impact to a less than 

significant level. 

less Than Significant Impacts 
Prehistoric resources. Only one potential prehistoric site has been reported within 
the APE. However, this site has not been documented, and its presence has not 
been verified. Therefore, there would be no impact to prehistoric resources as a 
result of implementing the proposed action. No mitigation would be required. 

Traditional cultural properties. Because no traditional cultural properties have been 
identified at NAWS Point Mugu, there would be no impact to these types of 
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resources from implementation of the proposed action at NAWS Point Mugu. No 

mitigation would be required. 

Historic archaeological resources. Because no known historic archaeological sites 
occur within the APE, there would be no impacts to these types of resources as a 
result of implementing the proposed action. No mitigation would be required. 

Historic architectural resources. Because none of the buildings to be used or 
modified at NAWS Point Mugu were determined to be eligible for the NRHP 
under the Cold War theme, there would be no impacts to historical architectural 
resources at NAWS Point Mugu as a result of implementation of the proposed 

action. 

Historic subsurface deposits. Because the potential for buried historic deposits to 
exist on Point Mugu is low, no impacts to these types of resources are anticipated 
as a result of implementation of the proposed action at NAWS Point Mugu. 
However, if buried deposits are encountered during ground-disturbing activities, 
all work would stop pending documentation and evaluation of the resource by the 

Base Archaeologist. 

4.10.2  NAS Lemoore Alternative 

less Than Significant Impacts 
Prehistoric and historic archaeological resources and traditional cultural properties. 
Because no prehistoric or historic archaeological sites or traditional cultural 
properties have been identified at NAS Lemoore, there would be no impact to 
these types of resources from implementation of the proposed action at NAS 

Lemoore. No mitigation would be required. 

Historic architectural resources. Because no buildings scheduled for modification are 
likely to be considered eligible for the NRHP, there would be no impact to 
historic architectural resources from the implementation of the proposed action at 

NAS Lemoore. No mitigation would be required. 

Prehistoric subsurface deposits. Because prehistoric subsurface deposits are only 
likely to exist at depths below 2 feet (6 meters), and because ground-disturbing 
activities associated with implementation of the proposed action at NAS Lemoore 
are not anticipated to occur at these depths, there would be no impacts to these 
types of resources at NAS Lemoore. However, if subsurface. deposits are 
encountered during construction activities, all work would stop and the 
procedures specified in the Historic Archaeological Resources Protection Plan 

(Milliken and Mikesell 1997) would be followed. 

Historic subsurface deposits. Because the potential for historic subsurface deposits to 
exist is low, no impacts to these types of resources are anticipated as a result of the 
implementation of the proposed action at NAS Lemoore. However, if subsurface 
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deposits are encountered during construction activities, all work would stop and 
the procedures specified in the Historic Archaeological Resources Protection Plan 
(Milliken and Mikesell 1997) would be followed. 

4.10.3  NAF El Centra Alternative 

less Than Significant Impacts 
Prehistoric resources. Because only one prehistoric site has been identified on NAF 
El Centro, and this site is not considered eligible to the NRHP, there would be no 
impacts to prehistoric resources resulting from implementation of the proposed 
action. No mitigation would be required. 

Traditional cultural properties. Because no traditional cultural properties or other 
Native American resources have been identified at NAF El Centro, there would 
be no impact to these types of resources as a result of this alternative. No 
mitigation would be required. 

Historic archaeological and architectural resources. No historic archaeological sites 
eligible for the NRHP would be affected by the proposed action. The proposed 
action consists of all new construction; therefore, no existing architectural sites 
would be affected at NAF El Centro. No mitigation would be required. 

Prehistoric and historic subsurface deposits. Because the potential for subsurface 
deposits to occur within the APE is considered low, impacts to these resources are 
unlikely. If prehistoric or historic subsurface deposits are encountered, all work 
would stop pending documentation and evaluation of the resource by a qualified 
archaeologist. 
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This section identifies the potential consequences to public health and safety that 
may result from implementing the proposed action at one of the alternative bases. 
The impact analysis compares projected conditions after realignment to the 
affected environments and regions of influence described in Section 3.11, Public 
Health and Safety. Public health and safety analyses are qualitative evaluations of 
the nature and extent of change to existing public health and safety through 
implementation of the proposed action at each of the alternative bases. 

The alternative bases were evaluated for impacts to 1) airspace safety; 2) accident 
potential zones; 3) explosives safety; and 4) electromagnetic radiation. 

Significance Criteria 
Implementation of the proposed action would have a significant impact to public 

health and safety if it would: 

• Increase hazards to  airspace safety according to  air traffic  control 
specialists; 

• Conflict with the safety restrictions of the AICUZ relating to accident 
potential zones; or 

• ■   Substantially increase hazards related explosives safety or electromagnetic 
radiation beyond existing levels. 

Table 4-33 summarizes the public health and safety impacts identified in this 

analysis. 

Table 4-33 
Summary of Public Health and Safety Impacts 

IMPACT ISSUES 

REALIGNMENT ALTERNATIVES 

NAWS 
Point Mugu NAS 

(Preferred Alternative Lemoore 

Airspace safety 

Accident potential zones 

Explosive safety quantity distance arcs 

Electromagnetic radiation 

NAF 
El Centro 

© © © 

© © © 

o o o 
o o o 

LEGEND: 
9    -   Significant and not mitigable impact 
3    -   Significant and mitigable impact 

©    -   Less than significant impact 

O    -   No impact 
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4.11.1   Preferred Alternative: NAWS Point Mugu 

less than Significant Impacts 
Airspace safety. Implementation of the proposed action at NAWS Point Mugu 

would have a less than significant impact on airspace safety. Realignment of the E- 

2 squadrons would increase flight activity at NAWS Point Mugu by 27 to 31 

percent. The increased number of aircraft would be operated within the 

established airspace for NAWS Point Mugu according to Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) visual flight rules (VFR) and instrument flight rules (IFR). 

All procedures for controlling approach/departures and flight activity would 

remain the same. All FCLPs would be conducted on existing Runway 9/27 
designated for FCLPs at NAWS Point Mugu. The 16 E-2 aircraft could safely be 
accommodated within the established operational procedures and flight patterns at 

NAWS Point Mugu. The FAA also concurs that the relatively small number of E- 

2 aircraft flights in and near the Los Angeles ARTCC could be absorbed without 
impact (FAA. 1997). Therefore, the increase in flight activity would not have a 

significant impact on airspace safety, and no mitigation would be required. 

Accident potential zones. Realignment of the E-2 squadrons to NAWS Point Mugu 
and the resulting increase in operations would not significantly affect APZs. The 
E-2 aircraft operations at NAWS Point Mugu would not require any changes to 
designated APZs, Clear Zones, or existing runways to accommodate the FCLPs 

conducted by the E-2 aircraft. No proposed project sites would be located within 

a Clear Zone or APZ. No mitigation would be required. 

Explosive safety quantity distance arcs. Realignment of the E-2 squadrons to NAWS 

Point Mugu would not create any new ESQD arcs, and no E-2 aircraft squadron- 

related facilities would be located within an existing ESQD arc. Therefore, there 
would be no impacts related to explosive safety, and no mitigation would be 
required. 

Electromagnetic radiation. Realignment of the E-2 squadrons to NAWS Point 
Mugu would not create a significant radiation impact to personnel or fuel on or off 
base. Although the E-2 squadrons and related facilities would be located within 
the ranges of numerous hazards of electromagnetic radiation to ordnance (HERO)- 

susceptible facilities, E-2 aircraft do not use or transport ordnance. 

E-2 standard operating procedures for the squadrons mandate that the radar is not 

activated below 2,000 feet (610 meters) above ground level (AGL). There would 
be no impacts from EMR, and no mitigation would be required. 

4.11.2  NAS Lemoore Alternative 

less than Significant Impacts 
Airspace safety. Realignment of the E-2 squadrons to NAS Lemoore would not 

significantly affect airspace safety.    The E-2 squadrons would increase flight 
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activity at NAS Lemoore by 6 to 7 percent. The aircraft would be operated 

within the established airspace for NAS Lemoore according to FAA IFR and VFR. 
All procedures for controlling approach/departures and flight activity would 

remain the same. All FCLPs would be conducted on existing runways designated 
for FCLPs at NAS Lemoore. The 16 E-2 aircraft could safely be accommodated 
within the established operational procedures and flight patterns at NAS Lemoore. 
Therefore, the increase in flight activity with the alternative would not have a 
significant impact on airspace safety, and no mitigation would be required. 

Accident potential zones. Realignment of the E-2 squadrons to NAS Lemoore and 

the resulting increase in operations would not significantly affect APZs. The E-2 

aircraft operations at NAS Lemoore would not require any changes to designated 

APZs, Clear Zones, or existing runways to accommodate the FCLPs conducted by 

the E-2 aircraft. No proposed project sites would be located within a Clear Zone 

or APZ. No mitigation would be required. 

Explosive safety quantity distance arcs. Implementation of the proposed action at 

NAS Lemoore would not create any new arcs. The E-2 squadrons and related 
facilities would not be located within existing explosive safety quantity distance 

(ESQD) arcs. Therefore, there would be no impact to ESQD arcs, and no 

mitigation would be required. 

Electromagnetic radiation. Realignment of the E-2 squadrons to NAS Lemoore 
would not create a significant radiation impact to personnel or fuel on or off base. 
None of the proposed project sites would be located within an electromagnetic 
radiation (EMR) arc. The E-2 squadrons do not use or transport ordnance during 

aircraft operations. 

E-2 standard operating procedures for the squadrons mandate that the radar is not 

activated below 2,000 feet (610 meters) AGL. There would be no impacts from 

EMR, and no mitigation would be required. 

4.11.3  NAF El Centro Alternative 

Less than Significant Impacts 
Airspace safety. Realignment of the E-2 squadrons to NAF El Centro would not 
significantly affect airspace safety. The E-2 squadrons would increase flight 
activity at NAF El Centro by 10 to 12 percent. The aircraft would be operated 
within the established airspace for NAF El Centro according to FAA IFR and 
VFR. All procedures for controlling approach/departures and flight activity 
would remain the same. All FCLPs would be conducted on existing runways 
designated for FCLPs at NAF El Centro. The 16 E-2 aircraft could safely be 
accommodated within the established operational procedures and flight patterns. 

Therefore, the increase in flight activity would have no significant impact on 

airspace safety, and no mitigation would be required. 
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Accident potential zones. Realignment of the E-2 squadrons to NAF El Centra and 
the resulting increase in operations would not significantly affect APZs. The E-2 

aircraft operations at NAF El Centra would not require any changes to a 
designated Clear Zone, APZs, or to existing runways to accommodate the FCLPs 

conducted by the E-2 aircraft. No proposed facilities would be located within a 

Clear Zone or APZ. Therefore, no significant impacts to Clear Zones or APZs 

would result from E-2 realignment at NAF El Centra, and no mitigation would be 

required. 

Explosive safety quantity distance arcs. Implementation of the proposed action at 

NAF El Centra would not create any new ESQD arcs, and no E-2 aircraft 

squadrons or related facilities would be located within an existing ESQD arc. 
Therefore, there would be no impact, and no mitigation would be required. 

Electromagnetic radiation. Realignment of the E-2 squadrons to NAF El Centra 
would not create a significant radiation impact to personnel or fuel on or off base. 
None of the proposed project sites would be within any EMR arcs. The E-2 

squadrons do not use or transport ordnance in aircraft operations. 

E-2 standard operating procedures for the squadrons mandate that the radar is not 

activated below 2,000 feet (610 meters) AGL. There would be no impacts from 

EMR, and no mitigation would be required. 
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4.12    HAZARDOUS MATERIALS AND WASTES 

This section identifies potential consequences from hazardous materials and wastes that 
may result from implementing the proposed action at one of the alternative bases. The 
impact analysis compares projected conditions after realignment to the affected 
environments and regions of influence described in Section 3.12, Hazardous Materials 
and Wastes. 

In 1996, the E-2 aircraft squadrons generated a total of approximately 5 tons (4 metric 
tons) of hazardous waste (Graham 1997). The waste streams included waste rags, paint, 
solvent, absorbent materials, petroleum, oil, and lubricant, batteries, miscellaneous 
materials, adhesive materials, corrosion prevention compound in aerosol cans, and 
debris materials. The E-2 aircraft squadrons, including those at NAS Miramar and those 
deployed at other site and overseas, used 3.2 million gallons (12.1 million liters) of JP-5 
in FY-1995 and 3.1 million gallons (11.7 million liters) in FY-1996 (Walter 1997). 

Significance Criteria 
Numerous federal, state, and local laws regulate the storage, disposal, and transportation 
of hazardous materials and wastes. The primary goal of these laws is to protect public 
health and the environment. The significance of impacts associated with hazardous 
wastes and materials is based on the toxicity, transportation risk, storage risk, and 
method of disposal of the substance. Generally, impacts are significant if the storage, 
use, transportation, or disposal of hazardous materials and wastes significantly increases 
risks to human health or the environment. Implementation of the proposed action 
would have a significant impact from hazardous materials use and waste if it would: 

• Be the primary cause or substantially contribute to any release of hazardous 
substances, or have a negative impact on our range of response actions for 
the site; or 

• Result in a significant threat to persons, protected species, or ecosystems 
due to exposure to hazardous substances. 

Table 4-34 summarizes the potential hazardous .materials and wastes impacts that have 
been identified in this analysis. 

4.12.1   Preferred Alternative: NAWS Point Mugu 

less than Significant Impacts 
Hazardous materials management Realignment of the E-2 squadrons to NAWS Point 
Mugu would not significantly increase hazardous materials usage. Short-term impacts 
would be associated with construction activities at the proposed project sites. 
Construction-related activities would require the use of hazardous materials in excess of 
existing quantities. However, contract specifications control the use of hazardous 
materials and require compliance with federal, state, and local requirements and with 
base policy on hazardous materials. Therefore, no new procedures would need to be 
implemented to store or use the construction-related hazardous materials.    The 
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additional quantities of hazardous materials would be removed at the completion of 
construction. 

The increased amount of hazardous materials due to operations of the E-2 squadrons at 
NAWS Point Mugu would result in an increased throughput in the Supply Department. 
However, Environmental Materials Management Division has a model facility and 
would be able to handle the increased hazardous materials throughput. The increase is 
not significant. 

Table 4-34 
Summary of Hazardous Materials and Wastes Impacts 

REALIGNMENT ALTERNATIVES 

IMPACT ISSUES 

NAWS 
Point Mugu 

(Preferred Alternative) 
NAS 

Lemoore 
NAF 

El Centra 

Hazardous materials management © © '     © 
Hazardous wastes management CD © © 
Installation restoration program sites CD © © 
Asbestos © © © 
PCBs O o o 
Storage tanks and OWSs © © © 
Pesticides o o o 
Lead © © ©• 
Ordnance o o o 
Radon o o o 
LEGEND: 
9 =   Significant and not mitigable impact 
\W —   Significant and mitigable impact 
viJ -   Less than significant impact 
\J -   No impact 

Hazardous materials would be handled in accordance with existing regulations and 
basewide protocol for hazardous materials management. A new satellite accumulation 
area for the E-2 squadrons would be established at the hangar area. 

Hazardous wastes managment. Activities related to the E-2 realignment at NAWS Point 
Mugu would not significantly affect hazardous waste management. Construction of 
facilities may result in temporary generation of small amounts of hazardous waste. 
Temporary hazardous waste storage areas would be designated and operated according 
to Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) and state regulations. NAWS 
Point Mugu requires construction-related hazardous wastes to be handled in accordance 
with the printing regulations and basewide protocol for hazardous waste management 
and disposal. Hazardous wastes associated with construction activities would cease 
being generated at the completion of construction. 
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Operational activities associated with the E-2 realignment to NAWS Point Mugu would 
not significantly affect hazardous waste management. NAWS Point Mugu presently has 
a basewide program for hazardous waste management and disposal using satellite 

accumulation areas and centralized less-than-90-day areas. The E-2 aircraft squadrons 
would be required to manage and dispose of hazardous wastes generated by operations 

in accordance with existing regulations and basewide protocol regarding storage, use, 

and disposal. The E-2 aircraft squadrons generated 4.7865 tons (4.342 metric tons) of 
hazardous waste in 1996 (Graham 1997). The projected quantities of hazardous waste 

generated by the E-2 aircraft squadrons would result in an approximate 1.1 percent 

increase in hazardous waste at the base. The additional hazardous wastes generated by 

the E-2 aircraft squadrons would not result in a significant increase to the total amount 

of hazardous wastes managed and disposed from the base. Therefore, there would be 

no significant operational impacts, and no mitigation would be required. 

Instaüaüon restoration program sites. Construction and operational activities associated with 

the E-2 squadrons realignment to NAWS Point Mugu would not affect IRP sites. There 

is one IRP site, Site 6 - Building 311 yard, identified within the proposed project 

location. Building 311 is proposed for renovation for the engine maintenance shop, 
ground support maintenance shop, and ground support storage occupancy. 
Characterization and remediation of contaminated soil and groundwater would occur at 
Site 6 as part of the IRP and site cleanup. Because no new construction is proposed, the 
renovation activities would not disturb soils or groundwater beneath the site. 
Therefore, activities would not expose workers to known contaminated sites or impede 
investigative or remedial efforts for an IRP site. Operations activities for the E-2 
squadrons would include management and disposal of hazardous materials/wastes in 
accordance with regulations and basewide protocol. Therefore, there would be no 

significant impacts, and no mitigation would be required. 

Asbestos. Surveys were conducted at NAWS Point Mugu in 1995 and 1996 to identify 
asbestos-containing material (ACM) which may be a potential health and safety concern. 
Any remaining ACM encountered during construction activities associated with the E-2 
squadrons realignment to NAWS Point Mugu would be properly abated. Disturbance 
to friable ACM would be minimized per construction specifications to prevent airborne 
paniculate and thus decrease health and safety risks to workers. No ACM would be 
used during construction or E-2 squadron operations, and asbestos encountered during 
construction would be abated in accordance with local and Navy requirements. 

Therefore, there would be no significant impacts, and no mitigation would be required. 

Pofychbrinatsd biphenyls. Construction and operational activities associated with the E-2 

squadrons realignment to NAWS Point Mugu would not affect Porychlorinated 

biphenyls (PCBs). PCBs are not present at any of the sites proposed for construction or 

operational activities. No new PCB-containing equipment would be installed as part of 

this alternative. Therefore, there would be no impacts, and no mitigation would be 

required. 
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Storage tanks and oil/water separators. Activities associated with the E-2 squadrons 
realignment to NAWS Point Mugu would not require the construction of fuel storage 
facilities. The addition of the E-2 aircraft squadrons would not significantly increase the 
amount of JP-5 fuel transported and stored at NAWS Point Mugu, and the existing 
facilities for fuel transportation arid storage would accommodate E-2 aircraft squadron. 
NAWS Point Mugu presently has a basewide program for jet fuel transportation and 
storage, as well as refueling facilities for naval aircraft using JP-5 fuel. Based on the 4.3 
million gallons (16.3 million liters) per year requirement, the E-2 squadron would 
require a 10-day fuel supply of 120;000 gallons (454,248 liters). Two of the 121,800- 
gallon (461,062 liters) tanks would be allocated for storage of JP-5 fuel to provide 
flexibility in repair of pipeline/valves, maintenance, and possible supply delays or 
interruptions. The remaining tank capacity at NAWS Point Mugu would be adequate to 
meet current and anticipated requirements for JP-8 fuel. Therefore, there would be no 
significant impacts to storage tanks and oil/water separators, and no mitigation would 
be required. 

Pesticides. Activities associated with the E-2 squadrons realignment to NAWS Point 
Mugu would not alter the use of pesticide use at the proposed project sites. Therefore, 
there would be no impacts from pesticides, and no mitigation would be required. 

Lead. A lead-based paint (LBP) survey of NAWS Point Mugu residential buildings was 
conducted in 1994. LBP has been removed from various buildings as part of 
refurbishing and upgrading projects. Construction activities associated with the E-2 
squadrons realignment to NAWS Point Mugu could involve the exposure of workers to 
lead at the proposed project sites. If LBP is suspected in a building, proper cautionary 
and abatement procedures are part of contract requirements when renovations are 
conducted. The manufacture and use of LBP is prohibited. Therefore, there would be 
no significant impacts from lead, and no mitigation would be required. 

Ordnance. Construction activities associated with the E-2 squadrons realignment to 
NAWS Point Mugu would not occur in areas containing ordnance. No ordnance 
manufacture, handling, storage, or disposal activities would occur during 
implementation of the proposed action. Therefore, there would be no impacts from 
ordnance, and no mitigation would be required. 

Radon, Activities associated with the E-2 squadrons realignment to NAWS Point Mugu 
would not have a significant radon effect. Radon hazards have not been identified at 
any of the proposed project sites. Therefore, there would be no impact from radon, and 
no mitigation would be required. 

4.12.2  NAS Lemoore Alternative 

less than Significant Impacts 

Hazardous materials mana&menL Realignment of the E-2 squadrons to NAS Lemoore 
would not significantly increase hazardous materials usage. Construction activities 
would be temporary, and any additional hazardous materials would be removed once 
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the construction was complete. Operations of the E-2 squadrons at NAS Lemoore 
would not significantly increase the total amount of hazardous materials at the base. 

The addition of the hazardous materials used by the E-2 squadrons would not result in a 
significant increase to the total amount of hazardous materials managed at the base. 
Therefore, there would be no significant impacts from hazardous materials 

management, and no mitigation would be required. 

Hazardous wastes management. Construction activities related to the E-2 squadrons 

realignment to NAS Lemoore would not significantly increase hazardous waste 

management. Construction activities would be temporary, and any additional hazardous 

wastes generated would be removed once the construction was complete. Operational 

activities associated with the E-2 realignment to NAS Lemoore would not significantly 

affect hazardous waste management. The additional wastes generated by the E-2 

squadrons would result in an approximate 1.7 percent increase in hazardous waste 

generation at the base. This would not result in a significant increase in the total amount 

of hazardous wastes managed and disposed from the base. Therefore, there would be 

no significant impacts, and no mitigation would be required. 

Installation restoration program sites. Activities associated with the E-2 squadrons 
realignment to NAS Lemoore would not significantly affect IRP sites. There are no IRP 
sites identified within or adjacent to the proposed project locations. Operations 

activities for the E-2 squadrons would include management and disposal of hazardous 
materials/wastes in accordance with regulations and basewide protocol. Therefore, 

there would be no significant impacts, and no mitigation would be required. 

Asbestos. ACM encountered during construction activities would be properly abated. 

Operations would not require the utilization of asbestos in their construction. 

Therefore, there would be no significant impacts from asbestos, and no mitigation 

would be required. 

PofyMorinated biphenyls. PCBs are not present at any of the sites proposed for 
construction, and no new PCB-containing equipment would be installed as part of the 
E-2 squadrons realignment. Therefore, there would be no impacts, and no mitigation 

would be required. 

Storage tanks and oil/water separators. Activities associated with the E-2 squadrons 
realignment to NAS Lemoore would not significantly increase the use and storage of JP- 
5 fuel The existing facilities for fuel transportation and storage would accommodate 

the projected quantities of JP-5 required by the E-2 squadrons. Therefore, there would 

be no significant impacts, and no mitigation would be required. 

Pesticides. Pesticide use in the proposed project sites is not expected to change with the 

E-2 squadrons realignment to NAS Lemoore. Therefore, there would be no impacts 

from pesticides, and no mitigation would be required. 
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Lead. If LBP is suspected in a building due to its age (built prior to 1978), proper 
cautionary and abatement procedures should be implemented when renovations are 
conducted. Operational activities associated with the E-2 squadrons realignment to 
NAS Lemoore would not involve the use of lead. Therefore, there would be no 
significant impacts from lead, and no mitigation would be required. 

Ordnance. Construction activities associated with the E-2 squadrons realignment to NAS 
Lemoore would not occur in areas containing ordnance. No ordnance manufacture, 
handling, storage, or disposal activities would occur during implementation of the 
proposed action. Therefore, there would be no impacts from ordnance, and no 
mitigation would be required. 

Radon. No radon hazards have been identified at any of the proposed project locations. 
Therefore, there would be no impacts from radon, and no mitigation would be required. 

4.12.3  NAF El Centro Alternative 

Less than Significant Impacts 
Hazardous materiah managment. Realignment of the E-2 squadrons to NAF El Centro 
would not significantly increase hazardous materials usage. Construction activities 
would be temporary, and any additional hazardous materials would be removed once 
the construction was complete. The addition of the hazardous materials used by the E- 
2 squadrons would not result in a significant increase to the total amount of hazardous 
materials managed at the base. Therefore, there would be no significant impacts from 
hazardous materials management, and no mitigation would be required. 

Hazardous wastes managment. Construction activities related to the E-2 squadrons 
realignment to NAF El Centro would not significantly increase hazardous waste 
management. Construction activities would be temporary, and any additional hazardous 
wastes generated would be removed once the construction was complete. The 
additional wastes generated by the E-2 squadron operations would result in an 
approximate 4.3 percent increase in hazardous waste generation at the base. This would 
not result in a significant increase to the total amount of hazardous wastes managed and 
disposed from the base. Therefore, there would be no significant impacts from 
hazardous waste management, and no mitigation would be required. 

Installation restoration program sites. There are no IRP sites identified within or adjacent to 
the proposed project locations. Operations activities for the E-2 squadrons would 
include management and disposal of hazardous materials/wastes in accordance with 
regulations and basewide protocol. Therefore, there would be no significant impacts to 
IRP sites, and no mitigation would be required. 

Asbestos. ACM encountered during construction activities would be properly abated. 
Operations would not require the use of asbestos in their construction. Therefore, there 
would be no significant impacts from asbestos, and no mitigation would be required. 
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PofyMarinated biphenyls. PCBs are not present at any of the sites proposed for 
construction and no new PCB-containing equipment would be installed as part of the 

E-2 squadrons realignment. Therefore, there would be no impacts, and no mitigation 

would be required. 

Storage tanks and oil/water separators. Activities associated with the E-2 squadrons 

realignment to NAF El Centro would not require additional storage capacity for jet fuel. 
The addition of the E-2 squadrons would not result in a significant increase to the 

amount of JP-5 transported and stored at NAF El Centro (Bay 1997). Therefore, there 

would be no significant impacts, and no mitigation would be required. 

Pesticides. Pesticide use at NAF El Centro is not expected to change with the proposed 

action. Therefore, there would be no impacts from pesticides, and no mitigation would 

be required. 

Lead. If LBP is suspected in a building due to its age (built prior to 1978), proper 

cautionary and abatement procedures should be implemented when renovations are 

conducted. Operational activities associated with the E-2 squadrons realignment to 
NAF El Centro would not involve the use of lead. Therefore, there would be no 
significant impacts from lead, and no mitigation would be required. 

Ordnance. Construction activities associated with the E-2 squadrons realignment to NAF 
El Centro would not occur in areas containing ordnance. No ordnance manufacture, 
handling, storage, or disposal activities would occur during implementation of the 

proposed action. Therefore, there would be no impacts from ordnance, and no 

mitigation would be required. 

Radon. No radon hazards have been identified at any of the proposed project locations. 

Therefore, there would be no impacts from radon, and no mitigation would be required. 
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CHAPTER 5 
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The Council on Environmental Quality's (CEQ) regulations [40 Code of Federal 
Regulations (CFR) §§ 1500-1508 (1997)] implementing the procedural provisions 
of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, as amended (42 US 
Code [USC] §§ 4321 et seq. [1996]) define cumulative effects as: 

The impact on the environment which results from the incremental 
impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (federal or non- 
federal) or person undertakes such other actions [40 CFR § 1508.7 (1997)]. 

Cumulative effect analyses may be approached in a variety of ways. In this 
document, it is approached by identifying other projects both on base and off base 
that would be implemented during the period of this proposed project. In general, 
only cumulative effects that are significant are discussed. No significant 
cumulative effects were identified for biological resources, hydrology/surface 
water quality, land use and airspace, and aesthetics/visual resources. Cumulative 
effects that are potentially significant under one or more alternatives were 
identified and are discussed for socioeconpmics, traffic and circulation, air quality, 
noise, cultural resources, utilities and services, public health and safety, and 

hazardous materials and waste. 

5.1 PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE:  NAWS POINT MUGU 
Table 5-1 presents the projected projects for Naval Air Weapons Station (NAWS) 
Point Mugu and the neighboring community of Oxnard. No significant projects 
are proposed near the base in the City of Camarillo nor in Ventura County based 
on conversations with local planning department staff. The cumulative analysis 
does not consider impacts of F/A-18E/F squadrons and personnel at NAWS Point 
Mugu since this alternative base was eliminated as an alternative for relocation of 
the F/A-18E/F aircraft following a detailed evaluation of its capabilities to accept 

the relocation action. 
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Table 5-1 
List of Cumulative Projects: NAWS Point Mugu 

Project Name Location Description 

Channel Island Estates 
(City of Oxnard) 

Rose Island Homes (City 
of Oxnard) 

Vista Verde (City of 
Oxnard) 

Village West (City of 
Oxnard) 

Disposal and reuse of 
Naval Civil Engineering 
Laboratory (CNEL) Port 
Hueneme 

Camarillo Regional Park 
Golf Course and 
Amphitheatre 

California State 
University Channel 
Islands Camarillo State 
Hospital 

On Base 1997-1998 

On Base 1998 

Northwest of Channel Islands 
Drive/Rice Avenue (5 miles off 
base) 

Dallas Drive/Raiders Way 
(5 miles off base) 

. Northwest of Pleasant Valley 
Road/Highway 1 (4 miles off 
base) 

Southeast of Hueneme Road/ 
Perkins Drive (6 miles off base) 

South of Seaview Street (2 miles 
off base) 

Juncture of the Santa Monica 
mountain foothills and the flat 
topography of Oxnard Plain (5 
miles NE of NAWS Point Mugu. 
See Figure 3-12) 

Adjacent to proposed Camarillo 
Regional Golf Course and 
Amphitheatre 

Sea Test Range action 

Range Operations Center addition 

726 single-family detached homes 

50 single-family units 

20 single-family units 

143 single-family units; 208 multifamily units 

Proposed industrial, retail, nonresidential, and 
institutional uses 

18-hole public golf course and amphitheatre 

Mixed-use including educational facilities, 
housing, conference center, and office space 

The Ventura County Parks Department is proposing development of an 
amphitheatre and golf course in Camarillo Regional Park. These projects are 
shown on Figure 3-12. Camarillo Regional Park is located east of Camarillo Drive 
on the north side of the Camarillo State Hospital site. Proposals for reuse of the 
Camarillo State Hospital site include a combination of public and private 
developments centered around a California State University campus. 

The Point Mugu Regional Airport Authority (PMRAA) has proposed joint use of 
NAWS Point Mugu by commercial and military aircraft. This proposal has not 
been enacted and its status is uncertain (see Section 3.3.1 of this EIS). Therefore, 
it is not considered in the cumulative impacts analysis. 

Socioeconomics 

As identified in Table 5-1, a total of 939 single-family residences and 208 
multifamily units would be constructed in the City of Oxnard. The vacancy rate 
is 4.9 percent in Ventura County, indicating a low vacancy rate and high demand 
for housing. Vacancy rates would become even lower if the E-2 were relocated to 
NAWS Point Mugu. However, with 11,764 units available in 1994 and additional 
construction of residences, it can be projected that housing units would be 
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available for the realigned E-2 aircraft squadron personnel and their family 
members. No significant cumulative impacts are anticipated to occur, and no 

mitigation measures would be required. 

Traffic and Circulation 

The proposed action in conjunction with other projects and planned actions 

would contribute to the poor traffic conditions at one intersection near NAWS 
Point Mugu. The cumulative base condition at NAWS Point Mugu included 
several off-base projects. No on-base projects were included since information on 
the number of personnel was not available. The analysis of the cumulative 
projects was based on the traffic impact analysis prepared for the E-2 realignment 
(Linscott, Law & Greenspan 1997). The traffic generated by the off-base projects 
was extracted directly from that analysis. The off-base projects in this study 
consist of four residential developments located between four and six miles from 
the base in the City of Oxnard. This study does not specifically identify the 
proposed California State University, Channel Islands and the Camarillo Regional 
Park Proposed Golf Course and Amphitheater. The traffic generated by these two 
projects is incorporated in the study's assumption of a background growth factor 
of two percent. 

The proposed California State University, Channel Islands and the Camarillo 
Regional Park Proposed Golf Course and Amphitheater are located about 5 miles 
northeast of NAWS Point Mugu. Increases in traffic would be expected on the 
major roadways surrounding the proposed CSU campus and the Camarillo 
Regional Park, however the effects on Highway 1, Las Posas Road and Wood 
Road have not been quantified. Based on review of the transportation section of 
the EIR for the Camarillo Regional Golf Course and Amphitheater, the impacts of 
the proposed park uses would not affect the E-2 cumulative analysis. The 
preliminary analysis of the CSU campus included in the EIR for the golf course 
and amphitheater does not extend to the NAWS Point Mugu study area. Changes 
to the cumulative traffic analysis for the E-2 realignment would be negligible, 
based on the location of the population centers, the roadway network in the 
surrounding area, and the activities proposed. The cumulative projects would 
generate a total of 10,955 daily trips, 855 AM peak hour trips, and 1,160 PM peak 
hour trips. The E-2 realignment contributes an additional 1,024 daily trips, 280 
AM peak hour trips, and 290 PM peak hour trips (see Table 5-2). 

The level of service (LOS) results for cumulative conditions at intersections and 
roadway segments are shown in Tables 5-3 and 5-4. As shown in Table 5-3, the 
addition of cumulative traffic would result in a change in LOS from E to F at the 

intersection of North Mugu Road and Frontage Road during the PM peak hour. 
All other intersections would operate at acceptable levels under cumulative 
conditions with and without the project. If Caltrans or the local government 
provided a signal at the intersection of North Mugu Road and Frontage Road, the 
operations would improve to LOS B or better, reducing impacts to less than 
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Table 5-2 
Cumulative Trip Generation for NAWS Point Mugu 

Project Daily AM In AM Out PMIn PMOut 

Off-base 

Channel Island Estates - 726 SFDU 

Rose Island Homes - 50 SFDU 

Vista Verde - 20 SFDU 

Village West -143 SFDU and 208 MFDU 

6,935 140 400 480 255 

480 10 30 30 20 

190 5 10 15 5 

3,350 70 190 230 125 

Total - Cumulative Background 10,955 225 630 755 405 

E-2 1,024 250 30 35 255 

SFDU = single-family dwelling units; MFDU = multifamily dwelling units 

Source: LinscotT, Law, & Greenspan 1997; Dowling Associates 1997. 

Table 5-3 
Unsignalized Intersection Operations at NAWS Point Mugu 

Peak 
Hour Movement 

Cumulative Cumulative 
Delay 

(seconds) 

plus Project 

Intersection 
Delay 

(seconds) LOS LOS 

Navalair Road/Pacific Coast AM NB-T 3.8 A 4.7 A 
Highway Southbound ramp NB-R 

SB-L/T 
2.6 
3.7 

A 
A 

2.6 
4.6 

A 
A 

WB-L 2.2 A 2.3 A 
PM NB-T 5.8 B 6.2 B 

NB-R 2.6 A 2.6 A 
SB - L/T 5.0 A 5.1 B 
WB-L 2.3 A 2.3 A 

Navalair Road/Wood Road AM WB-L/R 4.2 A 5.2 B 
SB-L 2.5 A 2.6 A 

PM WB-L/R 9.7 B 11.6 C 
SB-L 4.7 A 5.6 B 

North Mugu Road/Frontage Road AM 
PM 

— 5.3 
31.9 

B 
E 

12.7 
69.6 

C 
F 

Main Road/Frontage Road AM 
PM 

— 1.5 
1.8 

A 
A 

1.4 
1.9 

A 
A 

Las Posas Road/Pacific Coast 
Highway Southbound ramp 

AM 

PM 

NB-L/R 

NB-L/R 

4.2 

6.9 

A 

B 

5.1 

8.2 

B 

B 

LOS - Level of Service 
L - Left-turn 
R - Right-tum 
T - Through 

E6 - Eastbound 
WB - Westbound 
NB - Northbound 
SB - Southbound 

movement 

Source: Dowling Associates 1997. 

Delay (seconds) 
0.0 < 5.0 
5.1 to 10.0 
10.1 to 20.0 
20.1 to 30.0 
30.1 to 45.0 

> 45.0 

LOS 
A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
F 
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Table 5-4 
Daily Street Segment Operations at NAWS Point Mugu 

Capacity* 

Cumulative Cumulative plus Project 

Street Segment Volume V/C LOS Volume V/C LOS 

Pacific Coast Highway 
North of Wood Road 43,000 19,900 0.46 B 20,430 0.48 B 

South of Wood Road 43,000 15,360 0.36 B 15,490 0.36 B 

Frontage Road 
South of Wood Road 31,000 13,850 0.45 B 14,280 0.46 B 

South of Main Road 14,000 2,170 0.16 A 2,220 0.16 A 

Wood Road 
South of Hueneme Road 14,000 1,900 0.14 A 1,980 0.14 A 

Las Posas Road 
East of Pacific Coast Highway 14,000 6,060 0.43 B 6,430 0.46 B 

* Capacities and Volume/Capacity ratio thresholds based on CalTrans Standards 

V/C Ratio LOS 
0.00-0.30 A 
0.31-0.50 B 
0.51 - 0.75 C 
0.76 - 0.90 D 
0.91 - 1.00. E 

> 1.00 F 
Source: Dowling Associates 1997. 

significant levels. The traffic volumes at this intersection would meet CalTrans 
peak hour signal warrants. 

The impacts to the roadway segments are shown in Table 5-4. All roadway 
segments would operate at acceptable levels of service under cumulative conditions 
with and without the proposed project. The LOS does not change with the 
addition of the project, and no mitigation would be required. 

Air Quality 

Cumulative projects identified for the NAWS Point Mugu area include some on- 
base construction activities, reuse of the Camarillo State Hospital site, golf course 
and amphitheater developments at Camarillo Regional Park, and various housing 
developments planned for the City of Oxnard. The on-base construction projects 
would be temporary sources of construction emissions, with some activity being 
concurrent with construction projects supporting the E-2 aircraft. Traffic 
associated with off-base developments near the City of Camarillo and the City of 
Oxnard would contribute cumulatively to regional emissions of ozone precursors, 
but would have only minimal cumulative contributions to carbon monoxide levels 
along roadways near NAWS Point Mugu. No mitigation would be required. 

Noise 

Cumulative projects identified for the NAWS Point Mugu area include some on- 

base construction activities, reuse of the Camarillo State Hospital site, golf course 
and amphitheater developments at Camarillo Regional Park, and various housing 
developments planned for the City of Oxnard. The on-base construction projects 
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would be temporary sources of construction noise, with some activity being 
concurrent with construction projects supporting the E-2 aircraft realignment. 
Construction noise impacts would be temporary, with little if any impact on off- 
base land uses. Traffic associated with housing development projects in the City 
of Oxnard would make only minimal cumulative contributions to cumulative 
noise conditions along roadways near NAWS Point Mugu. The Camarillo 
Regional Golf Course and Amphitheatre is outside the 60 dB CNEL contour for 
NAWS Point Mugu; noise from aircraft overflights associated with NAWS Point 
Mugu, Camarillo Airport, and Oxnard Airport should not interfere with use of 
the amphitheatre and golf course facilities. Events at the proposed amphitheatre 
should not have adverse noise impacts on NAWS Point Mugu. The Camarillo 
State Hospital site is outside the 60 dB CNEL contour for NAWS Point Mugu. 
The site would, however, be exposed to aircraft overflights from NAWS Point 
Mugu, Camarillo Airport, and Oxnard Airport. Proposed campus, office 

research, housing, and educational uses are compatible with existing and 

anticipated noise levels. Proposed uses would not have adverse noise impacts on 

NAWS Point Mugu. 

Utilities and Services 
Approximately 116 additional students would be generated by the project. 
Affected school districts may be eligible for impact aid to compensate for the 
additional federal students. School districts would need to apply for direct 
payment by the US Department of Education. 

A total of 939 single-family residences and 208 multifamily units fTable 5-1) would 
be constructed in the City of Oxnard. New construction would contribute to the 
public education system as a result of developer fees that are earmarked for school 
construction. No significant cumulative impacts are anticipated to occur, and no 
mitigation measures would be required. 

Cultural Resources 
Cumulative projects identified for the NAWS Point Mugu area include some on- 
base construction activities. These projects could have an impact on prehistoric 
subsurface deposits at the base. These impacts considered together with potential 
impacts under the proposed E-2 aircraft realignment at NAWS Point Mugu, could 
result in a cumulative decrease in the overall amount and density of this non- 
renewable resource. This could result in a significant cumulative impact to 
prehistoric subsurface deposits on NAWS Point Mugu. 

Any contract, lease, or permit for construction (i.e., ground-disturbing activities) 

would include a requirement to halt work in the event of a discovery of 
archaeological materials. In such an event, the Contracting Officer would be 
notified immediately, and the Base Archaeologist allowed to document and 
evaluate the resource before work in the discovery area continues (in compliance 
with Section 106 of the NHPA). Implementation of this mitigation measure 
would reduce the impact to a less than significant level. 
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Public Health and Safety 
The planned cumulative projects would not result in an impact to airspace safety. 
E-2 aircraft operations would not require any changes to designated accident 
potential zones (APZs) or Clear Zones. The planned military projects (identified 
in Table 5-1) would not result in an increase in hazards from explosives safety and 
electromagnetic radiation as additional military projects would be sited according 
to Navy regulations for explosive safety quantity distance (ESQD) and hazards of 
electromagnetic radiation to ordinance (HERO)/hazards of electromagnetic 
radiation to personnel (HERP)/hazards of electromagnetic radiation to fuel 
(HERF) arcs. No cumulatively significant impacts would occur. 

Hazardous Materials and Wastes 
The planned military projects (identified in Table 5-1) would result in an increase 
in the amount of hazardous materials and wastes used, stored, and transported at 
NAWS Point Mugu. The additional increase in hazardous wastes would be 
handled according to US Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), California 
Environmental Protection Agency (CAL EPA), and Navy requirements for 
hazardous waste storage and disposal. The planned military projects would be 
constructed and operated in accordance with approved spill response plans and 
federal, state, and local laws to prevent on-base releases of hazardous materials and 
waste. No cumulatively significant impacts would occur. 

5.2      NAS LEMOORE ALTERNATIVE 

The Navy is planning other actions that would increase the air operations and 
population at Naval Air Station (NAS) Lemoore. Table 5-5 presents the projected 
actions for NAS Lemoore and the neighboring communities of Lemoore and 
unincorporated Kings County. All of these actions would involve the 
development of new facilities on base or housing off base. An EIS is being 
prepared by the Navy to evaluate the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of 
the F/A-18E/F action at NAS Lemoore, which is the preferred alternative for that 
action. Further analysis of cumulative impacts will be provided in that EIS. 

Socioeconomics 
To determine cumulative impacts, socioeconomic changes were analyzed at NAS 
Lemoore assuming joint siting of the E-2 aircraft and F/A-18E/F aircraft at the 
base. With the cumulative impacts scenario, local procurement, changes in civilian 
and military employment, and total construction expenditures were combined; 
civilian and military income and relocation and on-base residence percentage for 
each appropriate alternative were averaged on a weighted basis. With these inputs, 
the Economic Impact Forecast System (EIFS) model was run to determine the 
cumulative impacts for the appropriate region of influence (ROI). For a 
discussion of the EIFS model and its national threshold values (RTVs), see 

Appendix C. 
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5. Cumulative Impacts 

Table 5-5 
List of Cumulative Projects: NAS Lemoore 

Project Name Location Description 

P-156T 

P-845 

P-024 

P-139 

P-182/P-183 

Avalon Subdivision 
(City of Lemoore) 
TR 567 (City of 
Lemoore) 
TR 739 (City of 
Lemoore) 
Highway 41 Expansion 
(CalTrans) 

West Hills Community 
College (Kings County) 

On Base 1997-1998 

On Base 1997-1998 

On Base 1997-1998 

On Base 1997-1998 

On Base 1997-1998 

SE of Cinnamon Drive/ 
Highway 41 (5 miles off base) 
Cinnamon Drive (5 miles off 
base) 

East of Cinnamon Drive/ 
Highway 41 (5 miles off base) 
2.5 miles north of State Route 
(SR) 198/ Highway 41 (5 miles 
off base) 
Northwest of Highway 41/ 
SR 198 (5 miles off base) 

Wing/CVW Administration Building (99 
personnel) 
14 bed Hospital/Medical facilities 

Explosive handling facility 

Gym and gym addition 
Potential for F/A-18E/F squadrons, operations, 
and personnel support facilities 
156 single-family units, to be constructed in 3 
phases 
136 single/multifamily units, to be constructed in 
phases 
367 single-family units 

Expansion of 2-lane highway to 4 lanes 

100-acre new campus, in planning stage 

The ROI is defined as the area in which the principal direct and secondary 
socioeconomic effects of the proposed action would be likely to occur. The ROI 
for the cumulative effects at NAS Lemoore is Kings and Fresno Counties. 

Steady state impacts for the F/A-18E/F would not occur until 2004; therefore, the 
steady state levels for the relocation of the E-2 were extended into the year 2004 to 
fully capture all impacts. For all socioeconomic indicators, the year of greatest 
impact was 2004, except for business volume, which was in 2001. These are the 
years discussed in this section. 

The proposed realignment of the E-2 squadron and associated personnel combined 
with the F/A-18E/F basing at NAS Lemoore would result in less than significant 
impacts to population, employment, income and business volume that would be 
around one percent over the baseline (Table 5-6). These changes would be within 
the historic RTV range and would not be considered significant. No mitigation 

measures would be required. 

In 2004 it is projected that an additional 1,131 rental units and 647 owner-occupied 
units would be required. In Kings and Fresno Counties, 13,780 units were vacant 
in 1994, and the area vacancy rate was 5.1 percent. Approximately 523 single 

family residences and 136 single and multifamily units (Table 5-5) are expected to 
be constructed in the City of Lemoore and nearby unincorporated areas of Kings 
County. At NAS Lemoore, base family housing units would be constructed in 
2000 and 2001 for an additional 399 units, and bachelor units would be expanded. 

0544 E-2 Aircraft Squadrons Realignment Final Environmental Impact Statement 
5-8 

March 1998 



5. Cumulative Impacts 

Table 5-6 
Cumulative Socioeconomic Effects at NAS Lemoore 

Net 

Income 
Housing Business 

Volume 
Government 

Owner- Revenues 
Population Employment ($1,000) Rental Occupied ($1,000) ($1,000) 

1998 
Operations 619 314 $7,910 106 63 $8,700 $418 
Construction 102 381 $9,274 45 0 $30,459 $37 
Total 721 695 $17,184 151 63 $39,159 $455 

1999 
Operations 2,892 1,684 $53,514 489 287 $52,708 $2,948 
Construction 233 874 $21,283 103 0 $69,900 $86 
Total 3,125 2,558 $74,797 592 287 $122,608 $3,034 

2000 
Operations 3,955 2,228 $71,429 650 377 $67,772 $4,078 
Construction 189 710 $17,293 84 0 $56,796 $70 
Total 4,144 2,938 $88,722 734 377 $124,568 $4,148 

2001 
Operations 4,418 2,453 $79,064 . 671 389 $72,897 $4,619 
Construction 229 858 $20,905 101 0 $68,658 $84 
Total 4,647 3,311 $99,969 772 389 $141,555 $4,703 

2002 
Operations 5,110 2,808 $90,729 776 448 $82,716 $5,354 
Construction 126 474 $11,539 56 0 $37,896 $47 
Total 5,236 3,282 $102,268 832 448 $120,612 $5,401 

2003 
Operations 5,803 3,172 $102,545 925 531 $93,819 $6,046 
Construction 111 417 $10,166 .49 0 $33,389 $41 
Total 5,914 3,589 $112,711 974 531 $127,208 $6,087 

2004 
Operations 7,097 3,836 $124,399 1,131 647 $112,478 $7,411 
Construction* 0 0 $0 0 0 $0 $0 
Total 7,097 3,836 $124,399 1,131 647 $112,478 $7,411 

Source: EIFS Model. 

"The designated activity is not anticipated to occur in this year. 

The additional requirements for rental units and owner-occupied units would not 
be considered substantial, and no mitigation measures would be required. 

Implementation of the proposed projects at NAS Lemoore would result in a 
beneficial impact to net government revenues. Government revenues would 
increase by $7,411,000 in 2004. This change would not be considered substantial, 
and no mitigation measures would be required. 

Traffic and Circulation 
The proposed action in conjunction with other projects and planned actions 
would result in poor traffic conditions at signalized intersections near NAS 
Lemoore. The cumulative base condition at NAS Lemoore includes several on- 
base and off-base projects. For the purposes of the traffic analysis, only those on- 
base projects that would include additional personnel were considered. The 

analysis of the cumulative projects was based on the traffic impact analysis 
prepared for the E-2 realignment (Linscott, Law & Greenspan 1997). The traffic 

generated by the off-base projects was extracted direcdy from that analysis. 
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5. Cumulative Impacts 

The Wing/CVW Administration Building (P-156T) would require an additional 66 
personnel (Shubert 1997). The potential siting of the F/A-18E/F squadron would 
require an additional 1,866 military personnel and 120 civilian support personnel. 
The trip generation estimates, which includes F/A-18E/F personnel, family 
members, and support personnel, have been extracted from the EIS that is 
currently being prepared for the F/A-18E/F project. The off-base projects include 
three residential developments located about five miles from base off of SR 41 and 

the new 100-acre campus for West Hills Community College. 

The West Hills Community College located off SR 41 and north of SR 198 within 
the City of Lemoore would be required to make improvements to the road system 
to facilitate the trips it would generate. This would include any improvements 
necessary to address increased traffic along SR 41 and SR 198, however the 

development is still in the preliminary stages. 

The trip generation for the cumulative projects is shown in Table 5-7. The 
cumulative projects would generate a total of 12,932 daily trips, 1,721 AM peak 
hour trips, and 2,011 PM peak hour trips. The E-2 realignment would contribute 
an additional 1,010 daily trips, 275 AM peak hour trips, and 285 PM peak hour 

trips. 

Table 5-7 
Cumulative Trip Generation for NAS Lemoore 

Project Daily AM In AM Out PMIn PMOut 

On-base 
Wing/CVW - 66 personnel 159 54 6 6 54 

F/A-18E/F Squadron 2,923 724 167 187 744 

Off-base 
Avalon Subdivision -156 SFDU 1,490 30 85 105 60 

TR567-136SFDU 1,300 25 75 90 50 

TR 739 - 367 SFDU 3,505 70 200 240 130 

West Hills Community College -1,500 students 3,555 235 50 100 245 

Total - Cumulative Background 12,932 1,138 583 728 1,283 

E-2 1,010 245 30 35 250 

SFDU =■ Single-family dwelling units 
Source: Linscott, Law, & Greenspan 1997; Dowling Associates 1997. 

The LOS results for cumulative conditions at intersections and roadway segments 
are shown in Tables 5-8 through 5-10. As shown in Table 5-8 the addition of 

cumulative traffic would result in unacceptable LOS at the intersections of SR- 
198/Main Gate during the AM peak hour and Grangeville Road/SR-41 during the 
PM peak hour. The intersection of Grangeville Road/SR-41 changes from LOS E 
to F. With or without the proposed action, this intersection would operate at an 
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Table 5-8 
Signalized Intersection Operations at NAS Lemoore 

Peak Hour 

Cumulative Cumulative f 

Delay 
(seconds) 

»lus Project 

Intersection 
Delay 

(seconds) LOS LOS 

Grangeville Road/SR-41 

SR-198/Main Gate 

AM 
PM 
AM 
PM 

17.4 
51.9 
20.8 
20.6 

C 
E 
C 

• C 

22.3 
103.0 
47.8 
40.0 

C 
F 
E 
D 

Delay LO 
(seconds) 
0.0 < 5.0 A 
5.1 to 15.0 B 
15.1 to 25.0 C 
25.1 to 40.0 D 
40.1 to 60.0 E 

>60.0 F 

Source: Dowling Associates 1997. 

Table 5-9 
Unsignalized Intersection Operations at NAS Lemoore 

Cumulative Cumulative p 
Delay 

lus Project 
Peak Delay 

Intersection                                        Hour Movement (seconds) LOS (seconds) LOS 
Avenal Cutoff/EB SR-198 ramps           AM EB-L/T 5.8 B 5.9 B 

EB-R 3.7 A 3.7 A 
WB-L/T 6.1 B 6.1 B 
WB-R 2.8 A 2.8 A 
NB-L 3.0 A 3.0 A 
SB-L 2.2 A 2.2 A 

PM EB-L/T 6.1 B 6.1 B 
EB-R 3.0 A 3.0 A 

WB-L/T 6.2 B 6.3 B 
WB-R 2.6 A 2.6 A 
NB-L 2.7 A 2.7 A 
SB-L 2.1 A 2.1 A 

Avenal Cutoff/WB SR-198 ramps         AM WB-L 6.0 B 6.1 B 
WB-R 3.8 A 4.0 A 
NB-L 2.7 A 2.7 A 

PM WB-L 7.7 B 8.0 B 
WB-R 3.1 A 3.1 A 
NB-L 3.5 A 3.6 A 

LOS - Level of Service      EB - Eastbound 
L - Left-tum                       WB - Westbound 
R - Right-turn                    NB - Northbound 
T - Through                     SB - Southbound 
movement 

Delay (seconds) 
0.0 < 5.0 
5.1 to 10.0 
10.1 to 20.0 
20.1 to 30.0 
30.1 to 45.0 

>45.0 

LOS 
A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
F 

Source: Dowling Associates 1997. 
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5. Cumulative Impacts 

Table 5-10 
Daily Street Segment Operations at NAS Lemoore 

Capacity* 
Cumulative Cumula 

Volume 

tive plus Project 
Street Segment Volume V/C LOS V/C        LOS 
SR-198 

West of Main Gate 14,000 4,788 0.34 B 4,798 0.34          B 
East of Main Gate 31,000 10,765 0.35 B 11,225 0.36          B 

Grangeville Boulevard 
WestofSR-41 14,000 7,707 0.55 C 8,137 0.58          C 

SR-41 
North of Grangeville Boulevard 43,000 12,604 0.29 A 12,704 0.30         A 

* Capacities and Volume/Capacity ratio thresholds based on CalTrans Standards 

V/C Ratio LOS 
0.00-0.30 A 
0.31-0.50 B 
0.51-0.75 C 
0.76-0.90 D 
0.91 -1.00 E 

> 1.00 F 

Source: Dowling Associates 1997. 

unacceptable level. The addition of project traffic at the intersection of SR- 
198/Main Gate results in a change from an acceptable LOS C to an unacceptable 
LOS E. 

By increasing the signal cycle length to 120 seconds, the impacts to the intersection 
of SR-198 and the Main Gate would be reduced to less than significant levels. The 
intersection would operate at LOS C and B under cumulative with project 
conditions during the AM and PM peak hours, respectively. 

At the intersection of Grangeville Road and SR-41, widening the eastbound 
approach to provide a left turn lane would improve operations to LOS C and B 
during the AM and PM peak hours, respectively, thus reducing cumulative 
impacts to less than significant levels. 

The addition of cumulative traffic at the unsignalized intersections would not 
result in any cumulatively significant impacts (see Table 5-9). All unsignalized 
intersections would continue to operate at acceptable levels. 

Roadway segments would operate at acceptable levels with the addition of 
cumulative traffic (see Table 5-10). The project traffic would not result in any 
changes to LOS. A LOS C or better is maintained on all roadways, and no 
mitigation would be required. 
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Air Quality 
Cumulative projects identified for the NAS Lemoore area include some on-base 
construction activities, various housing developments planned for the City of 
Lemoore, widening of Highway 41, development of a community college, and the 
potential addition of F/A-18E/F aircraft squadrons at the base. The on-base 
construction projects would be temporary sources of construction emissions, with 
some activity being concurrent with construction projects supporting the E-2 
aircraft. Traffic associated with housing development projects and the community 
college would contribute cumulatively to regional emissions of ozone precursors, 
but would have only minor cumulative contributions to carbon monoxide levels 

along roadways near NAS Lemoore. 

The potential basing of F/A-18E/F aircraft squadrons at NAS Lemoore is the 
most significant potential cumulative project from an air quality perspective. As 
noted previously, a separate EIS is being prepared for the siting of F/A-18E/F 
squadrons, with NAS Lemoore identified as the preferred alternative. That EIS 
will provide a detailed evaluation of the direct, indirect, and cumulative air quality 
impacts of the F/A-18E/F action. F/A-18E/F aircraft arrivals would occur in two 
phases. An initial phase of squadron arrivals and training would occur between 
1999 and 2003, resulting in a maximum of 92 additional aircraft operating from 
NAS Lemoore during that time period. A second phase of squadron arrivals and 
training would occur after 2005, with the additional 72 aircraft being one-for-one 
replacements of existing NAS Lemoore F/A-18C/D aircraft. 

For NAS Lemoore, the F/A-18E/F action would require some new facility 
construction, such as new and expanded training facilities; new and expanded 
aircraft maintenance facilities; additional personnel support facilities; and new on- 
base housing facilities. Most construction activity would occur after completion 
of construction projects that support the E-2 aircraft. Air quality permits would 
likely be required for any new central boilers and for new or expanded facilities. 
Permits also may be required for various types of equipment, such as generators, 

compressors, degreasing tanks, and painting facilities. 

Traffic associated with F/A-18E/F personnel and their family members would 
contribute cumulatively to regional emissions of ozone and PMW precursors. This 
traffic would also add somewhat to carbon monoxide levels along roadways near 
NAS Lemoore, but would not result in any violations of state or federal carbon 

monoxide standards. 

Completion of the first phase of F/A-18E/F squadron arrivals would add about 
87,400 additional flight operations per year at NAS Lemoore. The second phase 
of F/A-18E/F squadron arrivals would not result in additional flight operations, 

since the Phase 2 aircraft would be one-for-one replacements of F/A-18C/D 
aircraft already stationed at NAS Lemoore. Overall flight operations at NAS 
Lemoore would probably decline slighdy after 2005 as an existing F/A-18C/D 

training squadron is reduced in size. 
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Appendix D (see Table D-59) summarizes preliminary emission estimates for the 
F/A-18E/F action under the NAS Lemoore Alternative. Emissions from F/A- 
18E/F flight activity and base-related vehicle traffic would be about 306 tons per 
year of reactive organic compounds, 307 tons per year of nitrogen oxides, 164 tons 
per year of PM10, and 9 tons per year of sulfur oxides. Emissions associated with 
the F/A-18E/F action would exceed the Clean Air Act conformity rule de minimis 

thresholds for the San Joaquin Valley, thus requiring a Clean Air Act conformity 
determination. Compensating emission reductions associated with the recent 

closure of Castle Air Force Base are expected to provide the required 
demonstration of Clean Air Act conformity. The Final EIS for the F/A-18E/F 

action should be consulted for additional details. 

Noise 
Cumulative projects identified for the NAS Lemoore area include some on-base 

construction activities, various housing developments planned for the City of 
Lemoore, widening of Highway 41, development of a community college, and the 
potential addition of F/A-18E/F aircraft squadrons at the base. The on-base 
construction projects would be temporary sources of construction noise, with 
some activity being concurrent with construction projects supporting the E-2 
aircraft. Traffic associated with housing development projects and the community 
college would make only minimal cumulative contributions to cumulative noise 
conditions along roadways near NAS Lemoore. 

The basing of F/A-18E/F aircraft squadrons at NAS Lemoore is the most 
significant potential cumulative project from a noise perspective. As noted 
previously, a separate EIS is being prepared for the siting of F/A-18E/F squadrons, 
with NAS Lemoore identified as the preferred alternative. That EIS will provide a 
detailed evaluation of the direct, indirect, and cumulative noise impacts of the 
F/A-18E/F action. For NAS Lemoore, the F/A-18E/F action would require 
some new facility construction. Most construction activity would occur after 
completion of construction projects that support the E-2 aircraft. 

Traffic associated with F/A-18E/F personnel and their family members would 
contribute cumulatively to noise levels along area roadways, but the net change in 
noise levels would not be significant (less than 1 dB A). 

Cumulative increases in aircraft noise would be an issue of potential concern. 
Figure 5-1 illustrates preliminary noise contours around NAS Lemoore if both the 
E-2 and the first phase of F/A-18E/F aircraft arrivals were to be based there. Areas 

exposed to noise levels above 65-dB CNEL would expand to the north, south, and 
west of NAS Lemoore. Affected land uses are primarily agricultural, with some 
rural residential areas south of the base. Although the number of noise complaints 
received by NAS Lemoore might increase somewhat (particularly from areas 

south of the base), no significant noise impacts would be expected. 
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5. Cumulative Impacts 

The second phase of F/A-18E/F aircraft arrivals (after 2005) would result in only 
minor changes to aircraft noise contours around NAS Lemoore since the arriving 
aircraft would replace existing aircraft already based at NAS Lemoore. 

Utilities and Services 
Water Supply Impacts - Potentially significant cumulative effects could occur to 
available water supply. The quantity of water received by the Westlands Water 
District from the Central Valley Project varies. The District's long-term water 
supply from the US Bureau of Reclamation is about 65 percent of the full contract 
amount. This results in a greater reliance on supplemental water supplies, which 
increases the demand for this water and has a corresponding effect on its 
availability and cost. Although NAS Lemoore has contracted for 3,000 acre-feet 
(370 hectare-meters) per year, Westlands cannot guarantee delivery of the full 

contract amount. The Central Valley Project Improvement Act (CVPIA) Public 

Law 102-575, requires that an increased portion of state water project water be 

used to maintain environmental conditions in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta 

and tributary streams. This is expected to decrease the amount of water available 

to agriculture and municipal and industrial uses, particularly in low runoff years. 

A range of mitigation measures are available to address the impacts of decreased 
state water project deliveries. Either Westlands or NAS Lemoore could identify 
supplemental sources of water, such as willing sellers of existing water rights. 
Alternatively, implementation of water conservation measures by agriculture 
and/or municipal and industrial users could reduce the demand for water. 
Increasing the unit cost of the delivered water would also have the effect of 

reducing demand. 

School Impacts - To ascertain the number of students generated with the E-2 and 
F/A-18 projects cumulative impacts scenario, changes in civilian and military 
employment were combined; and civilian and military relocation and on-base 
residence percentages for the two sites were averaged on a weighted basis. With 
these inputs, the EEFS model was run to determine the total number of students 
that would be generated. For a discussion of the EIFS model see Appendix C. 
The year of greatest impact at NAS Lemoore would be 2004, which is when 1,200 
additional students would require public education. Of these additional students, 
approximately one-third would be attributed to E-2 activities. Affected school 
districts may be eligible for impact aid funds, which would compensate for the 
addition of federal students. School districts would need to apply for direct 

payment by the US Department of Education. 

Approximately 523 single-family residences and 136 single/multifamily units are 
expected to be constructed in the City of Lemoore and nearby unincorporated 
areas of Kings County. New construction would contribute to the public 

education system as a result of developer fees that are earmarked for school 
construction. No significant cumulative impacts are anticipated to occur, and no 

mitigation measures would be required. 
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Public Health and Safety 
The F/A-18E/F aircraft would replace F/A-18C/D aircraft and operate similarly 
to the current operations at NAS Lemoore. The only planned increase in the use 
of NAS Lemoore airspace is a result of the 16 E-2 aircraft. As described in Section 
4.11, Public Health and Safety of this EIS, the addition of the E-2 aircraft would 
not be considered a significant impact to airspace safety. Any changes in the 
training procedures associated with the F/A-18E/F that could affect overlapping 
airspace or nonmilitary airport agreements would be addressed in the F/A-18E/F 
squadron EIS being prepared by the Navy. Therefore, the aircraft operations of 
the E-2 and other planned military projects would not result in cumulatively 

significant impacts to public health and safety. 

The E-2 aircraft operations would not require any changes to designated APZs or 
Clear Zones. In addition, the E-2 aircraft operations at NAS Lemoore would not 
require any changes to runways to accommodate the field carrier landing practices 
(FCLPs) conducted by the E-2 aircraft. However, other planned military projects 
may result in alterations to APZs in order to accommodate the increase in aircraft 
operations and training. Each military action/project review process would 
evaluate potential impacts to APZs. Therefore, no cumulatively significant 
impacts related to APZs would occur. The planned military projects would not 
result in an increase to hazards from explosives safety and electromagnetic 
radiation, as additional military projects would be sited according to Navy 
regulations for ESQD and HERO/HERP/HERF arcs. No cumulatively 
significant public health and safety impacts would occur, and no mitigation would 
be required. 

Hazardous Materials and Wastes 

The planned military projects would result in an increase of hazardous materials 
and waste used, stored, and transported at NAS Lemoore. The additional increase 
in hazardous wastes would be handled according to USEPA and Navy guidelines 
for hazardous waste storage and disposal. The planned military projects would be 
constructed and operated in accordance with approved spill response plans and 
federal, state, and local laws to prevent on-base releases of hazardous 
materials/wastes. No cumulatively significant impacts associated with hazardous 
materials and waste would occur, and no mitigation would be required. 

5.3      NAF EL CENTRO ALTERNATIVE 

Table 5-11 represents the cumulative projects proposed at Naval Air Facility 
(NAF) El Centro. No off-base projects are planned in the vicinity of NAF El 
Centro as determined through conversations with local cities and Imperial County 
staff. An EIS is being prepared by the Navy to evaluate the direct, indirect, and 
cumulative impacts of introducing the F/A-18E/F program at alternative base 
locations, including NAF El Centro. Further analysis of the cumulative effects 
will be provided in that EIS. 
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Table 5-11 
List of Cumulative Projects: NAF El Centro 

Location Description 

On Base 1997-1998 Child development center (4 additional personnel) 

On Base 1997-1998 BEQ and galley (8 additional personnel) 

On Base 1997-1998 Gymnasium addition 

On Base 1999+ Potential for F/A-18E/F squadrons, operations, and personnel 
support facilities 

Socioeconomics 
To determine cumulative impacts, socioeconomic changes were analyzed at NAF 
El Centro assuming joint siting of the E-2 and F/A-18 E/F aircraft. With the 

cumulative impacts scenario, local procurement, changes in civilian and military 

employment, and total construction expenditures were combined; civilian and 
military income were averaged on a weighted basis. With these inputs, the EIFS 

model was run to determine the cumulative impacts for the appropriate affected 
area. For a discussion of the EIFS model and its RTVs, see Appendix C. 

The ROI for the cumulative effects is Imperial County; the county RTVs are 
listed in Appendix C. Steady state impacts for the F/A-18E/F would not occur 
until 2007; therefore, the steady state levels for the relocation of the E-2 was 
extended into the year 2007 to fully capture all impacts. In all cases the year of 
greatest impact was 2007, which is the year discussed in the following section. 

The location of F/A-18E/F proposed projects in combination with the E-2 
squadrons and associated personal at NAF El Centro would not result in 
cumulatively significant socioeconomic impacts (Table 5-12) for employment and 
business volume. Employment would increase almost 13 percent, and business 
volume a little over 7 percent. These increases would be within the historic RTV 

range. 

The cumulative increase to population from 2004 to 2007 would be significant. 
The direct and indirect population increase would be between 8.5 and 10.7 percent 
over the baseline conditions. These population changes would not be within the 
historic RTV range (6.828 to -1.543) and would, therefore, be considered 
significant. However, these population changes would be accompanied by 
beneficial impacts to the community, e.g., increases in employment, income, 
business volume, and net government revenues. 

There would be cumulatively beneficial impacts to income at NAF El Centro 
from 2004 to 2007. At $176,426,000 in 2007, income would increase over 11 
percent above the baseline conditions. No mitigation would be required, 

however, because of the beneficial nature of the impact. 
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Table 5-12 
Cumulative Socioeconomic Effects at NAF El Centro 

Net 
Housing Business Government 

Income Owner- Volume Revenues 
Population Employment ($1,000) Rental Occupied ($1,000) ($1,000) 

1998 
Operations 620 300 $7,768 106 63 $5,001 $1,217 
Construction 83 238 $5,968 37 0 $15,847 $619 
Total 703 538 $13,736 143 63 $20,848 $1,836 

1999 
Operations 2,861 1,648 $44,501 482 285 $32,373 $6,771 
Construction 177 505 $12,664 78 0 $33,625 $1,314 
Total 3,038 2,153 $57,165 560 285 $65,998 $8,085 

2000 
Operations 4,477 2,408 $70,519 723 420 $47,314 $11,254 
Construction 131 1,799 $9,362 58 0 $24,858 $971 
Total 4,608 4,207 $79,881 781 420 $72,172 $12,225 

2001 
Operations 4,895 2,605 $77,263 790 458 $51,261 $12,407 
Construction 155 445 $11,137 69 0 $29,572 $1,155 
Total 5,050 3,050 $88,400 859 458 $80,833 $13,562 

2002 
Operations 5,578 2,926 $88,235 887 512 $57,463 $14,307 
Construction 86 245 $6,147 38 0 $16,323 $638 
Total 5,664 3,171 $94,382 925 512 $73,786 $14,945 

2003 
Operations 6,260 3,248 $99,232 995 573 463,870 416,190 
Construction 76 216 $5,416 33 0 $14,381 $562 
Total 6,336 3,464 $104,648 1,028 573 $78,251 $16,752 

2004 
Operations 8,767 4,427 $139,597 1,373 786 487,017 $23,139 
Construction* 0 0 $0 0 0 $0 0 
Total 8,767 4,427 $139,597 1,373 786 $87,017 $23,139 

2005 
Operations 9,910 4,966 $158,009 1,552 887 $97,691 $26,297 
Construction* 0 0 $0 0 0 $0 0 
Total 9,910 4,966 $158,009 1,552 887 $97,691 $26,297 

2006 
Operations 9,910 4,966 $158,009 1,552 887 $97,691 $26,297 
Construction 0 0 $0 0 0 $0 0 
Total 9,910 4,966 $158,009 1,552 887 $97,691 $26,297 

2007 
Operations 11,053 5,505 $176,426 1,731 987 $108366 $29,455 
Construction* 0 0 $0 0 0 $0 $0 
Total 11,053 5,505 $176,426 1,731 987 $108,366 $29,455 

Source: EIFS Model. 

The designated activity is not anticipated to occur in this year. 

It is projected that in 2007 an additional 1,731 rental units and 987 owner-occupied 
units would be required However, with almost 4,000 units available in 1994; it 
can be projected that housing units would be available in Imperial County in 2007. 

Implementation of the proposed projects at NAF El Centro would result in a 
beneficial impact to net government revenues. Government revenues would 
increase by $29,455,000 in 2007 and no mitigation measures would be required. 

Traffic and Circulation 
The proposed action in conjunction with other projects and planned actions 
would contribute to poor traffic conditions at two intersections near NAF El 
Centro. The cumulative base condition at NAF El Centro includes several on-base 
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projects. For the purposes of the traffic analysis, only those on-base projects that 
would include additional personnel were considered. The analysis of the 
cumulative projects was based on the traffic impact analysis prepared for the E-2 
realignment (Linscott, Law & Greenspan 1997). The traffic generated by the off- 
base projects was extracted directly from that analysis. 

The potential siting of the F/A-18E/F squadron would require an additional 3,453 
military personnel and 200 civilian support personnel. The trip generation 
estimates, which includes F/A-18E/F personnel, family members, and support 
personnel, have been extracted from the separate EIS that is currently being 
prepared for the F/A-18E/F project. 

The trip generation for the cumulative projects are shown in Table 5-13. The 
cumulative projects would generate a total of 5,382 daily trips, 1,626 AM peak 
hour trips, and 1,702 PM peak hour trips. The E-2 realignment would contribute 
an additional 1,126 daily trips, 307 AM peak hour trips, and 317 PM peak hour 
trips. 

Table 5-13 
Cumulative Trip Generation for NAF El Centro 

Project Daily AM In AM Out PMIn PMOut 

On-base 
Child Development Center - 4 personnel 
BEQ and galley - 8 personnel 
F/A-18E/F Squadron 

10 
19 

5,353 

4 
8 

1,305 

0 
0 

309 

0 
0 

347 

4 
8 

1,343 
Total - Cumulative Background 5,382 1,317 309 347 1,355 
E-2 1,126 275 32 37 280 
Source: Linscott, Law, & Greenspan 1997; Dowling Associates 1997. 

LOS results for cumulative conditions at intersections and roadway segments are 
shown in Tables 5-14 and 5-15. As shown in Table 5-14, the addition of 
cumulative traffic would result in LOS F at the intersections of Bennett 
Road/Even Hewes Highway and Forrester Road/Even Hewes Highway during 
the AM and PM peak hours. 

By installing a signal, providing a separate southbound left turn lane, and allowing 
free-right-turns for westbound traffic at the intersection of Bennett Road and Evan 
Hewes Highway, the cumulative impacts would be reduced and the operation 

would improve to LOS C during the AM and PM peak hours. This mitigation 
would require widening the southbound approach to provide a separate outbound 
left-turn lane and an inbound lane for the free-right-turns. The traffic volumes at 
this intersection would meet CalTrans peak hour signal warrants. Implementation 
of this mitigation would reduce the impact to a less than significant level. 
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Table 5-14 
Unsignalized Intersection Operations at NAF El Centro . 

Peak 
Hour 

Cumulative Cumulative 
Delay 

(seconds) 

ph is Project 

Intersection 
Delay 

(seconds) LOS LOS 
Drew Road/Evan Hewes AM 6.8 B 8.3 B 

Highway 
PM 3.8 A 4.1 A 

Bennett Road/Evan Hewes AM Overflow F Overflow F 
Highway 

PM Overflow F Overflow F 
Forrester Road/Evan Hewes AM Overflow F Overflow F 

Highway 
PM Overflow F Overflow F 

Delay (seconds) 
0.0 < 5.0 
5.1 to 10.0 
10.1 to 20.0 
20.1 to 30.0 
30.1 to 45.0 

> 45.0 

LOS 
A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
F 

Source: Dowling Associates 1997. 

Table 5-15 
Daily Street Segment Operations at NAF El Centro 

Capacity* 
Cumulative Cumulative 

Volume 
plus Pr< 
V/C 

)ject 
Street Segment Volume V/C LOS LOS 
Evan Hewes (S-80) 

West of Drew Road 14,000 4,144 0.30 A 4,244 0.30 A 
East of Forrester Road 14,000 8,040 0.57 C 8,545 0.61 C 

Drew Road 
North of Evan Hewes 14,000 1,400 0.10 A 1,435 0.10 A 
South of Evan Hewes 14,000 2,700 0.19 A 2,735 0.20 A 

Bennett Road 
South of Evan Hewes 14,000 3,086 0.22 A 3,311 0.24 A 

Forrester Road 
North of Evan Hewes 14,000 8,895 0.64 C 9,040 0.65 C 
South of Evan Hewes 14,000 6,416 0.46 B 6,496 0.46 B 

■ Capacities and Volume/Capacity ratio thresholds based on CalTrans Standards 

V/C Ratio 
0.00-0.30 
0.31-0.50 
0.51-0.75 
0.76-0.90 
0.91 -1.00 

> 1.00 

LOS 
A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
F 

Source: Dowling Associates 1997. 
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By installing a signal at the intersection of Forrester Road and Evan Hewes 
Highway, the impacts of the cumulative traffic would be reduced and operations 
would improve to LOS C or better during the AM and PM peak hours. The 
intersection would meet CalTrans peak hour signal warrants. Implementation of 
this mitigation would reduce the impact to a less than significant level. 

The intersection of Drew Road and Even Hewes would continue to operate at 
acceptable levels with or without the addition of cumulative traffic. 

The addition of cumulative traffic to roadway segments would not result in 
cumulatively significant impacts (see Table 5-15). All roadway segments would 
operate at LOS C or better with or without the cumulative projects. 

Air Quality 
Cumulative projects identified for the NAF El Centro area include some on-base 

construction activities and the potential addition of F/A-18E/F aircraft squadrons 

at the base. The on-base construction projects would be temporary sources of 

construction emissions, with some activity being concurrent with construction 
projects supporting the E-2 aircraft. 

The basing of F/A-18E/F aircraft squadrons at NAF El Centro is the most 
significant potential cumulative project from an air quality perspective. As noted 
previously, a separate EIS is being prepared for the siting of F/A-18E/F squadrons, 
with NAF El Centro identified as one of two alternative sites. That EIS will 
provide a detailed evaluation of the direct, indirect, and cumulative air quality 
impacts of the F/A-18E/F action. F/A-18E/F aircraft arrivals would occur in two 
phases. An initial phase of squadron arrivals and training would occur between 
1999 and 2003, resulting in a maximum of 92 additional aircraft operating from 
NAF El Centro during that time period. A second phase of squadron arrivals and 
training would occur after 2005, involving a maximum of 72 additional aircraft. 

For NAF El Centro, the first phase of the F/A-18E/F action would require 
significant new facility construction, such as construction of a new parallel runway 
arid associated facilities; new hangar space and expansion of training facilities; a 
new engine test cell and power check pad; new aircraft maintenance facilities; 
additional personnel support facilities; and new on-base housing facilities. 

Most construction activity would occur after completion of construction projects 

that support the E-2 aircraft. Air quality permits would probably be required for 
the engine test cell and any new central boilers for new or expanded facilities. 
Permits also may be required for various types of equipment, such as generators, 
compressors, degreasing tanks, and painting facilities. 

Traffic associated with F/A-18E/F personnel and their family members would 
contribute cumulatively to regional emissions of ozone and PMi0 precursors. This 
traffic would also add somewhat to carbon monoxide levels along roadways near 
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NAF El Centro, but would not result in any violations of state or federal carbon 

monoxide standards. 

If based at NAF El Centro, completion of the first phase of F/A-18E/F squadron 
arrivals would generate an additional 87,400 additional flight operations per year. 
Completion of the second phase of F/A-18E/F squadron arrivals would increase 
annual F/A-18E/F flight operations to 113,486 per year. 

Appendix D (see Table D-60) summarizes preliminary emission estimates for the 

F/A-18E/F action under the NAF El Centro Alternative. Emissions from F/A- 

18E/F flight activity and base-related vehicle traffic would be about 418 tons per 
year of reactive organic compounds, 385 tons per year of nitrogen oxides, 226 tons 
per year of PM10, and 13 tons per year of sulfur oxides. Emissions associated with 
the F/A-18E/F action would exceed the Clean Air Act conformity rule de 

minimis thresholds for Imperial County, thus requiring a Clean Air Act 
conformity determination. The Final EIS for the F/A-18E/F action should be 
consulted for additional details. 

Noise 
Cumulative projects identified for the NAF El Centro area include some on-base 
construction activities and the potential addition of F/A-18E/F aircraft squadrons 
at the base. The on-base construction projects would be temporary sources of 
construction noise, with some activity being concurrent with construction 
projects supporting the E-2 aircraft. 

The basing of F/A-18E/F aircraft squadrons at NAF El Centro is the most 
significant potential cumulative project from a noise perspective. Figure 5-2 
illustrates preliminary noise contours around NAS Lemoore if both the E-2 and 
the first phase of F/A-18E/F aircraft arrivals were to be based there. As noted 
previously, a separate EIS is being prepared for the siting of F/A-18E/F squadrons, 
with NAF El Centro identified as one of the alternative sites. That EIS will 
provide a detailed evaluation of the direct, indirect, and cumulative noise impacts 
of the F/A-18E/F action. For NAF El Centro, the F/A-18E/F action would 
require significant new facility construction. Most construction activity would 
occur after completion of construction projects that support the E-2 aircraft. 

Traffic associated with F/A-18E/F personnel and their family members would 
contribute cumulatively to noise levels along area roadways, but the net change in 
noise levels would not be cumulatively significant (less than 1 dB A). 

Cumulative increases in aircraft noise would be an issue of potential concern. 

Noise contours for the first phase of F/A-18E/F arrivals (Figure 5-2) indicate that 
the area exposed to noise levels above 65-dB CNEL would expand noticeably in all 
directions around NAF El Centro. On-base housing areas, the town of Seeley, 
and the City of Imperial would be affected by increased noise levels. The number 
of noise complaints received by NAF El Centro would also probably increase. 
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Utilities and Services 
Water Supply Impacts - The HD would have adequate supplies to serve cumulative 
development within its service area. However, potentially significant cumulative 
effects to California's Colorado River supplies could occur due to cumulative 
development in the region. California's use of its Colorado River allocation 
exceeds the state's allocation, and this demand is likely to increase with cumulative 
development. 

School Impacts - To ascertain the number of students generated with the E-2 and 
F/A-18 projects cumulative impacts scenario, changes in civilian and military 

employment were combined; and civilian and military relocation and on-base 

residence percentages for the two sites were averaged on a weighted basis. With 
these inputs, the EIFS model was run to determine the total number of students 
that would be generated. The year of greatest impact at NAF El Centra was 2007, 
which is when 1,909 additional students would require public education. Of these 
additional students, approximately one-fourth would be attributed to E-2 
activities. Eligible school districts would apply for direct payment of impact aid 
funds by the US Department of Education, which would compensate for the 
addition of federal students. No significant cumulative impacts are anticipated to 
occur, and no mitigation measures would be required. 

Public Health and Safety 

Planned military projects (identified in Table 5-11) could result in an increase of E- 
2 and F/A-18E/F aircraft. The resulting increase in the use of NAF El Centro 
airspace may result in increased hazards to airspace safety. Modifications to air 
traffic circulation patterns may be required to accommodate the additional aircraft 
operations and training. Air traffic control specialists for NAF El Centro would 
need to evaluate additional aircraft operations and training to evaluate the 
increased management of the airspace and reduce hazards to airspace safety. The 
implementation of any necessary modifications to overlapping airspace or 
agreements with nonmilitary airports would reduce hazards to airspace safety. 

E-2 aircraft operations would not require any changes to designated APZs or Clear 
Zones. In addition, the E-2 aircraft operations at NAF El Centro would not 
require any changes to runways to accommodate the FCLPs conducted by the E-2 
aircraft. However, the F/A-18E/F program may require alterations to APZs to 
accommodate the increase in aircraft operations and training. Potential impacts to 
APZs would be evaluated by the F/A-18E/F planning process and documented in 
the EIS that is being prepared for that project. Therefore, no cumulatively 
significant impacts related to APZs would occur. The planned military projects 
would not result in an increase to hazards from explosives safety and 
electromagnetic radiation as additional military projects would be sited according 
to Navy regulations for ESQD and HERO/HERP/HERF arcs. No cumulatively 
significant public health and safety impacts would occur, and no mitigation would 
be required. 
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Hazardous Materials and Wastes 
Planned military projects (identified in Table 5-11) would result in an increase in 
hazardous materials and wastes used, stored, and transported at NAF El Centra. 
The additional increase in hazardous wastes would be handled according to 
USEPA and Navy guidelines for hazardous waste storage and disposal. The 
planned military projects would be constructed and operated in accordance with 
approved spill response plans and federal, state, and local laws to prevent on-base 
releases of hazardous materials/wastes. No cumulatively significant impacts 
associated with hazardous materials and waste would occur, and no mitigation 

would be required. 
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CHAPTER 6 
OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 

This chapter addresses specific topics that the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA), as amended, 42 United States Code (USC) §§ 4321 et sec. (1996), requires 
and includes a discussion of environmental justice and the protection of children 
from environmental health risks. Issues related to environmental justice are 
presented in accordance with Executive Order 12898, 59 Federal Register 7629 
(Section 1-101) and issues related to protection of children from environmental 
health risks are presented in accordance with Executive Order 13045, 62 Federal 
Register 19885. In addition, unavoidable adverse impacts, any irreversible or 
irretrievable commitment of resources, and the relationship between short-term 
uses of the environment and the maintenance and enhancement of long-term 

productivity are identified and analyzed. 

6.1      ENVIRONMENTAL J USTICE (EO 12898) 
This section summarizes potential impacts from the E-2 squadrons realignment on 
issues of environmental justice. Executive Order (EO) 12898, the "Executive 
Order on Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority and Low- 
income Populations," was issued on February 11, 1994 and requires that "each 
Federal agency make achieving environmental justice part of its mission by 
identifying and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse 
human health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on 
minority populations and low-income populations (Executive Order 12898, 59 
Federal Register 7629 [Section 1-101])." On April 21, 1995, the Secretary of 
Defense submitted a formal environmental justice strategy and implementation 
plan to the US Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA). In order to comply 
with the executive order, the following actions have occurred concurrently with 
this environmental impact statement (EIS): 

•     Gathered economic, racial, and demographic information generated 
from the 1992 Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) to identify areas 
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of low-income and high minority populations in the areas potentially 

exposed to project impacts; 

• Assessed the realignment alternatives for disproportionate impacts 
resulting from on-site activities associated with the proposed action; 

and 

• Encouraged community participation and input through public 
meetings and extensive public notification, as described in Section 1.5, 

Public Involvement Process of this document. 

Minority populations and low-income populations would not be significantly and 

adversely or disproportionately affected by any environmental impact identified in 

this EIS for the reasons described below for each alternative. 

6.1.1     Preferred Alternative: NAWS Point Mugu 
Implementation of the proposed action at NAWS Point Mugu would affect 
minority and low-income populations in census tracts 46, 47.01, 47.02, and 57. 
However, no significant adverse impacts have been identified at NAWS Point 
Mugu that cannot be mitigated to a less than significant level. Therefore, 
disproportionate adverse impacts to minority or low-income populations have not 
been identified. Census tracts adjacent to Naval Air Weapons Station (NAWS) 
Point Mugu include 46, 47.01, 47.02, 56, 57, and 73. As shown in Table 6-1, in 
census tract 47.01, nine percent of the population is below poverty level, 
approximately 4 percent higher than the countywide level of 5 percent. The 
percent of the population below poverty level in census tracts 46, 47.02, 56, and 73 
is below the countywide percentage. Census tracts 47.01 and 47.02 have a 
significantly higher Hispanic population than the countywide Hispanic population 
(62 and 35 percent versus 26 percent) and census tracts 47.01, 47.02, and 46 have a 
higher Asian population than the countywide Asian population (12, 14, and 8 
percent, respectively versus 5 percent). The black population in census tracts 46, 
47.01, 47.02, and 56 is higher than the countywide level, and the Native American 

population in census tract 57 is higher than the countywide level. 

Table 6-1 
Racial Composition and Poverty by Census Tract Compared with Ventura County 

Percent Below          Percent             Percent 
Census Tract        Poverty Level Hispanic Black 

Percent 
Native 

American 
Percent 
Asian 

Median 
Family 
Income 

Ventura County 5 26 2 <1 5 $50,091 

46 <1 6 12 1 8 $26,563 

47.01 9 62 3 <1 12 $35,243 

47.02 4 35 7 1 14 $40,926 

56 4 13 1 <1 4 $50,062 

57 <1 13 13 6 2 $42,188 

73 3 18 <1 1 2 $67,246 

Source:      1990 Census of Population and Housing Census Tracts and BNAs, Ventura County, CA MSA. 
Summary of Social, Economic and Housing Characteristics - California, issued 1992. 
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6.1.2    NAS Lemoore Alternative 
Implementation of the proposed action at NAS Lemoore would affect minority 
and low-income populations in census tracts 78 in Fresno County and 3 in Kings 
County. However, no significant adverse impacts have been identified at NAS 
Lemoore that cannot be mitigated to a less than significant level. Therefore, 
disproportionate adverse impacts to minority or low-income populations have not 
been identified. In Fresno County, census tract 78 is located adjacent to Naval Air 
Station (NAS) Lemoore, and adjacent census tracts in Kings County include 2, 3 
and 16. In Fresno County, census tract 78 has a slightly higher percentage of its 
population living below the poverty level; and in Kings County, 23 percent of the 
population in census tract 16 is below the poverty level, representing an 8 percent 
increase over the countywide figure. As shown in Table 6-2 census tract 16 in 
Kings County and 78 in Fresno County have a significantly higher Hispanic 
population than the countywide total (94 percent versus 35 percent in Fresno 
County and 65 percent versus 34 percent in Kings County). The black population 
in census tract 3 in Kings County and the Native American population in census 
tract 16 in Kings County are higher than the county percentage. 

Table 6-2 
Racial Composition and Poverty by Census Tract Compared with Fresno and Kings Counties 

Percent Median 
Percent Below Percent Percent Native Percent Family 

Census Tract Poverty Level Hispanic Black American Asian Income 
Fresno County 17 35 9 <1 8 $29,970 

78 18 94 <1 <1 <1 $19,113 
Kings County 15 34 8 <1 3 $27,614 

2 13 20 3 <1 <1 $32,868 
3 11 7 11 <1 <1 $20,211 
16 23 65 2 10 <1 $21,524 

Source:     1990 Census of Population and Housing Census Tracts and BNAs, Outside Metropolitan Areas, California. 
Summary of Social, Economic and Housing Characteristics - California, issued 1992. 

6.1.3     NAF El Centro Alternative 
Implementation of the proposed action at NAF El Centro would affect minority, 
and low-income populations in all of the census tracts identified in this analysis, 
except for census tract 118.03. However, no significant adverse impacts have been 
identified at NAF El Centro that cannot be mitigated to a less than significant 
level. Therefore, disproportionate adverse impacts to minority or low-income 

populations have not been identified. 

Census tracts adjacent to Naval Air Facility (NAF).El Centro include 110, 111, 
112.01, 112.02, 113, 114, 115, 116, 117, 118.01, 118.02, and 118.03. Table 6-3 
identifies racial composition and the percentage of the population below the 
poverty level for the identified census tracts and compares them to Imperial 
County. Census data identifies approximately 24 percent of the population in 
census tract 112.02, 23 percent in tract 113, 43 percent in census tract 114, 31 
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percent in census tract 115, and 28 percent in census tract 116 as below the poverty 
level compared with 21 percent countywide. In census tracts 112.02, 113, 114, 115, 
116, the Hispanic population is higher than the countywide Hispanic population 
of 66 percent. In census tracts 110, 111, 112.01, 114, 115, 117, and 118.02, the black 
population is higher than the county percentage. The Native American 
populations in census tracts 112.01 is higher than the county percentage, and 

census tracts 111, 112.01, 115, 116, 117, and 118.02 have higher Asian populations 
than the county. 

Table 6-3 
Racial Composition and Poverty by Census Tracts Compared with Imperial County 

Percent Median 
Percent Below Percent Percent Native Percent Family 

Census Tract Poverty Level Hispanic Black American Asian Income 
Imperial County 21 66 2 1 1 $25,147 

110 10 50 3 1 1 $36,719 
111 12 45 3 1 3 $27,681 

112.01 12 62 4 3 2 $37,543 
112.02 24 70 2 1 1 $23,474 

113 23 81 2 <1 <1 $22,329 
114 43 78 18 <1 <1 $15,417 
115 31 77 4 <1 3 $19,317 
116 28 67 1 <1 2 $25,231 
117 10 60 3 <1 3 $32,301 

118.01 3 38 2 0 8 $60,943 
118.02 6 40 3 <1 3 $44,464 
118.03 7 26 0 0 <1 $46,250 

Source:      1990 Census of Population and Housing Census Tracts and BNAs, Outside Metropolitan Areas, California. 
Summary of Social, Economic and Housing Characteristics - California, issued 1992. 

6.2      PROTECTION OF CHILDREN FROM ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH RISKS (EO 13045) 
Executive Order (EO) 13045, 62 Federal Register 19885, Protection of Children 
from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks, states that each Federal 
agency shall (1) make it a high priority to identify and assess environmental health 
risks and safety risks that may disproportionately affect children, and (2) ensure 
that its policies, programs, activities, and standards address disproportionate risks 
to children that result from environmental health risks or safety risks. 
Environmental health risks and safety risks mean risks to health or to safety that 
are attributable to products or substances that the child is likely to come in contact 
with or ingest (Federal Register 1997). A task force has been established to 
recommend to the President Federal strategies for children's environmental health 

and safety. 
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The US Navy anticipates that EO 13045 would apply to the noise environment 
around schools. Noise impacts would be considered significant if the proposed 
project would increase noise levels so that public schools would be located within 

a 65 CNEL contour. 

With the proposed E-2 aircraft squadrons realignment, temporary construction 
activities would occur at each site to remodel existing facilities or build new 
facilities. Construction projects would be small in scale, and would not be located 
near schools. Noise levels generated by E-2 aircraft are significantly lower than 
noise levels from existing flight operations. Off-base noise contours would be 
virtually the same as those for existing aircraft operations,. 

The proposed project would not change the noise conditions enough to cause any 
public schools to be located within a 65 CNEL contour; however, one existing 
school (Seeley Elementary School near NAF El Centro) would remain within the 
65 CNEL irrespective of the proposed action. Since the proposed project would 
not increase noise levels at the location, there would be no significant impact to 
the elementary school. 

The Proposed Action at NAF El Centro would include construction of a child 
development center on base within a 75- to 80-dB noise environment. High noise 
levels may have a greater influence on children since the ability to communicate or 
concentrate, the capacities most affected by noise, are still developing in children. 
Some studies have found that high noise levels may lead to attention and reading 
deficits, impaired speech perception, and reduced cognitive abilities in children 
(Bronzaft 1981, Broadbent 1979). 

Navy development guidelines state that educational facilities should be prohibited 
within a 75- to 80-dB noise environment. In addition, California law generally 
prohibits construction of schools in airport 65-dB CNEL contours. Although the 
child development center is not an educational facility, it is oriented toward 
children. Construction of the child development center in an incompatible noise 
environment is therefore identified as a significant and mitigable impact in Section 
4.3 of the EIS. Mitigation for this impact includes noise attenuation in the design 
and construction of the facility, including the construction of an indoor play area, 
to curtail exposure to high noise levels. Inclusion of noise attenuation measures 
into the facility design would reduce noise exposure to less than significant levels, 
therefore, there are no impacts with respect to children's environmental health and 
safety. 

6.3      IRREVERSIBLE OR IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES 

NEPA requires a discussion of any irreversible or irretrievable commitment of 
resources which would be involved in the proposal should it be implemented [40 
CFR § 1502.16 (1997)]. Resources that are irreversibly or irretrievable committed 
to a project are those that are utilized on a long-term or permanent basis. This 
includes the use of non-renewable resources such as metal, wood, fuel, paper, and 
other natural or cultural resources. Another impact that falls under the category 
of the irreversible and irretrievable commitment of resources is the unavoidable 
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destruction of natural resources that could limit the range of potential uses of that 
particular environment. 

The proposed realignment of four E-2 squadrons, related support personnel and 
their family members, equipment and functions, would require the construction, 
modification or renovation of facilities to provide space for operational, training, 
maintenance, and personnel support. Construction of the proposed facilities 
would result in an irretrievable commitment of non-renewable resources such as 
building materials, construction vehicles, and equipment, and other resources. 

Therefore, the proposed action would constitute an irreversible or irretrievable 
commitment of non-renewable or depletable resources. 

6.4 UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE EFFECTS 

NEPA requires a discussion of any adverse environmental effects that cannot be 

avoided [40 CFR § 1502.16 (1997)]. All potentially significant impacts of the 
proposed action would be mitigable to a less than significant level by the 
implementation of mitigation measures recommended in this document. 

6.5 RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SHORT-TERM USES AND LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 

NEPA requires a discussion of the relationship between short-term uses of the 
environment and the maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity [40 
CFR § 1502.16 (1997)]. The environmental productivity of the three alternative 
bases considered for siting the E-2 aircraft has historically been related to their 
operation as naval air stations/facilities. The proposed realignment of four E-2 
squadrons would result in both short- and long-term environmental effects. Short- 
term effects are primarily related to construction activities. Temporary impacts 
would include construction-related traffic and emissions at all three bases. The 
proposed action's long-term benefit of providing jobs and housing at the three 
alternative bases, and its satisfaction of national defense requirements, would offset 

these environmental impacts. 
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CHAPTER 8 
CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 

8.1      AGENCIES AND REPRESENTATIVES CONTACTED 

The military representatives and agencies that were contacted during the course of 

preparation of this EIS are listed below. 

Military 

NAWS Point Mugu 
John Boner, Security Officer, Administration Department 

Thomas Carr 
Sam Casuga 
Sal Cervantes, Director, Civil Engineering Group 
Ron Dow, Environmental Division 
Patrick Friel, Air Traffic Facility Officer 
Debbie Garcia, Deputy Air Operations Officer 
Steve Granade, Solid Waste Specialist, Environmental Division 
Dick Hand, Air Operations Duty Officer 
Michael Hair, Fire Chief, Fire Department 
Julie Harris 
Kathy Healy 
Darrell Hovde, Public Works Coordinator 
Ron Hudson, Environmental Engineer 
Tom Keeney, Ecologist 
Jan Larson, Biologist 
Michael Lavery, Battalion Chief, City of Ventura Fire Department 
Ha Le, Environmental Engineer 
Lt. Jim Morales, Director, Environmental Materials Management Division 
Ken Nishihara, Watch Commander, City of Oxnard Police Department 
Russ Norris, Public Works Department 
Captain Tony Parisi, Public Works Officer 
H. V. Pearlman, LCDR 
Richard Rodriguez, Fire Inspector, City of Oxnard Fire Department 
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Robert Roper, Fire Chief, Ventura County Fire Department 
Mark Sanchez, Assistant Fire Chief, County of Ventura Fire Department 
Dan Shide, Environmental Division 
Captain David Tennessen, Camarillo Police Department 
Dave Toussean 
Lt. Jack Turner 
Marcie Willis, Medical Chief 

NAS Lemoore 
Ken Billick, Assistant Security Officer, Security Department 
Lt. Bob Craig, Air Traffic Control Facility Officer 
John Crane 
Florence Crosby, LCDR, Director of Administration, Hospital 
Bill Ike, Environmental Protection Specialist 
Teresa Mitchell 

Sue Mora, Environmental Protection Specialist, Environmental Management 
Division 

William O'Donnell 
Katherine Ormsbee, Administration Officer, Hospital 
Jim Rathbun, Occupational Safety and Health Department 
Terry Rayback 
L.N. Reith, Security Department 
Duane Rustad, Fire Chief, Fire Department 
Bill Smith 
David Sparlin, Public Works Department 
Jerry Stewart, Utilities Engineer 
Jim Venturino, Environmental Protection Specialist 
Rainer Winkelmann, Assistant Weapons Officer 

NAF El Centro 
Manny Bay, Director, Environmental Division 
Lt. John Cameron, Air Operations Duty Officer 
Stephen A. Covell, Public Works Environmental Division 
Ron   Curiel,   Solid   Waste   Specialist,   Pollution   Prevention   Management 

Program 
Shawn Fitzgerald, HMCS Senior Chief, Medical and Dental Clinic 
Dwight  Flowers,   Stormwater  and  Wastewater  Specialist,   Public   Works 

Department 
Patrick Friel, Air Traffic Facility Officer 
Joe Gallant, Base Pesticide Coordinator 
David Godsey, Water and Wastewater Plant Operator 
Julie Harris, Morale, Welfare, and Recreation Director 
Jerald Kear, Energy Specialist, Public Works Department 
Dale Leonard, Director of Branch Clinic Operations/Naval Medical Centers 
Manny Patacsil, Public Works Planning Division 
John Stammreich, Security Officer, Security Department 
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Dave Tousseau, Public Works Environmental Division 

Lt. Sewester, Public Works Officer 
Paul Weiler, Utilities Specialist, Public Works Department 
Ken Zurn, Fire Chief, Fire Department 

NAS Miramar 
Commander Peter Walter 
Chief Graham 

NCBC Port Hueneme 
Luis Reyes 

Federal Agencies 

Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Tribal Listings 

National Marine Fisheries Service 
Mark Lowry, Southwest Fisheries Science Center 
Ann Rosenberg, Southwest Fisheries Science Center 

US Army Corps of Engineers 
Lisa Mangione, Los Angeles District 

US Federal Aviation Administration 
Chris Spada, Commander, Navy FAA Liaison, Pacific Area 

US Fish and Wildlife Service 
John Bradley, Branch Chief, Carlsbad Field Office 
Wayne White, Field Supervisor, Sacramento Field Office 
Diane Noda, Field Supervisor, Ventura Field Office 

US Environmental Protection Agency 
Thomas Yocom, Regional 404 Permit Coordinator 

State Agencies 

California Coastal Commission 
Mark Delaplaine, Executive Director 
Tania Pollak, Coastal Program Analyst 
Jim Raives, Coastal Program Analyst 

California Department of Fish and Game 
Donna Daniels, Region 4 
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California Historic Resources Inventory 
Phyllisa J. Eisentraut, Coordinator 

California State Historic Preservation Officer 
Cherilyn Widell 

Local Agencies 

Central Union High School District, El Centro 
Marianne Terriquez 

Central Union School District, Lemoore 
Marilyn Lenhardt 

City of Avenal 
Jerry Watson, Public Works Department 

City of Brawley 
Jesse Zendejas, Fire Captain, Fire Department 
Henry Graham, Acting Chief, Police Department 
Alvin Smith, Public Works Department 

City of Camarillo 
Robert Westdike, Public Works Department 

City of El Centro 
William Dubois, Battalion Chief, Fire Department 
Jim Townsel, LCMDR, Investigative Division, Police Department 
Randy Hines, Public Works Department 

City of Hanford 
Tim Ieronimo, Fire Marshall, Fire Department 
John Stowe, Planning Department 
Robert Sisneroz, Public Works Department 
Scott, Administrative Sergeant, Police Department 
Clee Haley, Utilities Superintendent, Public Works Department 

City of Holtville 
Carl Gronstedt, Fire Chief, Fire Department 
John Jordan, Chief, Police Department 
Frank Garcia, Public Works Department 

City of Imperial 
Fred Nippins, Fire Department 
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City of Lemoore 
Fire Chief Dee Machado, Fire Department 
Gloria Hobbs, Planning Department 
Chief Robert Carden, Police Department 
Richard Pereira, Utilities Superintendent, Public Works Department 

City of Oxnard 
Mark Moise 
Robert Montgomery 

Sewage Disposal Department 
Robert Montgomery,  Certified  Unified Program  Agency/Environmental 

Safety Officer, Public Works Department 

City of Port Hueneme 
Cliff Finley, Public Works Department 
Sergeant Ken Dobbe, Police Department 

City of Ventura 
Michael Tracy, Acting Chief, Police Department 
Richard Simmons, Public Works Department 

Del Norte Regional Recycling and Transfer Station 
Robert Avila, Supervisor 

El Centro Elementary School District, El Centro 
Carla Rayon 

Hanford Elementary School District, Hanford 
Liz Simas 

Hanford High School District, Hanford 
Marina Martinez 

Imperial County 
John Lau, Sanitation Department 
Michael Hackett, Assistant Sheriff, Sheriff's Department 

Imperial Irrigation District 
William Haley 
John Coltrane, Electrical Analyst 

Island Union School District, Lemoore 
Mary Jo Bernardo 
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Kings County 
Len Chesmore, Fire Department 
Bill Zumwalt, Planning Department 
William Landis, Assistant Chief, Sheriff's Department 
Michael Adams, Executive Director, Waste Management Agency 

Lemoore Elementary School District, Lemoore 
Barbara Richwine 

Lemoore School District 
Bill Miguel 

Lemoore Union School District, Lemoore 
Carol Mayer 

Ocean View School District, Oxnard 
Dr. Nancy Carroll, Superintendent 

Oxnard Union High School District, Oxnard 
Dr. Richard Canady 

Pacific Bell 
David Waugh 

Pacific Gas and Electric, Co. 
Scott Raiskup, Electrical Engineer 

Port Hueneme Water District 
Jim Passanisi 
Doug Breeze, Federal Accounts Representative 

Professional Waste Management, Point Mugu 
Victor McCarty 

San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) 
Eunice Tanjuaquio 

Seeley Elementary School District, Seeley 
Sue Anderson 

Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 
Javier Manjarez 

Southern California Edison 
Chris Enerson 
Diane Wiggins 
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Southern California Gas Company 
John Rees 

United Water Conservation District 
Frank Gientke 
Frank Royer 

Ventura County 
Rodney Murphy, Director of Airports 
Ron Allen, Planning Department 
Captain Keith Parks, Sheriff's Department 
John Conaway, Toland Road Landfill 

8.2      SCOPING 

The federal and local agencies, organizations, and individuals listed below 
responded to the scoping request. Appendix A provides a summary of comments 
received during the scoping period. 

Federal Agencies 
Calvin Dooley, Member of Congress 
Elton Gallegly, Member of Congress 
Bernie Harrell, NAS Lemoore Human Resources 

Local Agencies 
Thomas Berg, County of Ventura, Resource Management Agency 
Homer L. Bludau, City of Coronado 
Robert B. Brownie, County of Ventura, Public Works 
Jurg Heugerger, Imperial County Planning Department 
John S. Lehn, County of Kings, Job Training Office 
J. William Little, City of Camarillo 
Lee Lockhart, County of Kings, Board of Supervisors 
Gail Miller, County of Fresno, Public Works and Development Services 

Department 
Bill Mount, County of Ventura, Air Pollution Control District 
David Orth, Westlands Water District 
Stephen H. Ottemoeller, Westlands Water District 
Jan E. Reynolds, City of Hanford 
Alicia Stratton, County of Ventura, Air Pollution Control District 

Organizations 
Nancy Bendor, Simi Valley Chamber of Commerce 
Kevin Bernzott, Oxnard Chamber of Commerce 
Marilyn Bryant, Silver Strand Legal Defense Fund 
Bobbi Courselle, Ventura Association of Realtors, Inc. 
James  R.  Dawe,  Seltzer  Caplan  Wilkins  &  McMahon,  A  Professional 

Corporation 
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Mario de los Cobos, Ventura County Economic Development Association 
Robert R. Heft, Daley & Heft, Attorneys at Law 
Laura Hunter, Environmental Health Coalition 
Cathy Kennerson, El Centro Chamber of Commerce and Visitors Bureau 
Kings County Board of Realtors 
Steven L. Kinney, Greater Oxnard Economic Development Corporation 
Jeffrey L. Levinson, Lemoore Chamber of Commerce Governmental Affairs 

Committee 
Andrew  J.   Rucker,   The   Tri-Counties   African   American   Chamber   of 

Commerce of California 
Lee Quaintance, BEACON 

Individuals 
Lindsay Barret 
Larry J. Brown 
David Chigos 
Sonja L. Conroy 
Malcom N. Danoff 
Violet A. Devoe 
John W. Foss 
John Geddie 
Sally Kaplan 
Stephanie S. Kaupp 
Jack Koerder 
Bernadette Kuller 
Linda G. Landres 
Barbara Lebert 
Fred Lorenzen 
Tom Miller 
Mr. & Mrs. James L. Packard 
Dennis L. Solomon 
Jan Tek 
31 signatories to a statement of support for E-2 squadrons realignment to NAS 

Lemoore 
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CHAPTER 9 
LIST OF PREPARERS 

Individuals from Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Southwest Division 
(SWDIV), San Diego, California and US Pacific Fleet and from the Navy's 
contractor who were involved in preparation and review of this EIS are listed 
below. 

9.1      NAVY PERSONNEL 

US Pacific Fleet Command 
Captain Tad Chamberlain, Commander Naval Air Force 
Captain Michael Maurer, Commander, AEWWLNGPAC 
Commander Pete Walter, Maintenance Officer, AE'WWINGPAC 

Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Southwest Division 
Kelly Knight, Planner-in-Charge 
David Silverstein, Assistant Counsel 

9.2      PRIME CONTRACTOR 

Tetra Tech—San Francisco Office 
180 Howard Street, Suite 250 
San Francisco, California 94105 

John E. King, CIH 
MPH, Toxicology- 
Years of Experience: 16 
(Program Director) 

Karen E. Frye, AICP 
BS, Political Economy of Natural Resources 
Years of Experience: 10 
(Project Manager) 
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9. List of Preparers 

Dean Amundson 
MS, Environmental Policy 
Years of Experience: 4 
(Land Use and Airspace) 

John Bock 
BS, Environmental Toxicology 
Years of Experience: 4 
(Research, QA/QC) 

Edmund A. Bondoc 
BA, Environmental Sciences 
Years of Experience: 2 
(Utilities and Services) 

Amy Cordle 
BS, Civil Engineering 
Years of Experience: 5 
(QA/QC, Air Quality, Noise) 

Bradley S. Hall, RG 
MS, Geological Sciences 
Years of Experience: 9 
(Hazardous Materials and Waste) 

Rosalyn Johnson 
MFS, Yale School of Forestry and Environmental Studies 
Years of Experience: 9 
(Biological Resources) 

Kris Kolassa 
BS, Biological Sciences 
Years of Experience: 5 
(Hazardous Materials and Waste, Public Health and Safety) 

Phyllis Potter, AICP 
MA, Environmental Planning 
Years of Experience:  17 
(Land Use and Airspace) 

George Redpath 
MS, Ecology 
Years of Experience: 25 
(Biological Resources) 

Robert Sculley 
MS, Ecology 
Years of Experience: 22 
(Air Quality, Noise) 
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9. List of Preparers 

Tom Whitehead, RG 
MS, Hydrology 
Years of Experience: 12 
(Hydrology/Surface Water Quality) 

Terry B. Witherspoon 
MCP, City Planning 
Years of Experience: 8 
(Aesthetics and Visual Resources) 

Ann M. Zoidis 
MS, Physiology and Behavioral Biology 
Years of Experience: 5 
(Biological Resources, Marine Mammals) 

Tetra Tech—San Bernardino Office 
348 W. Hospitality Lane, Suite 300 
San Bernardino, CA 92408 

Felicia Bradfield, AICP 
BS, Finance/Law 
Years of Experience: 12 
(Socioeconomics) 

Susan Bupp 
MA, Anthropology 
Years of Experience: 21 
(Cultural Resources) 

Evelyn Chandler 
BA, Anthropology/Sociology 
BA, Political Science 
Years of Experience: 6 
(Cultural Resources) 

Fred Hickman 
MS, Economics 
Years of Experience: 25 
(Socioeconomics, QA/QC) 

Becky Oldham 
BS, English 
Years of Experience: 5 
(Technical Editor) 
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9. List of Preparers 

9.3      SUBCONTRACTORS 

Cheung Environmental Consulting 
829 Key Route Boulevard 
Albany, CA 94706 

Lori Cheung 
BA, Environmental Sciences 
Years of Experience: 10 
(QA/QC) 

Dowling and Associates 
129 Palm Avenue 
Ripon, California 95366 

Alice Chen 
MS, Transportation Engineering 
Years of Experience: 6 
(Traffic and Circulation) 

Joe Holland 
BS, Electrical Engineering 
Years of Experience: 24 
(Traffic and Circulation) 

Grassetti Environmental Consulting 
1536 Scenic Avenue 
Berkeley, California 94708 

Richard Grassetti 
MA, Geography (Emphasis Water Resources) 
Years of Experience: 14 
(Hydrology/Surface Water Quality) 
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CHAPTER 10 
DISTRIBUTION LIST 

This distribution list includes elected officials, relevant federal, state, and local 
agencies, interested organizations and individuals, scoping meeting attendees, and 
libraries and media. All parties listed below received a notice of availability of the 
Final environmental impact statement (FEIS), which identified library locations 
with copies of the FEIS. Parties identified in the "copies" heading received a 
complete copy of Volumes I and II of the FEIS. In most cases, individuals 
receiving complete copies of the FEIS attended scoping meetings or provided 
written comments incorporated in this document. 

# Copies        Title First Last Organization Branch City State 

Federal Elected Officials 
Honorable George Radanovich US Congress 19th District Fresno CA 

1       Honorable Calvin Dooley US Congress 20th District Hanford CA 

Honorable BÜ1 Thomas US Congress 21st District Visalia CA 

1        Honorable Elton Gallegly US Congress ■ 23rd District Oxnard CA 

Honorable Bob Filner US Congress 50th District Chula Vista CA 

Honorable Gary Condit US Congress House of Representatives Merced CA 

Honorable Duncan Hunter US Congress House of Representatives Imperial CA 

Honorable Richard Lehman US Congress House of Representatives Fresno CA 

Honorable Brad Sherman US Congress House of Representatives Woodland Hills CA 

Honorable Henry Waxman US Congress House of Representatives Los Angeles CA 

Senator Barbara Boxer US Senate San Francisco CA 

Senator Dianne Feinstein US Senate San Francisco CA 

State Elected Officials 
Honorable Jim Costa California State Assembly 16th District Fresno CA 

Honorable Cruz Bustamante California State Assembly 31st District Fresno CA 

Honorable Brooks Firestone California State Assembly 35th District Santa Barbara CA 

1        Honorable Nao Takasugi California State Assembly 37th District Camarillo CA 

Honorable Jim Battin California State Assembly 80th District Imperial CA 

Honorable Bill Jones California State Assembly Fresno CA 

Honorable Margaret Snyder California State Assembly Madera CA 

Honorable Ken Maddy California State Senate 14th District Fresno CA 

Honorable Jack O'Connell California State Senate 18th District Santa Barbara CA 

Honorable Cathie Wright California State Senate 19th District Simi Valley CA 

Honorable David Kelley California State Senate 37th District Palm Desert CA 
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# Copies        Title First Last Organization Branch City State 
Honorable Phil Wyman California State Senate Tehachapi CA 
Mr. Joe Piechowski Office of Assemblyman Takasug i Camarillo CA 
Mr. Brian- Miller Office of Congressman Elton 

Gallesly 
Oxnard CA 

Mr. Dave Butler Office of Senator Cathie Wright Simi Valley CA 
Governor Pete Wilson State of California Office of the Governor Sacramento CA 

Local Elected Officials ■ 

1        Mayor Kelly Granger City of Avenal Office of the Mayor Avenal CA 
City of Brawley Office of the Mayor Brawley CA 

1        Mayor Stanley J. Daily City of Camarillo Office of the Mayor Camarillo CA 
1        Mayor Mary Herron City of Coronado Office of the Mayor Coronado CA 

City of El Centro Office of the Mayor El Centro CA 
1        Mayor Jim Patterson City of Fresno Office of the Mayor Fresno CA 
1       Mayor Robert Hill City of Hanford Office of the Mayor Hanford CA 

City of Holtville Office of the Mayor Holtville CA 
City of Imperial Office of the Mayor Imperial CA 

1       Mayor Michael Bixler City of Imperial Beach Office of the Mayor Imperial Beach CA 
1        Mayor Dave Simas City of Lemoore Office of the Mayor Lemoore CA 
1        Mayor Manuel Lopez City of Oxnard Office of the Mayor Oxnard CA 
1        Mayor Anthony Volante City of Port Hueneme Office of the Mayor Port Hueneme CA 

City of San Diego Office of the Mayor San Diego CA 
1        Mayor Jack Tingstrom City of Ventura Office of the Mayor Ventura CA 

City of Westmoreland Office of the Mayor Westmoreland CA 
Corliss Christiansen Office of Supervisor Frank Schillo Thousand Oaks CA 

Federal Agencies 
Advisory Council on Historic Western Office of Project Lakewbod CO 
Preservation Review- 

Director Ronald Anzalone Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation 
Federal Aviation Administration 

Washington 

Sacramento 

DC 

CA* 
House Interior Committee House Annex 1 Washington DC 

Mr. Kenneth Hollingshead National Marine Fisheries Service Office of Protected 
Resources 

Silver Spring MD 

Regional Hilda Diaz-Soltero National Marine Fisheries Service Southwest Region Long Beach CA 
Administrator 
Associate Denis Galvin National Park Service Planning and Development Washington DC 
Director 

1        Executive Joseph Edmiston National Park Service Santa Monica Mountains Malibu CA 
Director Conservancy 

1        Chief of Nancy Andrews National Park Service Santa Monica Mountains Agoura Hills CA 
Science, Recreational Area 
Resources, and 
Land Use 
Planning 

1        Chief Jim Benedict National Park Service Santa Monica Mountains 
Recreational Area 

Agoura Hills CA 

Mr. Art Eck National Park Service Santa Monica Mountains 
Recreational Area 

Agoura Hills CA 

Ms. Judith Meister National Park Service Santa Monica Mountains 
Recreational Area 

Santa Monica CA 

Ms. Debbie Bird National Park Service Three Rivers CA 
Wilderness Ralph Moore National Park Service Three Rivers CA 
Coordinator 

1        Superintendent Ernest Quitnana National Park Service Joshua Tree National Park Twentynine 
Palms 

CA 

2 US Army Corps of Engineers Sacramento District Sacramento CA 
Mr. David Zoutendyk US Army Corps of Engineers Regulatory Branch, San 

Diego Office 
San Diego CA 

Director US Bureau of Indian Affairs Field Office Palm Springs CA 
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Superintendent US Bureau of Indian Affairs Southern California Area Riverside CA 
Office 

District US Bureau of Land Management California Desert District Riverside CA 
Manager 
Area Manager US Bureau of Land Management El Centro District El Centro CA 
Assistant Maitland Sharpe US Bureau of Land Management Resource Assessment and Washington DC 
Director 

US Bureau of Land 
Management 

Planning 
Sacramento CA 

External Bob Walsh US Bureau of Reclamation Lower Colorado Regional Boulder City NV 
Affairs Officer Office 
Area Manager Rick Martin US Bureau of Reclamation Southern California Area 

Office 
Temecula CA 

Environmental Judy Troast US Bureau of Reclamation Washington DC 
Specialist 
Chief TJ. Granito US Coast Guard Environmental Protection 

Branch 
Washington DC 

Mr. Steve Jewett US Department of Agriculture Natural Resource 
Conservation Service 

Somis CA 

Ms. Pat Oliver US Department of Agriculture Ventura County Resource 
Conservation District 

Somis CA 

US Department of Commerce National Oceanic & 
Atmospheric Admin. San 
Francisco Office 

San Francisco CA 

US Department of Commerce National Oceanic & 
Atmospheric Admin. 
Sanctuary & Reserve 
Division SSMCIV 

Silver Spring MD 

Acting Donna Wieting US Department of Commerce National Oceanic & Washington DC 
Director Atmospheric Admin., Offic« 

of Policy Sc Strategic 
Planning 

2       Deputy Peter Boice US Department of Defense Natural Resources ODASD 
(E) 
Office of Economic 

Arlington VA 

2       Mr. Paul Ryeff US Department of Defense Sacramento CA 
Adjustment 

Safety Manager Richard Green US Department of Health and 
Human Services 

Washington DC 

US Department of Housing 8c Environmental Unit Los Angeles CA 
Urban Dev. 

18      Mr. Terry Martin US Department of the Interior Office of Environmental 
Policy & Compliance 

Washington DC 

1        Environmental Patricia Port US Department of the Interior Office of Environmental San Francisco CA 
Officer Policy Sc Compliance 
Mr. Daniel Leubecker US Department of Transportation Office of Technology Washington DC 

Assessment 
Mr. Harvey Riebel US Department of Transportation Longdale CA 

5        Director Dick Anderson US Environmental Protection 
Agency 

Office of Federal Activities Washington DC 

2       Chief David Farrel US Environmental Protection 
Agency 

Office of Federal Activities San Francisco CA 

Mr. Bob Pallarino US Environmental Protection 
Agency 

Region IX Air and Toxics 
Division 

San Francisco CA 

Director Deanna Weiman US Environmental Protection 
Agency 

Region LX Office of 
External Affairs 

San Francisco CA 

Mr. Bob Moyer US Environmental Protection 
Agency 

Region LX Office of 
Regional Counsel 

San Francisco CA 

Environmental Bill Johnston US Federal Aviation Western Pacific Region Longdale CA 
Officer Administration (AWP-532) 

1        Navy Rep. Chris Spada US Federal Aviation 
Administration 

Western Pacific Region 
(AWP-532) 

Los Angeles CA 
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Mr. Sandro Amaglio US Federal Emergency 
Management Agency 

Region IX San Francisco CA 

1 US Fish and Wildlife Service Ecological Services Sacramento CA 
1 US Fish and Wildlife Service Fish and Wildlife 

Enhancement 
West Carlsbad CA 

1        Assistant Field   Ray Bransfield US Fish and Wildlife Service Permits and Consultation Ventura CA 
Supervisor 

US Fish and Wildlife Service Sacramento Office 
Ecological Services 

Sacramento CA 

1       Mr. Ken Sturm US Fish and Wildlife Service Salton Sea National Wildlife 
Refuge 

Calipatria CA 

Ms. Kate Symonds US Fish and Wildlife Service Ventura CA 
Mr. Jim Turner US Forest Service Las Padres National Forest Goleta CA 
Ms. Catherine Clement US Forest Service San Francisco CA 

Military and Coast Guard 
Chair Jearaldine Alex Big Sandy Auberry CA 

Mr. Tad McCullen US Air Force Deputy Assistant Secretary Washington DC 

Mr. Hap Griffith US Air National Guard Channel Islands Air 
National Guard Base 

Port Hueneme CA 

Chief David Castanon US Army Corps of Engineers Los Angeles District North 
Coast Section 

Ventura CA 

US Army Corps of Engineers Los Angeles District 
Regulatory Branch 

Los Angeles CA 

LTC Daniels US Coast Guard Pollution Contingency 
Planner 

Long Beach CA 

LT Rick Sorell US Coast Guard Santa Barbara CA 
Mr. Randy J. Caldwell US Navy NAF El Centro Fire 

Department 
Brawley CA 

Mr. Dennis P. Robertson US Navy NAF El Centro Fire 
Department 

El Centro CA 

Mr. Gary J. Sakadi US Navy NAF El Centro Fire 
Department 

Calexico CA 

Mr. Ethan Scott US Navy NAF El Centro Fire 
Department 

El Centro CA 

Mr. Richard Wilson US Navy NAF El Centro Fire 
Department 

Imperial CA 

1 US Navy NAF El Centro Fire 
Department, IAFF F-156 

El Centro CA 

Mr. Manny Patacsil US Navy NAF El Centro, Public 
Works Department 

El Centro CA 

LT Ed Sewester US Navy NAF El Centro, Public 
Works Officer 

El Centro CA 

Mr. Robert Pardy US Navy Naval Facilities Engineering 
Command, Southwest 
Division 

San Diego CA 

Mr. Raymond 
J- 
Louis 

Zamella US Navy NAWS Point Mugu Oxnard CA 

COL Van Mullen, 
Jr- 
Naydol 

Vandenberg Air Force Base Environmental Management Vandenberg AFB CA 

Manager Allan Vandenberg Air Force Base Natural Resources Vandenberg AFB CA 

Tribal Agencies 
Chair Frank Lee Cold Springs Rancheria Tollhouse CA 

Chair Clarence Brown Mission Indians Viejas Group of 
Capitan 

Grande Band Tribal 
Headquarters 

Alpine CA 

Exec Secretary Larry Myers Native American Heritage 
Commission 

Sacramento CA 

Mr. Sal Perez Santa Clara Valley River Chumash Ventura CA 
Turtle Clan 

Chair Elaine Schneider Santa Ynez Chumash Reservation Tribal Elders Council Santa Ynez CA 

Chair Lewis Barnes Table Mountain Rancheria Friant CA 
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# Copies Title First Last Organization Branch City            State 

State Agencies 
Chief James 

1       Mr. James Johnson 
1       Executive Mark Delaplaine 

Director 
Analyst Jim Raives 
Executive Michael Fischer 
Officer 

Mr. David Johnson 

Mr. John Schmidt 

Director Michael Byrne 

Mr. David   . Hammond 

1 

1 

Regional 
Manager 
President 

Director 

Patricia 

Frank 

Wolf 

Boren ■ 

Chief David Späth 

Mr. James Stratton 

Mr. Steve Treano 

Ms. Karen Collins 

Ms. Cherilyn Widell 

Sector Daniel Preece 1 
Superintendent 
Chief Richard      Rayburn 

Division 
Director 
Executive Robert Remen 
Director 
Mr. Stephen Buswell 

Mr. Randall Brown 

Mr. Fredrick -Moss 

Mr. James 

Morgester       California Air Resources Board 
California Air Resources Board 

California Coastal Commission 
California Coastal Commission 

California Coastal Commission 
California Coastal Conservancy 

California Coastal Conservancy 
California Department of Boating 
& Waterways 
California Department of 
Conservation 
California Department of 
Conservation 
California Department of Ed., Sc, 
& Environ. 
California Department of Fish 
and Game 
California Department of Fish 
and Game 
California Department of Fish 
and Game 
California Department of Fish 
and Game 
California Department of Health 
Services 
California Department of Health 
Services 
California Department of Health 
Services 
California Department of Parks & 
Recreation 
California Department of Parks 
and Recreation 
California Department of Parks 
and Recreation 
California Department of Parks 
and Recreation 
California Department of Parks 
and Recreation 
California Department of Parks 
and Recreation 
California Department of 
Transportation 
California Department of 

• Transportation 
California Department of 
Transportation 
California Department of 
Transportation 
California Department of Water 
Resources 
California Environmental 
Protection Agency 
California Environmental 
Protection Agency 

Strock             California Environmental 
 Protection Agency  

Compliance Division 
EIR Regional Impact 
Division 
South Central Coast Area 

Sacramento 
Sacramento 

Ventura 
San Francisco 

CA 
CA 

CA 
CA 

San Francisco 
Oakland 

CA 
CA 

Ventura 
Sacramento 

CA 
CA 

Wildlife Conservation Board Sacramento CA 

Sacramento CA 

Sacramento CA 

Region 4 Fresno CA 

Region 5 Long Beach CA 

Sacramento CA 

Sacramento CA 

Environmental Health Sacramento CA 
Division 
Health Hazard Assessment Sacramento CA 

Toxic Substances Control 
Division, Region 3 
District Office 

Glendale 

Santa Barbara 

CA 

CA 

Historic Preservation Office Sacramento CA 

Historic Preservation Office Sacramento CA 

Point Mugu State Park Calabasas CA 

Resource Management 
Division 
Salton Sea State Recreation 
Area 
District 6 

Sacramento 

North Shore 

Fresno 

CA 

CA 

CA 

Division of Aeronautics Sacramento CA 

Sacramento CA 

District 7 Los Angeles CA 

Environmental Services 
Office 
Department of Toxic 
Substances Control 
Public Participation and 
Education 

Sacramento 

Sacramento 

Long Beach 

Sacramento 

CA 

CA 

CA 

CA 
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California Office of Planning and   Clearing House Sacramento CA 
Research 

Grants Terry Rivasplata California Office of Planning Sacramento CA 
Coordinator and Research 
Secretary Douglas Wheeler California Resources Agency Sacramento CA 

Regional Water Quality Control Central Valley Region Fresno CA 
Board 

Mr. Gerhardt Hubner Regional Water Quality Control 
Board 

Los Angeles Region Monterey Park CA 

Mr. Michael Lyons Regional Water Quality Control 
Board 

Los Angeles Region Monterey Park CA 

Executive John Roberts Regional Water Quality Control San Diego Region San Diego CA 
Director Board 

1 Environmental Lauma Jurkevics Regional Water Quality Control Surveillance Unit Monterey Park CA 
Special ist Board 
Mr. Harry Schueller Regional Water Resources 

Control Board 
Division of Clean Water 
Program 

Sacramento CA 

Mr. Juan Salazar State of California California Conservation 
Corps, 

Porterville CA 

State Water Resources Control Division of Water Quality Sacramento CA 
Board 

Regional Agencies 
Mr. Steve Birdsall El Centro Air Pollution Control 

Distria 
El Centro CA 

Ms. Julie Linxwüer Fresno County Department of Public 
Works and Development 
Services 

Fresno CA 

l Development 
Services 
Manager 

Gail Miller Fresno County Department of Public 
Works and Development 
Services 

Fresno CA 

Ms. Jan McGhie Greater Oxnard Sc Harbors 
Tourism Bureau 

Connelly House at Heritage 
Square 

Oxnard CA 

Chair Bill Cole Imperial County Board of Supervisors El Centro CA 
l Director Timothy Jones Imperial County Department of Public 

Works 
El Centro CA 

Direaor Imperial County Parks and Recreation 
Department 

El Centro CA 

l Planning 
Direaor 

Jurg Heuberger Imperial County Planning and Building 
Department 

El Centro CA 

l County 
Supervisor 

Dean Shores Imperial County El Centro CA 

Mr. Bob McCullough Imperial Irrigation Distria Imperial CA 
General Charles Shreves Imperial Irrigation Distria Imperial CA 
Manager 

l Mr. David Lear Kings County Association of Governments 
l Chairman Lee Lockhart Kings County Board of Supervisors Hanford CA 
l Mr. John S. Lehn Kings County Job Training Office Hanford CA 
l Ms. Allison M. Picard Kings County Office of County 

Administrator 
Hanford CA 

l Mr. Ken Marvin Kings County Office of the Sheriff Hanford CA 
Kings County Waste Management 

Authority 
Hanford CA 

Mr. Jim Edwards Kings County Hanford CA 
l County 

Aministrative 
Officer 

Larry Spikes Kings County County Administrative 
Office 

Hanford CA 

l Mr. Dave Mitchell San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution 
Control Distria 

Fresno CA 

Ms. Vijaya Jammalamata 
ka 

Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control 
Distria 

Goleta CA 
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Deputy Michael Powers Santa Barbara County Association of Santa Barbara CA 
Director Governments, Planning 

Division 
Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors Santa Barbara CA 

Director Jennifer Briggs Santa Barbara County Parks and Recreation 
Department 

Santa Barbara CA 

Deputy Al McCurdy Santa Barbara County Planning and Development Santa Barbara CA 
Director 

1 C.E.O. Nancy Bendor Simi Valley Chamber of 
Commerce 

Simi Valley CA 

Program Steve Smith South Coast Air Quality Diamond Bar CA 
Supervisor Management District 

1 Mr. William Boyd So. California Association of 
Governments 

Los Angeles CA 

Mr. Philip Fernando So. California Association of 
Governments 

Los Angeles CA 

Ms. Maggie Idle So. California Association of 
Governments 

Los Angeles CA 

1 Mr. J. David Stein So. California Association of 
Governments 

Los Angeles CA 

1 Executive 
Director 

Arnold Dowdy Ventura Council of Governments Local Agency Formation 
Commission 

Ventura CA 

Mr. Brent Backus Ventura County Air Pollution Control 
District 

Ventura CA 

1 Supervisor John Flynn Ventura County Air Pollution Control 
District 

Ventura CA 

1 Mr. Bill Mount Ventura County Air Pollution Control 
District 

Ventura CA 

1 Ms. Alicia Stratton Ventura County Air Pollution Control 
District 

Ventura CA 

Ventura County Board of Supervisors Ventura CA 

Mr. Frank Schillo Ventura County Board of Supervisors 2nd 
District Building Supervisor 

Thousand Oaks CA 

1 Deputy Karel Placencia Ventura County County Clerk and Recorder Ventura CA 

Mr. Steve Kephart Ventura County Department of 
Environmental Health 

Ventura CA 

Executive Nancy Williams Ventura County Economic Development Oxnard CA 
Director Association 

Ventura County Environmental Health 
Department 

Ventura CA 

1 Mr. Kim Hocking Ventura County Planning Department Ventura CA 

Manager Bruce Smith Ventura County Planning Division Ventura CA 

Mr. Dan Rayburn Ventura County Public Works Ventura CA 

1 Mr. Roben B. Brownie Ventura County Public Works Agency, 
Transportation Department 
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CHAPTER 11 
GLOSSARY AND INDEX 

11.1    GLOSSARY 

100-year flood zone 

Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation 

Aesthetics 

Air installation 
compatible use zones 
(AICUZ) 

Air traffic control 
authorized airspace 
(ATCAA) 

Airfield waivers 

Land area having a one percent chance of being flooded during a given year. 

A 19-member body appointed, in part, by the President of the United States to 
advise the President and Congress, and to coordinate the actions of federal 
agencies on matters relating to historic preservation, to comment on the effects 
of such actions on historic and archaeological resources, and to perform other 
duties as required by law (Public Law 89-655; 16 USC 470). 

Referring to the perception of beauty. 

A concept for achieving compatible land use around a military airfield. The 
AICUZ program recommends land uses that will be compatible with noise 
levels, accident potential, and flight clearance requirements associated with 
military airfield operations. Community noise equivalent levels (CNELs), 
shown as noise contour lines on AICUZ maps, prescribe what kind of land 
uses may occur at certain noise levels. Similarly, accident potential zones 
(APZs) limit the types of land uses that may occur below the zone. 

ATCAAs are similar to MOAs in that they are used to accommodate aircraft 
maneuvering in airspace adjacent to the restricted areas and are broader and 
higher than the restricted areas. ATCAAs are used to afford military aircraft 
the opportunity for flight above 18,000 MSL. 

When imaginary surface violations become necessary for safe navigation, a 
waiver is obtained from the NAVAIR. This allows a facility to erect structures 
that serve as navigational aids that extend above the imaginary surface. 

Airport control zone Normally a five-mile radius circle center on the airport. 

0544 E-2 Aircraft Squadrons Realignment Final Environmental Impact Statement 
11-1 

March 1998 
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Ambient air quality 
standards 

Aquifer 

Archaeological site 

Archaeology 

Arterial 

Artifact 

Asbestos 

Assemblage 

Attainment area 

A-weighted decibel (dBA) 

Before Present (BP) 

Best-management 
practices (BMPs) 

Burial 

Standards established on a state or federal level that define the limits for 
airborne concentrations of designated criteria pollutants (nitrogen dioxide, 
sulfur dioxide, carbon monoxide, ozone, lead), to protect public health with an 
adequate margin of safety (primary standards) and public welfare, including 
plant and animal life, visibility, and materials (secondary standards). 

A layer of underground sand, gravel, or spongy rock in which water collects. 

Any location where humans have altered the terrain or discarded artifacts. The 
location of past cultural activity; a defined space with more or less continuous 
archaeological evidence. 

A scientific approach to the study of human ecology, cultural history, and 
cultural process, emphasizing systematic interpretation of material remains. 

A roadway from which local routes branch. 

Any product or human cultural activity; more specifically, any tools, weapons, 
artworks, etc., found in archeological contexts. 

A carcinogenic substance formerly used widely as an insulation material by the 
construction industry; often found in older buildings. 

The complete inventory of artifacts from a single, defined archaeological unit 
(such as a stratum or component). 

An area which meets the National Ambient Air Quality Standards for a criteria 
pollutant under the Clean Air Act or meets state air quality standards. 

A number representing the sound level which is frequency weighted according 
to a prescribed frequency response established by the American National 
Standards Institute (ANSI-S1.4-1971) and accounts for the response of the 
human ear. 

Dating convention for. cultural resources chronologies, defined as X years 
before present. Present is usually defined as 1950. 

Includes schedule of activities, prohibition of practices, maintenance 
procedures, and other management practices to prevent or reduce the pollution 
of waters of the United States. BMPs also include treatment requirements, 
operating procedures, and practices to control plant site runoff spillage or 
leaks, sludge or waste disposal, or drainage from raw material storage. 

Human remains disposed of by interment. Burials may be simple (containing 
the remains of one person) or complex (containing the remains of two or more 
individuals), primary (including the remains as originally interred), or secondary 
(where a reinternment follows a temporary disposal elsewhere). 
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Capacity (transportation) 

Capacity (utilities) 

The maximum rate of flow at which vehicles can be reasonably expected to 
traverse a point or uniform segment of a lane or roadway during a specified 
time period- under prevailing roadway, traffic, and control conditions. 

The maximum load a system is capable of carrying under existing service 
conditions. 

Clean Air Act (CAA) 

Clean Water Act (CWA) 

Climate 

Community 
Environmental Response 
Facilitation Act 
(CERFA) 

Community noise 
equivalent level 

Comprehensive 
Environmental 
Response, 
Compensation, And 
Liability Act (CERCLA) 

Contamination 

Council on 
Environmental Quality 
(CEQ) 

The CAA legislates that air quality standards set by federal, state, and county 
regulatory agencies establish maximum allowable emission rates and pollutant 
concentrations for sources of air pollution on federal and private property. 
Also regulated under this law is proper removal and safe disposal of asbestos' 
from buildings other than schools. 

The CWA is the major federal legislation concerning improvement of the 
nations water resources. It provides for development of municipal and 
industrial wastewater treatment standards and a permitting system to control 
wastewater discharges to surface waters. The act contains specific provisions 
for regulation of ships' wastewater and disposal of dredge spoils within 
navigable waters. Section 404 of the act regulates disposal into waters of the 
United States, including wetlands. 

The prevalent or characteristic meteorological conditions (and their extremes) 
of any given location or region. 

A 1992 amendment to CERCLA, CERFA expedites the identification of 
uncontaminated real property within closing facilities which offer the greatest 
opportunity for reuse and redevelopment. 

Noise compatibility level established by California Administrative Code, Title 
21, Section 5000. The 24-hour average A-weighted sound level with a 5 dB 
weighting added to levels occurring between 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM 

CERCLA, also known as Superfund, was enacted in 1980 to ensure that a 
source of funds is available to clean up abandoned hazardous waste dumps, 
compensate victims, address releases of hazardous materials, and establish 
liability standards for responsible parties. The act also requires creation of a 
National Priorities List which sets forth the sites considered to have the highest 
priority for cleanup under Superfund. 

The degradation of naturally occurring water, air, or soil quality either directly 
or indirectly as a result of human activities. 

Established by NEPA, the CEQ consists of three members appointed by the 
President. CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1500-1508, as of July 1, 1986) describe the 
process for implementing NEPA, including preparation of environmental 
assessments and environmental impact statements, and timing and extent of 
public participation. 

0544 E-2 Aircraft Squadrons Realignment Final Environmental Impact Statement 
11-3 

March 1998 



11. Glossary and Index 

Cultural 

Cultural history 

Cultural resources 

Cumulative impacts 

Day-night average sound 
level (Ldn) 

Decibel (dB) 

Developed 

Dredging 

Easement 

Effluent 

Endangered species 

Endangered Species Act 
(ESA) 

Environmental impact 
statement (EIS) 

(1) The nonbiological and socially transmitted system of concepts, institutions, 
behavior, and materials by -which a society adapts to its effective natural and 
human environment; (2) Similar or related assemblages of approximately the 
same age from a single locality or district, thought to represent the activities of 
one social group. 

The archeological sequence of cultural activity through time, within a defined 
geographic space or relating to a particular group. 

Prehistoric and historic districts, sites, buildings, objects, or any other physical 
evidence of human activity considered important to a culture, subculture, or a 
community for scientific, traditional, religious, or any other reason. Native 
American resources are sites, areas, and materials important to Native 
Americans for religious or heritage reasons. Resources may include prehistoric 
sites and artifacts, contemporary sacred areas, traditional use areas (e.g., native 
Plant habitat), and sources for materials used in the production of sacred 
objects and traditional implements. 

The combined impacts resulting from the incremental impact of the proposed 
action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions, regardless of which agency or person undertakes them. 

The 24-hour average-energy sound level expressed in decibels, with a 10 decibel 
penalty added to sound levels between 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM to account for 
increased annoyance due to noise during the night. 

A unit of measurement on a logarithmic scale which describes the magnitude of 
a particular quantity of sound pressure or power with respect to a standard 
reference value. 

Said of land, a lot, a parcel, or an area that has been built upon, or where public 
services have been installed prior to residential or commercial construction. 

Removal of mud from the bottom of water bodies using a scooping machine. 

An interest in land owned by another that entitles its holder to a specific 
limited use 

Waste material discharged into the environment. 

A species that is threatened with extinction throughout all or a significant 
portion of its range. 

The ESA requires federal agencies to determine the effects of their actions on 
endangered species and their critical habitats. 

A document required of federal agencies by NEPA for major projects or 
legislative proposals significantly affecting the environment. A tool for 
decision making, the EIS describes the positive and negative effects of the 
undertaking and lists alternative actions. 
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Equivalent noise levels 
(Leq) 

Ethnohistory 

Fault 

Feasibility study (FS) 

Feature 

Federal airways 

Ground water 

Hazard Ranking System 
(HRS) 

Hazardous material 

Hazardous waste 

Equivalent noise levels are used to develop single-value descriptions of average 
noise exposure over various periods of time. 

The description of indigenous human groups and their behavior prior to and 
during contact with Euro-Americans. Ethnohistorical data was obtained by 
direct observation and/or by transcription of statements by living persons in 
the late 1800s and early 1900s, and in some cases, projected into the past. 

Fracture in earth's crust accompanied by a displacement of one side of the 
fracture with respect to the other and in a direction parallel to the fracture. 

The feasibility study identifies and evaluates all applicable site cleanup 
alternatives. For most sites, a long list of alternatives are possible. A risk 
assessment is performed as part of the study to quantify the level of risk to the 
public and environment posed by the site. Often, the risk assessment 
determines which alternative is selected for final remediation. Each alternative 
is evaluated for effectiveness in protecting human health and the environment, 
ease of implementation, and overall cost. Typically, the remedial investigation 
and FS are performed concurrently. 

A large, complex artifact or part of a site such as a hearth, cairn, housepit, rock 
alignment, or activity area. 

Federal airways are corridors for civilian air traffic. These airways are shown 
with a "V or a "J" and a number designation. "V" is for vector corridors that 
cover elevations up to 18,000 feet above MSL, while "J" is for jet corridors that 
cover elevations over 18,000 feet above MSL. 

Water within the earth that supplies wells and springs. 

This system provides a uniform method of scoring or ranking of the potential 
risk of a facility site where a hazardous substance has been present. The EPA 
developed the HRS to prioritize their cleanup efforts. The EPA evaluates the 
draft HRS packages and proposes any facilities scoring over 28.5 or higher for 
inclusion on the National Priorities List (NPL). Facilities which are listed on 
the NPL receive the highest priority. 

A substance or mixture of substances' that poses a substantial present or 
potential risk to human health or the environment. Any substance designated 
by the EPA to be reported if a designated quantity of the substance is spilled in 
the waters of the United States or if it is otherwise released into the 
environment. 

A waste or combination of wastes which, because of its quantity, 
concentration, or physical, chemical, or infectious characteristics, may either 
cause or significantly contribute to an increase in mortality or an increase in 
serious irreversible illness; or pose a substantial present or potential hazard to 
human health or the environment when improperly treated, stored, 
transported, disposed of, or otherwise managed. Regulated under RCRA. 

0544 E-2 Aircraft Squadrons Realignment Final Environmental Impact Statement 
11-5 

March 1998 



11. Glossary and Index 

Historic district 

Historic/history 

Holocene 

Imaginary surfaces 

Impacts 

Infrastructure 

Installation Restoration 
Program (IRP) 

Level of Service (LOS) 

Liquefaction 

National Register of Historic Places designation of a geographically defined 
area (urban or rural) possessing a significant concentration, linkage, or 
continuity of sites, structures, or objects united by past events or aesthetically 
by plan of physical development. 

A period of time after the advent of written history dating to the time of first 
Euro-American contact in an area. Also refers to items primarily of Euro- 
American manufacture. 

The time since the end of the Pleistocene epoch, characterized by the absence 
of large continental or Cordilleran ice sheets and the extinction of large 
mammalian lifeforms. Generally considered to be the last 10,000 years. 

The maximum safe height of buildings, towers, poles, and other possible 
obstructions to air navigation are defined by imaginary surfaces. Imaginary 
surfaces are another way to describe clearances for air navigation. These 
surfaces are invisible planes that radiate, at various increasing heights from the 
runway or helicopter pad. The FAA considers any terrain or man-made objects 
that extend above the imaginary surface an obstruction. Imaginary surfaces 
include the primary surface, the approach-departure surface, the inner 
horizontal surface, the conical surface, the outer horizontal surface, and 
transitional surfaces. 

An assessment of the meaning of changes in all attributes being studied for a 
given resource; an aggregation of all the adverse effects, usually measured using 
a qualitative and nominally subjective technique. 

The basic installations and facilities on which the continuance and growth of a 
locale depend (roads, schools, power plants, transportation, and 
communication systems). 

A program established by the Department of Defense to meet requirements of 
CERCLA of 1980 and SARA of 1986 which identifies, assesses, and cleans up 
or controls contamination from past hazardous waste disposal practices and 
hazardous material spills. 
In transportation analysis, a qualitative measure describing operational 
conditions within a traffic stream and how they are perceived by motorists 
and/or pedestrians. Usually given a letter grade from A to F, with A being 
free-flow; E, capacity; and F, forced-flow. Factors considered in LOS analyses 
include speed, travel time, traffic interruptions, freedom of maneuver, safety, 
driving comfort, and convenience. In public services, a measure describing the 
amount of public services available to community residents, generally 
expressed as the number of personnel providing service per 1,000 population. 

The transformation during an earthquake of unconsolidated, water-saturated 
sediment into a liquid form. 
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Long-term 

Marsh 

Impacts that would occur over an extended period of time, whether they start 
during the construction or operations phase. Most impacts from the 
operations phase are expected to be long term since program operations 
essentially represent a steady-state condition (i.e., impacts resulting from 
actions that occur repeatedly over a long period of time). However, long-term 
impacts could also be caused by construction activities if a resource is destroyed 
or irreparably damaged or if the recovery rate of the resource is very slow. 

A type of wetland that does not accumulate appreciable peat deposits and is 
dominated by herbaceous vegetation. Marshes may be either fresh or salt 
water and tidal or nontidal. 

Master plan 

Migratory Bird Treaty 
Act 

Military operating area 
(MOA) 

Land use on military bases is planned and documented in a Master Plan. A 
Master Plan is used in the short-term to site new construction projects, but also 
serves as a guide for achieving long-term development objectives. The purpose 
of a Master Plan is to provide realistic and orderly planning and to ensure 
logical and efficient use and development of base facilities and real estate. 

This act prohibits the taking or harming of a migratory bird, its eggs, nests, or 
young without the appropriate permit. 

MO As exist to accommodate aircraft maneuvering in airspace adjacent to the 
restricted areas and are broader and higher than the restricted areas. MO As can 
extend up to 18,000 feet above MSL, but not beyond. Non-hazardous military 
training activities such as air combat maneuvers, air intercepts, and aerobatics 
are conducted in the MO As. 

Military training routes 
(MTRs) 

Mitigation 

Multi-family housing 

National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) 

National Historic 
Preservation Act 
(NHPA) 

MTRs are shown by a visual route (VR) or instrument route (IR) designation. 
MTRs are often low altitude routes and are used for access to or from MO As 
or for cross-country flight practice. Essentially, MTRs are airways for military 
aircraft. 

A method or action to reduce or eliminate program impacts. 

Townhouse or apartment units that accommodate more than one family 
though each dwelling unit is only occupied by one household. 

Public Law 91-190, passed by Congress in 1969, established a national policy 
designed to encourage consideration of the influence of human activities on the 
natural environment. NEPA also established the Council on Environmental 
Quality. NEPA procedures require that environmental information be made 
available to the public before decisions are made. 

The NHPA protects cultural resources. Section 106 of the act requires a 
federal agency to take into account the potential effect of a proposed action on 
properties listed on or eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic 
Places. 
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National Pollution 
Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) 

National Priorities List 
(NPL) 

National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP) 

Native American Graves 
Protection and 
Repatriation Act 
(NAGPRA) 

Native Americans 

Native vegetation 

Natural gas 

Noncontributing 
resource 

Nonnative species 

Paleo-Indian 

P CB-contaminated 
equipment 

Peak hour 

Permit 

The NPDES is a provision of the Clean Water Act which prohibits discharge 
of pollutants into waters of the United States unless a special permit is issued 
by the EPA or state. 

A list of sites (federal and state) where releases of hazardous materials may have 
occurred and may cause an unreasonable risk to the health and safety of 
individuals, property, or the environment. 

A register of districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects important in 
American history, architecture, archaeology, and culture, maintained by the 
Secretary of the Interior under the authority of Section 2(b) of the Historic 
Sites Act of 1935 and Section 101(a)(1) of the National Historic Preservation 
Act of 1966, as amended. 

NAGPRA defines the ownership and control of Native American human 
remains and associated funerary objects discovered or recovered from federal or 
tribal land. 

Used in the collective sense to refer to individuals, bands, or tribes who trace 
their ancestry to indigenous populations of North America prior to Euro- 
American contacts. 

Plant life that occurs naturally in an area without agricultural or cultivational 
efforts. It does not include species that have been introduced from other 
geographical areas and have become naturalized. 

A natural fuel containing primarily methane and ethane that occurs in certain 
geologic formations. 

A resource (e.g., a building) that is located within the boundaries of a National 
Register District but that does not contribute to the eligibility of the district. 
A "non-contributing" building or structure is not eligible for the National 
Register of Historic Places. 
Species that have invaded or been introduced into an area. 

Prehistoric hunter-gatherer populations characterized by efficient adaptations 
to terminal Pleistocene environments in which small bands exploited 
megafauna such as mammoth. 

Equipment which contains a concentration of PCBs from 50 to 449 ppm or 
greater. Disposal and removal are regulated by the EPA. 

The hour of highest traffic volume on a given section of roadway between 7:00 
AM and 9:00 AM or between 4:00 PM and 6:00 PM. 

An authorization, license, or equivalent control document to implement the 
requirements of an environmental regulation. 
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Pleistocene 

Polychlorinated 
biphenyls (PCBs) 

Potable water 

Prehistoric/Prehistory 

Prehistory 

Preliminary assessment 
(PA) 

Radon 

Record of Decision 
(ROD) 

Recycling 

Region of influence 
(ROI) 

Remedial action 

Remedial investigation 
(RT) 

The last 1.6 million years of geological history, marked by repeated glaciation 
and the first indication of social life in human beings. 

Any of a family of industrial compounds produced by chlorination of 
biphenyl. These compounds are noted chiefly as an environmental pollutant 
that accumulates in organisms and concentrates in the food chain with resultant 
pathogenic and teratogenic effects. They also decompose very slowly. 

Water that is suitable for drinking. 

The period of time before the written record, and before Euro-Americans 
entered an area. 

The archeological record of nonliterate cultures; the cultural past before the 
advent of written records. 

The PA identifies areas of potential contamination and evaluates each area to 
determine if a threat to human health or the environment exists. A PA report 
is developed from readily available information such as past inventory records, 
aerial photographs, employee interviews, existing analytical data, and a site 
visit. A PA may recommend no further action, additional work, or a removal 
action. 

A colorless, naturally occurring, radioactive, inert gaseous element formed by 
radioactive decay of radium in soil or rocks. 

The document prepared under the federal government that documents the 
reasoning behind the decision. 

The process of minimizing the generation of waste by recovering usable 
products that might otherwise become waste. 

For each resource, the region affected by the proposed action or alternatives 
and used for analysis in the affected environment and impact discussion. 

During the remedial action (RA) phase, the selected cleanup technology is 
implemented. RA can be as simple as soil excavation or as complicated as a 
Complete ground water treatment system that operates for many years. 
Remedial action work plans for long term remediations will include Operation 
and Maintenance (O&M) plans. O&M efforts continue until the cleanup is 
complete. • 

This investigation is performed to more fully define the nature and extent of 
the contamination at a site and evaluate possible methods of cleaning up the 
site. During the investigation, ground water, surface water, soil, sediment, and 
biological samples are collected and analyzed to determine the type and 
concentration of each contaminant.. Samples are collected at different areas and 
depths to help determine the spread of contamination. 
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Removal actions 

Resource Conservation 
and Recovery Act 
(RCRA) 

Restricted use airspace 

Runoff 

In the event of an immediate threat or potential threat to human health or the 
environment, a short term mitigating or cleanup action may be implemented. 
The goal of the removal action is to isolate the contamination hot spot and its 
source from all biological receptors. Usually, removal actions do not 
completely clean up a site, and additional remediation steps are required. 

RCRA was enacted in 1976 as the first step in regulating the potential health 
and environmental problems associated with hazardous waste disposal. RCRA 
and the regulations developed by EPA to implement its provisions provide the 
general framework of the national hazardous waste management system, 
including the determination of whether hazardous wastes are being generated, 
techniques for tracking wastes to eventual disposal, and the design and 
permitting of hazardous waste management facilities. 

Restricted use airspace is an area of limited dimensions wherein military 
activities must be confined because of their nature or wherein limitations may 
be imposed upon aircraft operations that are not a part of those activities. 

The noninfiltrating water entering a stream or other conveyance channel 
shortly after a rainfall event. 

Safe Drinking Water Act     The SDWA establishes the amount of concentrated contaminants allowable in 
(SDWA) 

Seismicity 

Short-term 

Significance 

Single-family housing 

public drinking water. The SDWA also reviews federal agencies which 
maintain public water supply or contribute to groundwater contamination 
following all applicable requirements issued by the state. 

Relative frequency and distribution of earthquakes. 

Transitory effects of the proposed program that are of limited duration and are 
generally caused by construction activities or operations start-up. 

The importance of a given impact on a specific resource as defined under the 
Council on Environmental Quality regulations. 

A conventionally built house consisting oaf a single dwelling unit occupied by 
one household. 

Site discovery 

Site inspection (SI) 

A site is an area that has or has had the potential for a hazardous substance 
release. A single facility may contain several sites to be studied. Potential sites 
are occasionally discovered by searching through records or during 
construction projects. 

An inspection conducted after a preliminary assessment when additional 
information is needed to evaluate the site. The collection and analysis of soil, 
sediment, and surface or ground water samples may help determine the need 
for further study. The site inspection collects any information needed for 
hazard ranking. The SI may recommend a site for no action, further study, or 
an immediate removal action. 
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Soil 

Soil types 

Solid waste management 

State Historic 
Preservation Officer 
(SHPO) 

Stratigraphy 

Superfund Amendments 
and Reauthorization Act 
(SARA) 

Surface water 

Threatened species 

Toxic 

Toxic Substances 
Control Act (TSCA) 

Traffic, peak hour 

Tribelet 

US Environmental 
Protection Agency 

Visual Resources 

Waters of the United 
States 

A natural body consisting of layers or horizons of mineral and/or organic 
constituents of variable thickness and differing from the parent material in 
their morphological, physical, chemical, and mineralogical properties and 
biological characteristics. 

A category or detailed mapping unit used for soil surveys based on phases or 
changes within a series (e.g. slope, salinity). 

Supervised handling of waste materials from their source through recovery 
processes to disposal. 

The official within each state, authorized by the state at the request of the 
Secretary of the Interior, to act as liaison for purposes of implementing the 
National Historic Preservation Act. 

The study of cultural and natural strata or layers in archeological and geological 
deposits, particularly with the aim of determining the relative age of strata. 

SARA was enacted in 1986 to increase the Superfund to $8.5 billion, modify 
contaminated site cleanup criteria scheduling, and revise settlement procedures. 
It also provides a fund for leaking underground storage tank cleanups and a 
broad, new emergency planning and community right to know program. 

All water naturally open to the atmosphere and all wells, springs, or other 
collectors which are directly influenced by surface water. 

Plant and wildlife species likely to become endangered in the foreseeable future. 

Harmful to living organisms. 

TSCA provides authority to test and regulate chemicals to protect human 
health. Substances regulated under TSCA include asbestos and PCBs. 

The highest number of vehicles observed to traverse a section of roadway 
during 60 consecutive minutes. 

The basic autonomous, self-governing, and independent sociopolitical group in 
aboriginal California; an aggregation of several villages under the authority of a 
single chief. 

The independent federal agency established in 1970 to regulate federal 
environmental matters and oversees the implementation of federal 
environmental laws. 

Natural and man-made features that constitute aesthetic qualities and values. 

Waters that are subject to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. These include 
both deep water aquatic habitats and special aquatic sites, including wetlands. 
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Wetlands Areas that are inundated or saturated with surface or groundwater at a 
frequency and duration sufficient to support a prevalence of vegetation 
typically adapted for life in saturated soil. This classification includes swamps, 
marshes, bogs, and similar areas. Jurisdictional wetlands are those wetlands 
that meet the vegetation, soils, and hydrology criteria under normal 
circumstances (or meet the special circumstances as described in the US Army 
Corps of Engineers, 1987 wetland delineation manual where one or more of 
these criteria may be absent) and are a subset of Waters of the United States. 

Zoning The division of a municipality into districts for the purpose of regulating land 
use, types of buildings, required yards, necessary off-street parking, and other 
prerequisites to development. Zones are generally shown on a map and the 
text of the zoning ordinance specifies requirement for each zoning category. 
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11.2    INDEX 

A 

accident potential zone (APZ) ES-16, 3-33, 3-34, 3-42, 3-46, 3-51, 3-57, 3-102, 3-145, 3-147, 
 3-148, 3-150, 3-155, 4-13, 4-14,4-16, 4-88, 4-89, 4-90, 4-91, 5-7 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) 2-25, 4-83 
air installation compatible use zone (AICUZ) ES-13,19, 21, 2-26, 3-32, 3-33, 3-34, 3-42, 3-46, 
 3-51, 3-57, 3-59, 3-102, 3-103, 3-105, 3-108, 3-111, 
 3-145, 4-2, 4-13, 4-14, 4-16, 4-17, 4-18, 4-88 

Air Pollution Control District (APCD) 2-25, 2-28, 3-95, 3-98, 4-48, 4-49, 4-52, 4-55 
Air Quality Management District 2-23 
air traffic control authorized airspace (ATCAA) 3-32, 3-33 
Airborne Early Warning Wing Pacific (AEWWINGPAC) ES-12, ES-13, ES-14,1-2, 2-6, 2-9, 
 2-11, 2-14, 2-17, 2-20, 2-22, 2-26, 2-27, 3-169, 
 3-170, 3-174, 4-6, 4-7, 4-15, 4-16, 4-17, 4-18, 4-21 

Aircraft Intermediate Maintenance Department (AIMD) ES-14, 2-5, 2-6, 2-11, 2-17, 2-20, 2-27, 3-115, 
 4-6, 4-7, 4-15, 4-16, 4-17, 4-18, 4-21, 4-65, 4-66 

applied instruction building (AB) ES-14, 2-6, 2-9, 2-11, 2-14, 2-17, 2-20, 2-27, 3-115, 
 3-174, 4-5, 4-6, 4-7, 4-15, 4-16, 4-17, 4-18 

area of potential effect (APE) 3-138, 3-139, 3-140, 3-141, 3-142, 3-143, 4-84, 4-85, 4-86, 4-87 
Army Corps of Engineers (COE) 3-6, 3-24, 3-26, 4-9 
ARTCC 3-33, 340, 3-46, 3-53, 4-15, 4-89 
asbestos ES-16, 3-158, 3-160, 3-164, 3-167, 3-173, 3-174, 4-94, 4-96, 4-97 
asbestos-containing material (ACM) 3-159, 3-160, 3-164, 3-168, 3-174, 4-94, 4-96, 4-97 
AST 3-160,3-171 
authority to construct (ATC): '. 3-92 
average daily trips (ADT) 3-78, 3-82, 4-32, 4-36, 4-41 

B 

bachelor enlisted quarters (BEQ) ES-10, ES-13, 2-6, 2-9, 2-11, 2-14, 2-17, 2-20, 
 2-26, 3-70, 3-74, 3-108, 3-117, 3-118, 3-169, 4-6, 4-7, 
 4-16, 4-17, 4-18, 4-31, 4-51, 4-52, 4-54, 4-55, 5-18, 5-20 

Base Closure and Realignment Commission ES-1, 1-1, 4-69 
Base Exterior Architecture Plan (BEAP) ES-15, 3-116, 3-118, 3-119, 4-65, 4-66, 4-67 
BOQ 3-64,3-70,3-74,3-108 

C 

California Air Resources Board (CARB) 2-25, 3-91, 3-92, 3-93, 3-95, 3-96, 3-97, 3-99, 3-100 
California Clean Air Act (CCAA) 3-96 
California Coastal ACT (CCA) 2-25, 3-36 
California Coastal Commission (CCC) ES-15, 2-25, 3-36 
California Coastal Management Program (CCMP) 3-35, 3-36 
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) 3-2, 3-6, 3-7, 3-15, 3-20 
California Health and Safety Code (CH&SC) 3-96, 3-174 
California Water Code 3-22 
Calleguas Municipal Water District (CMWD) 3-122 
carbon monoxide (CO) ES-21, 3-7, 3-89, 3-91, 3-92, 3-95, 3-96, 3-97, 3-98, 3-99, 
 : 3-100, 4-2, 4-45, 4-46, 4-49, 4-53, 4-55, 5-5, 5-13, 5-22 

Castle Air Force Base 3-46 
CCR 2-25,3-36,3-104,3-160,3-161 
Central Valley Project Improvement Act (CVPIA) 5-16 
CERCLA ,...3-158,3-159,3-168 
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Chief of Naval Operations (CNO) ES-1, ES-11,1-1, 2-12, 3-158, 3-172 
Clean Air Act (CAA) ES-2, ES-12, ES-14, ES-17, ES-18, ES-21,1-5, 2-5, 2-23, 
 2-25, 2-27, 3-91, 3-92, 3-93, 3-95, 3-96, 3-159, 4-2, 4-45, 
 4-46, 4-47, 4-49, 4-50, 4-51, 4-53, 4-54, 5-14, 5-23 

Clean Water Act (CWA) 2-25, 3-6, 3-22, 3-120, 4-10, 4-11, 4-12 
Coastal Consistency Determination (CCD) ES-15, 2-25, 3-36, 4-15, 4-65 
coastal zone ES-15, ES-21, 3-36, 3-115, 4-2, 4-13, 4-15, 4-65 
Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) ES-15, 2-25, 3-35, 3-36, 4-15, 4-65 
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) ES-1, ES-14, ES-17, ES-19, ES-20, 1-1, 1-2, 1-7, 
 1-8,1-10, 2-25, 3-6, 3-91, 3-93, 3-95, 3-138, 3-158, 3-159, 
 3-160, 3-161, 4-1, 4-45, 4-46, 4-48, 4-50, 4-53, 5-1, 5-23, 6-5, 6-6 

Commander Naval Air Force Pacific Fleet (COMNAVAIRPAC) ES-5, 2-3 
community noise equivalent levels (CNEL) ES-13, ES-18, ES-19, 2-26, 3-34, 3-42, 346, 3-51, 
 : 3-59, 3-101, 3-102, 3-104, 3-105, 3-107, 3-108, 3-110, 3-111, 
 3-113, 4-17, 4-18, 4-57, 4-58, 4-59, 5-2, 5-6, 5-16, 5-25, 6-5 

Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) ES-1, 1-1, 4-1, 5-1 

D 

day-night average sound level (Ldn) 3-101, 3-104, 3-108 
dBA 3-101, 3-108, 3-110, 3-113,4-58, 4-59, 4-61, 4-62, 4-63, 5-14, 5-23 
decibel (dB) 3-2, 3-101, 3-102, 3-104, 3-105, 3-107, 3-108, 3-110, 3-111, 3-113, 4-57, 4-59, 4-62, 5-6 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act (DBCRA) ES-1, ES-12,1-1,1-2, 2-22 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (BRAC) ES-1, ES-2, ES-12, 1-1,1-3, 1-5, 
 1-7,2-3,2-5,2-22,4-69 

Department of Defense (DOD) ES-11, 2-17,3-121, 3-138, 3-166, 3-172, 3-176, 4-56 
Department of Health Services (DHS) 3-104, 3-168 
Department of Water Resources (DWR) 3-22, 3-23, 3-26, 3-28, 3-29 
DTSC 3-160,3-164,3-168,3-174 

£ 

Economic Impact Forecast System (EIFS) 4-20, 4-23, 4-25, 4-27, 4-69, 5-7, 5-9, 5-16, 5-18, 5-19 
electromagnetic radiation (EMR) ES-16, 3-145, 3-146, 3-148, 3-150, 3-151, 3-152, 
 3-154, 3-155, 3-157, 4-88, 4-89, 4-90, 4-91, 5-7, 5-17, 5-26 

endangered species 3-7, 3-8, 3-14, 3-20, 4-4 
environmental justice —•• 6-1 
Environmental Protection Agency.» ES-14, 2-23,2-25, 3-22, 3-26, 3-160, 4-58, 5-7, 6-1 
explosive safety quantity distance (ESQD) ES-16, 3-145, 3-146, 3-148, 3-149, 3-150, 3-152, 
 3-153, 3-155, 3-156, 4-89, 4-90, 4-91, 5-7, 5-17, 5-26 

F/A-18 ES-17, ES-18,1-7, 2-12, 5-1, 5-7, 5-8, 5-10, 5-13, 5-14, 5-16, 5-17, 5-18, 5-20, 5-22, 5-23, 5-25 
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 1-3, 3-32, 3-33, 3-34, 3-42, 3-53, 3-57, 3-145, 3-152, 4-15, 4-89, 4-90 
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 3-23 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 3-94 
field carrier landing practice (FCLP) ES4, ES-12, 2-2, 2-4, 2-12, 2-23,2-24, 3-57, 3-155, 4-5, 4-6, 5-17 
flooding ES-13, 3-24, 3-28, 3-31, 4-9, 4-11, 4-12 
FS 3-159,3-168 

G 

ground water 3-6, 3-22, 3-23, 3-28, 3-29, 3-31, 3-122 
ground water quality 3-22 
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H 

HERO 3-146, 3-148, 3-150, 3-152, 4-89, 5-7, 5-17, 5-26 
HERP 3-146,3-148,5-7,5-17,5-26 

Imperial Irrigation District (ED) ES-17, 3-29, 3-31, 3-73, 3-132, 3-133, 4-78, 4-79, 4-80, 5-25 
inhalable paniculate matter (PM10) 2-25, 2-28, 3-90, 3-91, 3-92, 3-93, 3-94, 3-95, 3-96, 3-97, 3-98, 3-99, 
 3-100, 4-45, 447, 4-49, 4-50, 4-51, 4-52, 4-53, 4-54, 4-55, 5-13, 5-14, 5-22, 5-23 

Installation Restoration Program (IRP) 3-159, 3-164, 3-165, 3-166, 3-168, 3-169, 3-170, 
 3-172, 3-173, 3-174, 4-94, 4-96, 4-97 

instrument flight rule (IFR) 3-32, 3-33, 3-40, 3-42, 3-147, 4-89, 4-90 

K 

Kings County Waste Management Authority (KCWMA) 3-128, 4-76 

L 

lead ES-1, 16,1-1, 3-89, 3-93, 3-120, 3-158, 3-161, 3-162, 4-95, 4-97, 4-98 
lead-based paint (LBP) 3-161, 3-162, 3-166, 3-172, 3-176, 4-95, 4-97, 4-98 
Leq 3-101 
Level of Service (LOS) ES-16, ES-17, ES-18, 3-76, 3-77, 3-78, 3-80, 3-81, 3-82, 
  3-84, 3-85, 3-86, 3-88, 4-29, 4-30, 4-34, 4-35, 4-37, 4-39, 4-40, 
 , :...4-41, 442, 4-44, 5-3, 5-4, 5-5, 5-11, 5-12, 5-13, 5-20, 5-21, 5-22 

Local Coastal Program (LCP) 3-36 
long-range views 3-116, 3-117 

M 

Marine Corps air station (MCAS) ES-1, ES-2, ES-12, 1-3, 1-5, 1-7, 2-5, 2-23, 4-74, 4-80 
mean sea level (MSL) 1-2, 2-3, 2-7, 2-12, 2-19, 3-23, 3-26, 3-29, 3-32, 3-33, 346, 3-115, 3-117, 3-118, 3-150, 3-152 
military operations area (MOA) 3-32, 3-33, 3-46, 3-53 
Morale, Welfare, and Recreation (MWR) 3-62, 3-68, 3-125 

N 

National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) 3-159 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) ES-1, ES-4, ES-12, ES-19, ES-20, 1-1, 1-2,1-6, 
 1-7, 1-8,1-9, 1-10, 2-9, 2-22, 2-23, 2-24, 3-120, 
 4-1, 4-46, 4-50, 4-53, 5-1, 6-1, 6-5, 6-6 

National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) 2-25, 3-222-29, 3-22, 3-138, 4-83, 4-85, 5-6 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 2-25, 3-22, 3-120, 3-123, 3-128, 3-132, 3-133, 4-79 
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) ES-15, 3-137, 3-138, 3-139, 3-140, 3-141, 
 3-142, 3-143, 3-144, 4-83, 4-84, 4-86, 4-87 

Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) 4-83 
Native American resources 3-141, 3-143, 4-83, 4-87 
Naval Aviation Support Engineering Unit (NAESU) 2-6, 4-21 
Notice of Intent (NOI) ES-4, 1-8, 1-9, 3-120 

O 

oil/water separator (OWS) .' ES-10, 16, 3-158, 3-160, 3-164, 3-166, 4-95, 4-96, 4-98 
operational trainer facility (OTF) ES-14, 2-6, 2-9, 2-11, 2-14, 2-17, 2-20, 
 2-27, 3-8, 3-115, 3-169, 3-170, 3-174, 4-5, 
 4-6, 4-7, 4-14, 4-15, 4-16, 4-17, 4-18, 4-36 

ordnance ES-16, 3-145, 3-146, 3-148, 3-152, 3-155, 3-158, 3-166, 3-172, 3-176, "4-89, 4-90, 4-91, 4-95, 4-97, 4-98 
OSHA : 3-159,3-161 
Oxnard Drainage Ditch (ODD) 3-24 
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ozone (03) ES-14, 2-25, 2-27, 2-28, 3-89, 3-90, 3-91, 3-92, 3-94, 
 3-95, 3-96, 3-97, 3-98, 3-99, 3-100, 445, 4-46, 4-48, 
 4-49, 4-50, 4-51, 4-52, 4-53, 4-55, 5-5, 5-13, 5-22 

PA 3-125,3-159 
permit to operate (PTO) 3-92 
pesticides ES-16, 3-22, 3-24, 3-158, 3-161, 3-166, 3-167, 3-172, 3-176, 4-95, 4-96, 4-98 
Point Mugu Regional Airport Authority (PMRAA) 3-42, 5-2 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) ES-16, 22, 3-158, 3-160, 4-3, 4-93, 4-94, 4-96, 4-98 
Port Hueneme Water Agency (PHWA) 3-122, 4-70 
public involvement 1-6, 1-8 
public scoping ES-2, 1-8,1-9 
public transit 3-80 

R 

radar air traffic control facility (RATCF) 340, 3-46 
radon ES-16, 3-158, 3-162, 3-166, 3-172, 3-176, 4-95, 4-97, 4-98 
Record of Decision (ROD) ES-4,1-7, 1-10, 2-23, 3-159 
Record of Non-applicability (RONA) 2-25,4-53 
Region of Influence ROI 1-6, 3-1, 3-2, 3-23, 3-26, 3-29, 3-36, 3-44, 3-51, 3-61, 3-66, 3-71, 3-77, 
 3-80, 3-81, 3-82, 3-85, 3-88, 3-96, 3-98, 3-105, 3-107, 3-110, 3-115, 3-116, 
 3-118, 3-122, 3-127, 3-132, 3-139, 3-140, 3-143, 3-146, 3-150, 3-152, 
  3-163, 3-167, 3-173, 4-6, 4-20, 4-23, 4-26, 4-27, 4-69, 4-70, 4-71, 4-72, 
 4-73, 4-74, 4-75, 4-76, 4-77, 4-78, 4-79, 4-80, 4-81, 4-82, 5-7, 5-8, 5-18 

Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) 2-25, 3-22, 4-79 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) 3-120, 3-158, 3-159, 3-161, 4-93 
respirable paniculate matter 2-25, 2-28 

S 

San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District 3-98, 4-52 
sensitive views ES-15, 4-67 
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 3-42, 3-66, 3-75 
Southern California Operations Area 2-4 
SPCC 3-165,3-171,3-175 
special compartmented information facility (SCIF) 2-6, 2-9, 2-11, 2-14, 2-19 
standard operating procedures (SOP) 1-2, 3-147, 4-89, 4-90, 4-91 
State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) 2-25,3-140,4-83 
State Implementation Plan (SIP) 2-27, 2-28, 3-93, 3-95, 3-96, 3-97, 3-98, 3-100, 
 446, 4-47, 448, 4-49, 4-51, 4-52, 4-53, 4-54 

State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) 3-22,3-120 
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) 4-10, 4-11, 4-12 
sulfur oxides 3-90, 3-97, 5-14, 5-23 
surface water ES-12, ES-13, 3-1, 3-22, 3-23, 3-28, 3-29, 3-122, 4-9, 4-10, 4-11, 4-12, 5-1 

threatened species 3-7, 3-14 
TSCA 3-159,3-160,3-162 

U 

Underground Storage Tank (UST) 3-160, 3-164, 3-165, 3-170, 3-171, 3-175 
US Code (USC) ES-1, ES-13, ES-14, ES-15, 1-1, 2-23, 2-25, 2-29, 3-2, 3-6, 3-22, 3-35, 3-36, 
 3-92, 3-93, 3-95, 3-120, 3-138, 3-158, 3-159, 3-160, 3-161, 3-162, 3-163, 
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 3-167, 3-173, 4-7, 4-10, 4-11, 4-12, 4-15, 4-16, 4-18, 4-83, 5-1, 6-1 
US Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) ES-14, 2-23, 2-25, 3-22, 3-26, 3-92, 3-158, 3-159, 
 3-160, 3-161, 3-162, 3-166, 3-167, 3-172, 3-176, 4-58, 5-7, 5-17, 5-26, 6-1 

US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 3-2, 3-6, 3-7, 3-14, 3-15, 3-20 

V 

Ventura County Air Pollution Control District 4-48, 4-49 
Ventura County Game Reserve 3-37, 3-42 
visual flight rule (VFR) 3-32, 3-33, 3-40, 3-147, 4-89, 4-90 

W 

Western Area Power Administration (WAPA) 3-129, 4-76 
wastewater 2-25, 3-26, 3-28, 3-29, 3-31, 3-120, 3-122, 3-123, 
 3-127, 3-128, 3-132, 3-165, 3-175, 4-69, 4-71, 4-75, 4-79 

Water Quality Control Plans (WQCP) 3-22 
Westlands Water District ES-17, 3-10, 3-29, 3-127, 4-74, 5-16 
wetlands ES-21, 3-5, 3-6, 3-10, 3-18, 3-22, 3-23, 3-24, 4-2, 4-4, 4-5, 4-6, 4-7 
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Comments and Responses 



Response to Comments on the 
E-2 Aircraft Squadrons Realignment 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Introduction 

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the E-2 Aircraft Squadrons Realignment was circulated for 
public and agency review from November 12, 1997, to January 12, 1998 (extended one week from the original 
end date of January 5, 1998). The Navy held public hearings on December 8, 9, and 10, 1997, in El Centra, 
Oxnard, and Lemoore, respectively, to provide the public with an opportunity to comment on the content and 
accuracy of the Draft EIS. In addition, written comments were accepted throughout the review period. 

In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), of 1969 as amended, 42 USC § 4321 et seq., 
the Final EIS provides responses to comments on the Draft EIS (40 CFR § 1503.4). In compliance with those 
regulations, this section of the Final EIS includes a list of agencies, organizations, and individuals commenting on 
the Draft EIS, comment letters, and responses to the substantive environmental issues raised in the comments. 
Responses to comments raised at the public hearings also are included. If a comment did not relate to an 
environmental issue or was worded more as a statement to be entered into the record, it is indicated by the 
response "comment noted." 

No new impacts were identified, nor was there an increase in the severity of previously identified impacts. 
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Comment and Responses 

Federal Agencies 

State Agencies 

Letter 
Reference 

1 
2 
3 

Regional/Local 9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

22 
23 
24 
25 

Organizations 26 
27 
28 

29 
30 

Public Hearing 31 
Transcript 32 

33 

Organization/Agency/Individual 
Congressman Calvin Dooley 
US Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX 
US Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, Salton Sea 
National Wildlife Refuge Complex 
US Department of the Interior, National Park Service, Joshua Tree 
National Park 
US Department of the Interior, Office of the Secretary, Office of 
Environmental Policy and Compliance 

Assemblyman Nao Takasugi, Assembly, California Legislature 
State of California, Department of Transportation, District 7 
(first letter, dated 12/30/97) 
State of California, Department of Transportation, District 7 
(second letter, dated 1/5/98) 

Southern California Association of Governments 
San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District 
Westlands Water District 
Hanford Elementary School District 
Board of Supervisors, County of Imperial 
Imperial Irrigation District 
Air Pollution Control District, El Centra 
County of Imperial, Department of Public Works 
Ventura Local Agency Formation Commission 
City of San Buenaventura 
Oxnard School District 
County of Ventura, Resource Management Agency 
County of Ventura, Public Works Agency, Transportation 
Department 
County of Ventura, Planning Division 
County of Ventura, County Clerk and Recorder 
Southern California Gas Company 
Kings County Association of Governments 

Navy League of the United States, San Diego Council 
The Beacon 
Bowie, Arneson, Kadi, Wiles & Giannone (on behalf of the Ocean 
View School District) 
Channel Islands Legal Defense Trust Fund 
National Parks and Conservation Association 

El Centra Public Hearing 
Oxnard Public Hearing 
Lemoore Public Hearing 
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Congress of tfje ©ntteb Stated 
House of &epre$entatibeü 

December 11, 1997 

Admiral Archie R. Clemins i?-\Z-2^  ^05^. 
Commander In Chief 
U.S. Pacific Fleet 
Pearl Harbor, Hawaii 96860-7000 

Dear Admiral Clemins: 

I am writing to express my strong support for the selection of 
Naval Air Station Lemoore (NASL) as the site for the relocation 
of the E-2 squadron from NAS Miramar. 

I believe that among the bases being considered, NASL is the most 
environmentally sound and operationally prepared to receive the 
E-2 squadrons and their support functions.  The Navy has often 
documented the fact that NASL is an ideal site for expansion. 

The '93 BRAC recommendation to designate this base as the 
receiver of numerous squadrons from NAS Miramar is evidence of 
its capability to accommodate more activities.  Although that 
decision was reversed by BRAC '95, it stands as a strong 
statement in support of NASL. 

In addition to being an ideal site for the expansion, Kings 
County and the City of Lemoore remain dedicated to providing an 
excellent home to members of the Armed Services.  You will find 
abundant affordable housing and wholesome family environments 
throughout the area'.  Lemoore has long prided itself on its close 
relationship with the Navy and its residents welcome additional 
personnel and their families. 

During last year's public hearing, numerous business and 
community members told of their significant and sincere support 
for the expansion at NASL. The community has pooled its efforts 
under the banner of the CALNAS (Committee for the Advancement or 
LNAS), a public/private partnership created to meeting the needs 
of the Navy, always a participating partner with our c01™^^- 
The community support is perhaps the biggest reason for the Navy 
to select Lemoore for the E-2 transfer. 

1-A 

D U PL1 CAT E 
Printed on JUcyctod Papar 

: r ».«••> :-" 



As a forth generation Tulare/Kings Counties resident, I am . 
strongly committed to assisting the Navy and the community in    1-A 
landing the E-2 squadrons at Naval Air Station Lemoore. 

Thank you for this opDortunity to bring you up to date on all we 
have to offer the Navy.  Please do not hesitate to contact me or 
my staff if I can provide additional information on this very 
important issue. 

CALVIN DOOLEY 
Member of Congress •' 

CD:leh 



Comment and Responses 

Letter 1 
Congressman Calvin Dooley 

l-A        Thank you for your support of the E-2 realignment. 
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Letter 2 

| *«■** | UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

V*"*^/ REGION IX 
^f*»"^ 75 Hawthorne Street 

San Francisco, CA 94105-3901 

■HN 09 19)8 

Ms. Kelly Knight, Code 553 Jck 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
Southwest Division 
1220 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, California 92132-5190 

Dear Ms. Knight 

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the proposed Realignment of E-2 Squadrons from Naval Air Station 
Miramar, San Diego County, California. Ouri^ewisbasedonmeNaticw^Enviionmental 
Policy Act (NEPA), the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) NEPA Implementation 
Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act (CAA). 

The Navy proposes to relocate four E-2 aircraft squadrons and related support personnel, 
equipment, and functions from NAS Miramar to one of three alternative naval bases in 
California. The action would include relocating 16 E-2 aircraft and 988 associated personnel and 
their families, and expanding or constructing facilities to support aircraft, personnel, and 
associated training functions. In addition to the increased staffand equipment, the recipient 
naval base would experience an increase in training activities and flight operations. The action is 
proposed in accordance with the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (DBCRA, 
Public Law 101-510), as amended. 

The Draft EIS examines in detail three action or '■tealignrnenT alternatives, including 
realignment to Naval Air Weapons Station (NAWS) Point Mugu, Naval Air Station (NAS) 
Lemoore, and Naval Air Facility (NAF) El Centre. Realignment to NAWS Point Magu is the 
preferred alternative identified in the DraftEIS. A No-Action alternative is discussed but not 
analyzed in detail. The Navy identifies that the No-Action alternative is not a Reasonable" 
alternative as DBCRA exempts from NEPA review the decision to take specified actions 
legislatively mandpT^ under the Act. Additional alternatives and alternative sites are identified 
but eliminated from detailed consideration in the Draft EIS. 

Based upon our review, we have rated the Draft EIS EC-2, Environmental Concerns - 
Insufficient Information (sec attached Summary of the EPA Rating System). This rating reflects 
our conclusion that the Final EIS should provide additional information on certain issues, 
including project description, land use compatibility and biological resources. In particular, we 
are concerned by the lack of a "no action" alternative in the analysis. Our detailed comments are 
enclosed. 

Pn*tAo*XctyckdP«per 



We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the proposed project and request that you 
provide this office (mail code CMD-2) with two copies of the Final EIS at the same time it is 
filed wiflj our Washington, D.C- office. If you have any questions or wish to discuss any aspect   £~^ 
of our comments, please contact me at (415) 744-1584 or Jeff Philliber of my staff at (415) 744- 
1574. 

Sincerely, 

<2tU*0>- J^sf- 
David J. Fand, Chief 
Federal Activities Office 

2Ö71E-2.DSJ? 
Attachments (2) 



flpft flPACTTOmMMKNTS. USN, ja JUIUau^MUADRQNSREAlJqMMgVTFRO^MntAMAR.CAUHMNIA. JAN. 6.1996. 

Project Descppflfln flidNEPA 

1. Page 1 -1: The Draft EIS reports that "the descriptions and analysis of the proposed 
realignment presented in this DEIS are based on preliminary site utilization infiamiation. 
Prior to BRAC-mandated realignment, final designs will be prepared that may eliminate a 
specific project or alter the pidiminary design data, size, or site location," TheDraftEIS 
does not specify hew any such changes to proposed project design, size and site location 
would be reviewed pursuant to NEPA. According to 40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1), lead agencies 
shall prepare supplements to EIS's if either u(i) the agency rnakes substantial changes in the 
proposed action that are relevant to environmental concerns; or (ii) there are significant new     2-B 
circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns and hearing on the 
proposed action or its impacts." While relatively minor or categorically excludable changes, 
or changes that are essentially similar lo the proposed action may not warrant such 
supplernental NEPA analysis, the Final EIS should identify how the Navy intends to: 1) 
determine whether a design change qualifies as a "substantial change" as expressed under 40 
CFR 1502.9(c)(1), and (2) meet its obligation under 40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1) should a substantial 
change be identified. 

2. Page 1-2: The Draft EIS reports that the proposed action would result to "an mcrease in... 
(the) volume of flight operations at the receiving installation." It is not clear whether this 
proposed increase would result exclusively from E-2 sorties or whether other aircraft would 
be deployed solely to support the E-2 training missions. For example, since the E-2 radar 
processing system can simultaoeously track 40 airborne 'Intercepts," it is reasonable to 
speculate that the E-2 toaining missions might require deployment of multiple aircraft for the     *_Q 

E-2 to track. The Final EIS should describe the increase of flight operation volumes at the 
receiving installation m terms of both quantities and types of aircraft deployed. If additional 
sorties of non-E-2 aircraft are to be flown to support E-2 tnomng missions, this should be 
reflected in the Air Conformity analysis as well. 

3   Page 2-1 ■ The Draft EIS reports that the proposed realignment would take place prior to the 
cortstruction of new support faculties at the receiving installation; the E-2 squadrons would 
operate from temporary fecilitics until construction were to be completed. Further, "it is 
essential that construction is not delayed; prolonged operation from temporary acuities 
would cause unacceptable negative impact on operational readiness." In regard to comment      2-D 
#1, above, we are concerned that the Draft HS does not indicate how the Navy would address 
project design changes made after completion of the NEPA process. Changes that should 
require supplemental NEPA reporting pmsuantto 40 CFR 150Z9(cXl) could öeky proposed 
constnict^wbich,acco^ This matter shomd 
be discussed in the Final EIS. 



2-E 

ftPA MUST 0* rn]>ftffyjfr TI8N. R3 AmCTtATT SOUAPROKS ttEAUCNMEWT FROMMIRAMAR CAI-IPORNlA^JftN^JS9** 

4. Page 2-22: The Draft EIS reports that a "No Action" alternative has been eliminated 1iom 
consideration in the analysis because 1) the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act 
(DBCRA) exempts from the NEPA process the need for transferring functions to recervmg 
installations as directed by Congress, and 2) the no action alternative would feil to meet the 
legal directives of DBCRA to realign E-2 aircraft and facilities, which is the purpose of tH 
proposed action. The No Action alternative "is therefore not considered a reasonable 
alternative and has been eliomiatedticanilaihcr analysis. While it may not be a feasible 
recourse for Navy decisionmakers, the No Action Alternative should not be excluded from 
the analysis. 40 CFR 1502.14(d) provides that agencies shall include in the EIS "the 
alternative of no action." In addition, 40 CFR 1508.25(b) stipulates that alternatives should 
include the "no action alternative" in addition to "other reasonable courses of actions." 
Moreover, in its NEPA's Forty Most Asked Questions concerning CEQ 's NEPA Regulations, 
ihe Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) addresses this specific situation. "The 
regulations require the analysis of the no action alternative even if the agency is under a court 
order or legislative command to act This analysis provides a benchmark, enabling 
decisionmakers to compare the magni^» of environmental effects of the action to 
alternatives. It is also an example of a reasonable alternative outside the jurisdiction of the 
agency which must be analyzed." The Final EIS should include a full analysis of the no 
action alternative. 

Biological Resources 

1. Page 4-6: According to the Draft EIS, the proposed action would construct several relatively 
large buildings and pavement areas on areas of disturbed and/or landscaped grasses at NAS 
Lemoorc. These fecilities would include tfxe proposed aircraft hangar, aircraft parking apron, 
Airborne Early Warning Wing Pacific administration building, child development center, 
youth center, aircraft washrack and portions of the Bachelor Enlisted Quarters. Furthermore, 
♦three wetlands occur near the operations area of the NAS Lemoorc she." The Draft EIS 
reports that such construction projects would have no significant impacts on biological 2-p 
resources or on jurisdictional wetlands. To support this conclusion, however, neither the 
biological resources nor the hydrology analyses provide detailed information as to the area of 
new impermeable surfaces and the quantity and effect of runofffrom those surfaces into 
surrounding wetlands and habitat. This inrormatioa should be included in the Final EIS, and 
such a presentation would be aided by amap of the proposed construction juxtaposed to the 
nearby wetlands, surfaced waters and other biological resources areas. 

Land Use and Noise 

1. Paee4-18:TheDraftmSreportsthattte^ 2-G 
center and other administrative buildings would be located in areas incompatible with 



AICUZ noise restrictions at NAF El Centro. "No other feasible sites have been identified for     2 Z.-G 
these buildings." The Final EIS should include some elaboration as to why no feasible sites 
have been identified 

2.  Page 4-18: As mitigation for exceedences of imaginary surface restrictions aiNAS El Centro, 
the Navy proposes to modify the approach-departure path of its helicopter pad to avoid the 
new structures- "Implementation of tins mitigation would reduce the impact to a less than 
significant level. The Final EIS should disclose how changes to helicopter flight paths would    z-ri 
afreet on- and off-base resources, particularly sensitive biological resources and sensitive 
human receptors such as residential neighborhoods or institutional facilities. 

1 3   Page 4-58- The Draft EIS reports that "noise associated with E-2 aircraft operations would 
I      have a less than significant impact on land uses in the NAWS Pomt Mugu vicinity because 

noise levels generated by E-2 aircraft are significantly lower than noise levdsfixjm existing - 
flight operations." This does not appear to account for the fact that "90 percent of the FCLPs    *•-- 
(field carrier fa™«ng practices) are conducted during the night to simulate nighttime aircraft 
carrier landings." If most jet flights are conducted during the day, a substantial increase in 
nighttime E-2 flights ftom NAWS Point Mugu and other sites may cause significant increases 
in noise-related disturbances. This should be discussed in the Final EIS. 



Comment and Responses 

Letter 2 
US Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX 
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 

2-A       Two copies of the Final EIS will be forwarded to the regional office at the same time the document is 

filed with the USEPA office in Washington, DC. 

2-B        Additional text has been added to page 1-1 and 1-2 to clarify that supplemental NEPA documentation 
■would be prepared pursuant to NEPA, 42 USC § 4321 et seq. The new text reads "If the Navy makes 
substantial changes in the proposed action that are relevant to environmental concerns or if there are 
significant new circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns and bearing on the 
proposed action or its impacts, supplemental documentation would be prepared pursuant to NEPA (40 

CFR§ 1502.9(c))." 

2-C        In response to this comment and other similar comments, additional text has been included on page 2-2 
to further explain proposed E-2 flight activity. The E-2 squadrons addressed by the EIS are existing 
aircraft currently based in San Diego County. Squadron personnel conduct most of their training 
activities off the coast of Southern California or at such facilities as NAWS China Lake. Relocating 
these squadrons will not alter the types, scale, or general locations of training programs in which these 
personnel participate. The only change will be the location for these aircraft between training 
assignments. Except for FCLPs, no other aircraft flight activities are expected to increase due to E-2 
squadron relocation to NAWS Point Mugu. Other units will continue to operate in the same training 

areas and return to their homebases. 

2-D       The Navy's project design team has been working with its NEPA compliance team to ensure that the 
EIS project description accurately describes all facility construction and expansion necessary for the E-2 
squadron realignment. If project design changes are made after the completion of the NEPA process, 
supplemental NEPA documentation would be prepared as described above in Response 2-B. 

2-E The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, Public Law No. 101-510, (DBCRA) expressly 
excludes from NEPA analysis recommendations to close or realign facilities. A no action alternative, in 
the context of closure or realignment, is the antithesis of the recommendation to close or realign a 
facility. As such, it is the very thing expressly excluded from NEPA analysis by Congress when it 
enacted DBCRA. Section 2.3.4 of the EIS has been revised to clarify this. 

Although the No Action Alternative is not feasible for the E-2 realignment because action has been 
directed by the BRAC 95 Commission, it is useful as a comparison to the proposed action. Therefore, 
the baseline for evaluating impacts of the E-2 alignment is the current conditions at the receiving sites. 

This allows each alternative to be compared to a "no action" benchmark. 

2-F        There is one wetland site (WS 33) adjacent to the new construction at NAS Lemoore, as shown on 
Figure 3-3 in the EIS. Additional text has been added to Sections 2.3.2 and 4.2.2 that implementing the 
project at NAS Lemoore would include the same measures described for NAWS Point Mugu (i.e., storm 
drains would be fitted with oil and grease traps or runoff would drain into sand filters or other 
structural or nonstructural filters). The new apron would drain directly to the existing storm drain and 
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Comment and Responses 

have no connection to industrial drains. NAS Lemoore has an existing storm-water permit that allows 

this kind of drainage and this is how the current apron is designed. 

2-G       All of NAF El Centro is exposed to CNEL levels above 75 dB. There are no on-base locations with 
acceptable noise exposure for BEQ or childcare facilities.   Additional text has been added to Section 
4.3.3 to clarify this. The Navy has not conducted any studies to determine the feasibility of establishing 
such facilities at off-base locations and would not undertake such studies unless the NAF El Centro 
Alternative becomes the preferred alternative. 

2-H        Although the helicopter flight paths would be modified, the helipad location would not change. Figure 3- 
26 in the EIS shows the existing helipad location and imaginary surfaces for the helicopters. The approach 
and departure paths would be changed so that helicopters would approach/depart the helipad over the 
existing runway, rather than over facilities or undeveloped areas. Given the high noise levels affecting the 

vicinity of the NAF El Centro helipad and the dominance of aircraft noise over helicopter noise, alterations 
in the helicopter flight path are unlikely to produce any significant changes in noise conditions in the 

vicinity of NAF El Centro. Therefore, no impacts are expected to biological resources or sensitive human 

receptors. 

2-1 The noise contour map for NAWS Point Mugu with E-2 operations added (Figure 4-4) is based on the 
flight path and time of day distribution of all modeled aircraft and helicopter types. FLCP activity by 
E-2 aircraft accounts for the minor changes in noise contours that can be seen by comparing Figure 3-33 
with Figure 4-4. Revised flight activity projections presented in the FEIS indicate that 66% of overall E- 
2 flight activity will occur during evening and nighttime hours. Evening and nighttime operations will 
account for 44% of FCLP operations, 98% of ACLS operations, and 21% of other flight operations. 
Even with the addition of E-2 FCLP flight activity, noise conditions at NAWS Point Mugu are 
dominated by C-130, P-3, SW-3 Metroliners, Convair 340/440/580, F-14, and F-4 aircraft. Most aircraft 

and helicopter types based at NAWS Point Mugu conduct evening and nighttime flight operations. 
About 25 percent of existing flight operations occur during evening and nighttime hours. 
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Letter 3 

INREPLVHtraiTO: 

United States Department of the Interior 
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

Salton Sea National Wildlife Refuge Complex 
906 West Sinclair Road 
Calipatria, CA 92233 

November 19, 1997 

Kelly Knight 
Environmental Planner 
Dept. of the Navy 
Southwest Division 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
1220 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92132-5190 

Comments on DEIS E-2 Aircraft Realignment: NAF El Centro 

The staff at the Salton Sea NWR would like to offer the following 
comments to this proposed action: 

1- Impacts to burrowing owls should be avoided during any 
construction/expansion project at NAF El Centro. There are 
SXlines forwl habitat mitigation provided by the Burrowing Owl 
Consortium which should be followed. Any owl relocation should be 
a last resort and performed by a qualified biologist. Burrowing 
owls are particularly sensitive during the nesting season, April 
through August in the Imperial Valley. Any disturbance near active 
burrows should be avoided during this time. 

2- Increased flights may have impacts to other migratory birds, 
oarticularly during the fall and winter. There are already 
numerous overflights by military aircraft which disturb migratory 
birds on the refuge.. Increasing flights would potentially increase 
disturbance and cause indirect mortality through power In 
strikes, flushing birds off closed areas where they can be shot and 
increased stress. If new squadrons were to be placed at NAF El 
Centro, they should be briefed on the sensitive air space over the 
Salton Sea NWR and directed to avoid passing over these areas, it 
is a Federal Violation to operate aircraft «at altitudes resulting 
in harassment of wildlife...« over National Wildlife Refuges (50 
CFR 27.34 ; 10-1-95 edition). 

If you have any questions, do not hesitate to contact me. 

3-A 

3-B 

Sincerely, 

Ken Sturm 
Wildlife Biolögist 



Comment and Responses 

Letter 3 
US Department of the Interior 

Fish and Wildlife Service 
Salton Sea National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

3-A        Impacts to burrowing owls will be avoided where possible. Although no burrowing owls were 
identified at the construction site on NAF El Centra, some owls were seen roosting nearby. If the 
NAF El Centro alternative were selected, the construction area and adjacent areas would be surveyed 
for nesting burrowing owls prior to construction. If nesting owls are identified on the construction site, 
they would be relocated. Relocation would be carried out by a qualified biologist, and mitigation, if 
required, would be implemented using the Burrowing Owl Consortium guidelines. If nesting owls are 
noted nearby, construction activity would be curtailed, whenever possible, between April and August. 

3-B        All pilots are briefed on sensitive areas to be avoided so as to minimize impacts from aircraft overflights. 
This practice will continue. If NAF El Centro is selected as the receiving base for the E-2 aircraft, the 
Navy would coordinate with the US Fish and Wildlife Service on any necessary briefings. It is not 

anticipated that E-2 aircraft will fly over the Salton Sea National Wildlife Refuge. In addition, it is 
anticipated that the E-2 aircraft will be flying at higher altitudes than other aircraft at NAF El Centro. 
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Letter 4 

INU7l.VICrCX.TO. 

L7617(J0TR-SJ 

United States Department of die Interior 

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
JoshuaTree National Park 
74485 National Park Drive 

Twcntyninc Palms, California 92277-3597 

December 31, 1997 

Ms. Kelly Knight 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
Southwest Division 
1220 Pacific Highway. Code 553.KK 
San Diego, California 92132-5190 

Dear Ms. Knight: 

We have reviewed the potential environmental impacts that may result from the 
realignment of E-2 squadrons from Naval Air Station (NAS) Mirimar to Naval Air 
Weapons Station Point Mugu, which is the preferred alternative. At this time, we 
do not anticipate that the preferred alternative would impact Joshua Tree National 
Park. 

if, however, the squadrons were to be relocated to NAS Lemoore, we would be 
very concerned about the accumulative effect of additional flights on VR 1257 
over Joshua Tree National Park. Should the E-2 squadrons be based at NAS 
Lemoore, we question the adequacy of the draft Environmental Impact Statement 
because it does not address the impacts on the lands over which the training 
routes occur. 

We appreciate the opportunity to review the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) 

Sincerely, 

4-A 

4-B 

Ernest Quintana 
Superintendent 



Comment and Responses 

Letter 4 
US Department of the Interior 

National Park Service 
Joshua Tree National Park 

4-A        Thank you for reviewing the EIS. 

4-B       E-2 aircraft do not conduct low altitude training flights on VR corridors. Normal operating procedures 
require E-2 aircraft to be at least 2,000 feet above ground level before turning on their radar systems. 
Military training routes such as VR 1257 have a ceiling altitude of 1,500 feet above ground level. Under 
the NAF El Centra Alternative, E-2 aircraft might occasionally overfly Joshua Tree National Park, but they 

would do so at relatively high altitudes. 

Most E-2 training exercises are conducted in the Southern California offshore training ranges. Training 

ranges off the central California coast are an alternative location. Some training may require temporary 

deployment to electronic warfare training ranges, such as those at NA WS China Lake or NAS Fallon. 

Under the NAWS Point Mugu alternative, the major training areas would be the Southern California 
offshore ranges and NAWS China Lake. E-2 aircraft would not need to overfly Joshua Tree National 

Park to reach these areas. 

Under the NAS Lemoore alternative, the major training areas would be the central California offshore 
ranges and NAWS China Lake; ranges at NAS Fallon also might be used. E-2 aircraft would not need 
to overfly Joshua Tree National Park to reach these areas. 

Under the NAF El Centra alternative, the major training areas would be the Southern California 
offshore ranges and NAWS China Lake. E-2 aircraft might occasionally overfly Joshua Tree National 
Park to reach NAWS China Lake. However, E-2 aircraft fly at higher altitudes and, as shown on Table 
4-29 in the EIS, E-2 aircraft overflight noise would not be a significant impact. 
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Letter 5 

United States Department of the Interior 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

Office of EimTonmtntal Policy «nd Compliance 
600 HaiTiioa Street. Suite 515 

San FtancBCO. California 9410M376 

Januaiy8,1998 

ER 97/679 i 

Nava^cffities Engineering Command, Southwest Division 
1220 Pacific Highway, Code 553 .KK 
San Diego, CA 92132-5190 

Dear Ms. Knight, 

*  PA. Tni«irtr ha< reviewed the Draft Environmental impact »urana» v^™, nor has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement ff>HS) 

tor me «qpu» « ~ Squadrons from Naval Air Station (NAS) M" 
Kings, and Imperial Counties. California and has no comments to offer. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this document. 

Sincerely, 

5-A 

Patricia Sanderson Port 
Regional Environmental Officer 

ifcy 

cc: Director, OEPC (w/orig. incoming) 
Regional Director, FWS, Portland 
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Letter 5 
US Department of the Interior 

Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 

5-A        Thank you for your review of the EIS. 
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Letter 6 

CAPTOL OFFICE: 
STATE CAPITOL 
P.O. BOX 942849 

SACRAMENTO. CA 94249-0001 
(916) 445-7e27 

DISTRICT OFFICE: 

221 EAST DAILY DRIVE. SUITE 7 
CAMARILLO.CA 93010 

(805) 987-5195 

daltfxrrtria ^bgfelafurs 
NAO TAKASUGI 

ASSEMBLYMAN. THIRTY-SEVENTH DISTRICT 

COMMITTEES: 
Vic* Chairman 
REVENUES TAXATION 
Mambar 
GOVERNMENTAL 

ORGANIZATION 
INTERNATIONAL TRADE 

& DEVELOPMENT 
CONSUMER PROTECTION. 

GOVERNMENTAL EFFICIENCY 
& ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

December«, 1997 

Captain Tom Boothe 
Commanding Officer 
Department of the Navy 
Southwest Division 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
1220 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92132-5190 
Attn: Kelly K. Knight, Code 553.KK 

RE: The Draft EIS for the Realignment of E-2 Squadrons from N AS Miramar 

Dear Captain Boothe: 

I would like to reiterate my utmost support for the proposed relocation of the E-2 squadrons and related personnel to 
NA WS Point Mugu. Ventura County and the surrounding area has a proud history of active duty military support 
for NA WS Point Mugu, Port Hueneme Naval Facilities, and Vandenberg Air Force Base. 

The Navy is the single largest employer in Ventura County providing 62V» of Ventura County's jobs and 10% of 
the county's economy. They have not taken the accompanying responsibility lightly. The Navy has actively 
participated in community affairs by contributing to charities & education programs, by providing environmental 
stewardship of Ventura County's natural resources, by providing a professional job base, and by buying millions of 
dollars of purchases from locally-owned businesses. But, ultimately, the fact that the Navy is good for Ventura 
County is not enough. Ventura County must be good for the Navy as well. 

After reviewing the Draft EIS Executive Summary, two major points are raised. The first is that the Navy should 
reassign the E-2 squadrons to NAWS Point Mugu because there will not be a significant impact that is not 
mitigable. NAWS Poirit Mugu is a good neighbor and I am confident that any concerns that are raised by the 
relocation of the E-2 can be addressed satisfactorily, especially the concern over enough classroom space for the 
children of Navy personnel. 

Secondly, I noticed that the relocation of the E-2 squadrons to NAWS Point Mugu makes financial sense for the 
Navy. The Navy will save $31.7 million and S41.2 million over the NAS Lemoore and NAF El Centro alternatives. 
This means that those dollars saved by relocating the E-2 to NAWS Point Mugu can be put to use for other purposes 
vital to our nation's defense. 

Because the Draft EIS has shown that relocating the E-2 squadrons to NAWS Point Mugu makes both good 
environmental and economic sense, I strongly support the assignment of the E-2 squadrons and related personnel to 
NAWS Point Mugu and I look forward to having more of our military personnel call Ventura County home while 

they are on active duty. 

Sincerely, 

Ti^JJ^ 
NAO TAKASUGI 

6-A 

6-B 

NT/jp s 



Comment and Responses 

Letter 6 
California Assemblyman Nao Takasugi 

6-A        Thank you for your support of the E-2 realignment. 

6-B        The Navy has met with local school districts near NAWS Point Mugu and has surveyed the E-2 
squadron personnel to more accurately estimate the number of children that will attend local schools. 
The Navy will continue to work with the local school districts to ensure that these issues are addressed. 

As you correctly stated, the EIS does not identify any significant impacts that cannot be mitigated, and 

NAWS Point Mugu is the most cost-effective site for the realignment. 
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Letter 7 

STATE of mifowA-imiNESS AM mwoiuiioN A«NCT_ 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
wsTttcr T, IM so. SWNO ST. 
lOS ANOtlfS. CA    «001*340» 

PJT! WllSON. Otmnet 

December 30,1997 

IGR/CEQA/#971204/CP 
Executive Summary and DEIS 
Realignment of E-2 Squadrons from Naval Air 
Station (NAS) Miramar 
Vic.: VEN-01-5.91 

Ma. Kelly Knight 
Environmental Planner 
Department of the Navy-Southwest Division 
Naval Facilities Engineering Cnmmand 
1220 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92132-5190 

Dear Ms. Knight 

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in me environmental 
reviewprocessLtheprojcctrefcrenced above. We received the Executive Summary for the Realignment of 
E-2 Squadrons from Naval Air Station Miramar. As we requested, you subsequently sent us the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement for the project 

• Caltrans Traffic Investigations Section is currently 'reviewing these documents. We are requesting a 
one week time extension to January 12,1998. to allow us to complete our review of the traffic data contained 
in Volumes I & II of the DEIS. 

If you have any questions or need additional information please reference IGR/CEQA *T971204I and 
call me at (213) 897-4429 or Cheryl Powell, the IGR/CEQA Coordinator for the project at (213) 897-3747. 

Sincerely, 

£j^   (^Gk^l_ 
{o^   STEPHEN J. BUSWELL 

' IGR/CEQA Program Manager 
Transportation Planning Office 

7-A 
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Letter 7 
California Department of Transportation 

District 7 

7-A        The requested one-week extension was granted. 
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Letter 8 

SÜM Of aUKINlA-miNBS AND TWCPOKTATWH *«NCT_ 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Dsmci 7. wo «a STWNO «. 
10$ AMCWWi CA   K011 
TOO p?J) ttfr»U0 

PFJSHILSOSf Governor 

January 5,199S 

IGR/CEQA/MND/#971204/CP 
Executive Summary sad DEIS 
Realigns»* of E-2 Squadrons from Naval Air 
Station (NAS)Miramar 
Vic: VEN-01-5J1 

Ms. Kelly Knight 
Environmental Planner 
Department of tbo Navy-Southwest Division 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
1220 Pacific Higrway 
SoxDiEgo.CA 92132-5190 

Dear Ms. Knight 

Thatfcycufbrmdndi^ttorj.1^ 

in California. 

Baaed cccwroview of the inform^ Ifwcshould 
identify any issnea that ahouldbebroughttoyonr attentionw*«^c<sntactycmfurthcr. 

.# 971204 and call m 

8-A 

it (213) 

Hyouhaveanyque.ocnaregardfcgtM.res^^ 
) 897-4429 or Cheryl Powell, the IGWCEQA Coonhnatnr for theproject at (2«) 897-3747. 

Sincerely, 

STEPHEN I. BUSWELL 
IGR/CBQA Program Manager 
Transportation Planning Office 
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Letter 8 
California Department of Transportation 

District 7 

8-A        Thank you for reviewing the EIS. 
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Letter 9 

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 

ASSOCIATION Of 
GOVERNMENTS 

January 5,1998 

Ms. Kelly K. Knight, Environmaxtal Planner 
Department of die Navy 
Southwest Division 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
1220 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92132-5190 

Mmln Office 

BiAWesiSevtnthStraet 

izth Floor 

Los Anjel«. CalHorrila 

I («J) >$A-lRflO 

t (llj) 2 J*-«»3 

LtariO 

y^<WM^»telw^M ■ ,■.».. 
•ri MM II. I» Hfh • kWl 
-1 1* • ki. faMM. M »mil • fc-. 
.^«••«»riKU-lrUs 
-» • IU »HI ■», I» <h«rU • LM 
b. I»r..wl • Lu CUCk. I«' *«•*• • 
I.. n«tLnW>-)4il»».l<i 
t • MriMl Ml« I« Alffk. »Jai 
«. a kt«4> • M* UttM. in/tontn 

*<. Ic k^k. - Ik» Uta. h. 
t • I<Ui ike*» »—T • lute 
•. «ftaitn • iWr mit—iti. u> 
i-pn. «um. hMiW-Oiirimiton 

<,l«^IW^*fcHKl  k^llH»!   IH 
h«n ^ »  . I. aMX. . Ilu» kafc 
<M • k»WI kj-li». U» «v^> ' 

i • M «UK. L. k^k» ■ lib «UM«. 
t» • CKBJI »iln   «. UM' r«l 

f «f Ou*|» wiaun uu. on*|t 
■am^MULUlMawMiMii 

fl*wt-Mi**M4 ,u«i*«fc«jiaihkx 
""  *W#* » fcHllrf IM^. I.kj  111« • 
m llaulfimL to MM • tot Kffl kx 

»MU^Mak«it»aU_W^ 
k ■ Aokrt r»tB* '*■■■! • •»■• fc*FW». 
■k 

r rf to» Mm»«-« UrT MK I» 
kw Oi-<)   • kl Alii^k^ »   ■ *i 
M|i • jn k*ct tiniitf Nk» i 

BE: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Sfatptnfut for 
Realignment of £-2 Squadrons from Naval Air Statkm (NAS) 
Miramar . SCAG No. 19700627 

Dear Ms. Knight: 

Thank you for submitting the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for 
Realignment of £»2 Squadrons from Naval Air Station (NAS) Miramar to 
SCAG for review and comment As areawide clearinghouse for regionally 
significant projects, SCAG assists cities, counties and other agencies in reviewing 
projects and plans for consistency with regional plans. 

The attached detailed comments are meant to provide guidance for considering 
the proposed project within the context of our regional goals and policies. If you 
have any questions regarding the attached comments, please contact Bill Boyd at 
(2D) 236-1960. 

Sincerely, 

%Mc 
DAVID STEIN 

Manager, Performance Assessment and Implementation 



Ms-Kelly K. Knight 
January 5,1998 
Page 2 

COMMENTS ON THE DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE 

REALIGNMENT OF E-2 SQUADRONS FROM 
NAVAL AIR STATION (NAS) MIRAMAR 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION ; 

The puzpose of the proposed action is to relocate tour E-2 aircraft squadrons and related arpport 
l)enoiiQCirequi|)nient, and functions ton NAS Miramar in San Diego County to one of three 
Sanative naval baaa in California, The E-2 aircraft provides early warning of W™?™} 
enemy aircraft, directs intercepting forces to attack positions, and provides information to friendly 
forces. The proposed action includes siting 16 E-2 aircraft, relocating 988 associated jÄfsoinel and 
their 1,500 family members, and eq>anding or constructing facilities to support aircraft and 
personnel, and providing associated training fiinctions. In addition to the increased staffing and 
equipment levels, there would be an increase in Navy training activities and an increase in flight 
operations at the receiving installation. The three installations considered for the receiving base are 
Naval Air Weapons (NAWS) Point Mugu (the preferred alternative) in Ventura County, Naval Air 
Station (NAS) Lernoore in Fresno/Kings County, and Naval Air Facility (NAF) El Centra m 
Imperial County. 

Generally, up to 3,6150 annual take-offs and arrivals are conducted by the E-2s, during which 
souadrons perform approximately 12,000 field carrier landing practices (FCLPs) and 550 touch 
and go" rärciyi "Ninety percent of the FCLPs are conducted during the night to simulate 
nighttime aircraft carrier landings. 

INTRODUCTION TO SCAG REVIEW PROCESS 

The document that provides the primary reference for SCAG's project review activity is the 
Regional Cfcrnprehensive Plan and Guide (RCPG). The RCPG chapters fell into three categories: 
core, ancillary, and bridge. The Growth Management (adopted June 1994), Regional Mobility 
(adopted June 1994), Air Quality (adopted October 1995), Hazardous Waste Management (adopted 
November 1994), and Water Quality (adopted January 1995) chapters constitute the core chapters. 
These core chapters respond directly to federal and state planning requirements. The core chapters 
constitute the base on which local governments ensure consistency of their plans with applicable 
regional plans under CEQA. The Air Quality and Growth Management chapters contain both core 
and ancillary policies, which are differentiated in the comment portion of this letter. The Regional 
Mobility Element (RME) constitutes the region's Trarisportation Plan. The RME policies are 
incorporated into the RCPG. 

Ancillary chapters are those on the Economy, Housing, Human Resources and Services, Finance, 
Open Space and Conservation, Water Resources, Energy, and Integrated Solid Waste Management. 
These chapters address important issues racing the region and may reflect other regional plans. 

Ancillary chapters, however, do not contain actions or policies required of local government. 
Hence, they are entirely advisory and establish no new mandates or policies for the region. 

Bridge chapters include the Strategy and Implementation chapters, functioning as links between the 
Core and Ancillary chapters of the RCPG. 
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Far* of the applicable policies related to the proposed project are identlScd by number and 
reproduced below in italics followed by SCAG stiff oomments regarding the consistency of die 
project with those policies. 

ConsfetoicyWiftBerionalCompwhe^^ 

1. The Growth Management Chapter (GMQ of die Regional Comprehensive Plan contains a 
number of policies that are particularly applicable to the General Plan Update. 

a. Core Grovxh Management Policies 

3.01 The population, housing, and jobs forecasts, wWcfc are adopted by SCAG's Regional 
Comdl and that reflect local plans and policies, shall be used by SCAG in aü phases of 
implementation and renew. 

SCAG staff comments. As SCAG hu designated subregions, the Project potentially 
impacts two of our subregjonc Imperial Valley Association of Governments and Ventura 
County Association of Governments. The Draft BIS Volume II includes information on 
population, housing and employment impacts for die various alternative sites for yean, 
Ö98, 1999, 2000 and 2001. No tafonnarJon is included in the DEIS on the source of 
growth forecasts nor are there comparisons to adopted SCAG regional growth forecasts for 
Impend »nri Ventura County subregions. The following information on SCAG Forecasts 
should be included in the Final EIS along with comparative forecast information for Fresno 
and Kings Counties. 

9-A 

County 
Ventura 
Population 
Household 
Employment 
Imperial 
Population 
Household 
Employment 

2000 

712,630 
237,551 
306,605 

148,982 
42,888 
62,043 

2005 

744.927 
252,391 
343,075 

171,770 
'50,434 
68,974 

2010 

804,329 
274,659 
394,943 

207,305 
60,233 
74,901 

Source: SCAG RTP97 Final Baseline forecasts (6-7-97) 

2015 

86,565 
297,390 
438,161 

240,813 
71,150 
82,121 

2020 

932,326 
326,428 
485,543 

280,341 
84,559 
89,878 

The we are unable to detramine whether Project is consistent with this core RCPG policy. 

3.08 Encourage subregions to define an economic strategy to maintain toe economic vitality of 
the subregion, including the development and use of marketing programs, and other 
economic incentives, -which support attainment of subregional goals and policies. 

SCAG staff comments. The Draft BIS acknowledges that the Project will have a positive 
9-B 
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** 4 sodo-economic impact on the counties impacted by dmer of die toe alternative ate. TWo 
of the alternative sites axe located within the SCAG region: NAWS Point Mugu and NAF 
El Centro. Utilization of either of these sites would be supportive of regional and 
subrenonal economic policies. Furthermore, the SCAG region has suffered ur^y, from 
previous military base closures. Any efforts to maintain and strengthen the viability of 
£ristmg military cperations, in an em^ 
Imperial and Ventura County economies. The Project is supportive of this ancillary RCPG 
policy. 

3 09 Support local jurisdictions' efforts to niinin^thgcostqfinfmstruaureandpub^s^C€ 
dekvery. and efforts to seek new sources of funding for development and tie provision of 

services. 

SCAG staff comments. The Draft EIS acknowledges that the preferred alternative (NAWS    9_C 
Point Mugu) would be the roost cost effective of the three sites.   Develr^nient of toe 
Project at the Point Mugu site would support efforts of local junscbctions jM"*n« me 
Navy) to minimize the costs of tafrastructure and public servioe delivery.  The Project is 
supportive of this ancillary RCPG policy. 

3M Support provisions and incentives created by local jurisdictions to attmct haising growm in 
job ru*subregiom and job growth m housing rmsidn^ 

SCAG staff comments. The Draft BIS acknowledges that the NAWS Point Mugu 
(Preferred AuernatrveTwiU result in l^jobsandaden1andfor68^smgui^myear 
2000- whereas, the NAF El Centro alternative will result in 1,210 jobs and a demand for 
675 housing units in the same year. Both Imperial (62.043 jobs versus 42,888 bousing 9_j) 
units) and Ventura (306,605 jibs versus 237,551 housing units) Counoe« arc projected to be 
jobs rich in year 2000. Creation of an excess of new jobs, compared^to housing units will 
further exacerbate the jobs imbalance. The Project is not supportive of this ancillary RCPG 
policy. 

312 Encourage existing or proposed local jurisdictions' programs aimed at designing land uses 
vMch encourage the use of transit and mus reduce the need for nadvay expansion, reduce 
me number of auto trips and vehicle mOes traveled, and create opportunities for residents to 

MnDcandbike. 

SCAG staff comments. The Draft EIS acknowledges that the three alttraatives will each    Q£ 
have nearly 700 personnel residing off base and creating approximately 900 daily tnp-ends. 
Althourii the Draft EK acknowledges that these are less man significant impacts, me 
Traffic and Circulation section (4.5), fells to address any actions to reduce the nrnnberof 
auto trips though tnejencourageoiert of the u^ TheFinaiip 
should discuss the availability of transit service and ride sharing programs to the altemaüve 
sites. The Project is na supportive of this ancillary RCPG policy. 

3.J8    Biomuuge planned development in locations least Wcefy to cause adverse mviranmental | 

impact. I 
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SCAG staff comments. The Draft BIS acknowledges significant environmental impacts for 
each of the altemaSvestes: NAWS Point Mugu (Clean Air Act conformity «*<»**. 
overall emissions for nonattainment pollutants, schools, and prehistoric .wwntoe 
deooslts). NAS Lemoore (Clean Air Act conformity for orone, overall emissions for y-r 
non^dnment pollutants, and schools), and NAF El Centn) (special status speae^bndnie 
noise compatibility, and helicopter imaginary surface resections air space conflict). M,& 
the identifiedsignificant impacts are mitigated. The Project is supportive of this ancillary 
RCPG policy. 

2. The itertonal Mobility Chapter (RMQ also has policies, all of which are core, that pertain to 

economlc^evclcWnt, enhancing the environment, rcduang energy ansumpuon. P^onng 
transportadofrftiendW development patterns, and encouraging fair and equitable access » residents 
affect by socio<conomic. geographic and commercial limitations. Among the relevant policies 
in this chapter are the following: 

Regional Aviation System Program Policies 

4 41 Each subregion should provide environmentally acceptable capacity within its own market 
area tomeetload, short-haul airpassengerdemand due to shorter access time of short-haul 
passengers. Subregion m mis context rejen to county^ized subregional market areas.. 

SCAG staff comments. NAWS Point Mugu has been identified in SCAG and local plans as 
a pcwtialjois^ facility. In March 1993, the U.S. Navy invited local jurisdictions to 
study the possible joint civilian-military use of NAWS Point Mugu. In response, local 
jurisdictionsforroed the NAWS Point Mugu Joint Investigative Committee which was 
composed of elected officials who represented local governments. Project is consistoitwlth 
this coreRCPG policy: More recently the Point Mugu Regional Airport Authwty has token 
leadersrupmanmvestigationrfjomtusealthebase. SCAG was requested to coordinate 9_Q 
study efforts, and with the help of a Federal Aviation Administration grant and local SCAG 
fonds, a joint use study was initiated. The final report NAWS Point Mugu Joint use 
FeasIbWv Snub was published in August 1995. From the study analysis, it can be mferred 
that the E-2 cperations would be compatible with joint use. The «port f^0** gj 
"military/civilian joint use at NAWS Point Mugu is technically feasible . The Draft Eli 
makes no reference to this study or the impact of the proP^^J« OT P^°J ^ 
joint-use activities at NAWS Point Mugu. This matter should be addressed m the Final 
PIS  The Project is consistent with this core RCPG policy. 

4.43   Examine tie feasibility of commercial air passenger service at remaining active duty bases if 
mvited to do so by me military. 

SCAG staff comments. See previous comments for SCAG policy 4.42 regarding the 
feasibility study at NAWS Point Mugu. The military has not requested a similar study of 
NAF El Centra The Project is consistent with this core RCPG policy. 

3. •Hie Air Quality Chapter fAQQ core actions that are genen^y applicable to the General Plan ate 
as follows: 

9-H 
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5.11 Through the environmental document review process, ensure fiat plans at all levels of 
government (regional, air basin, county, subregional and local) consider air quality, land 
use, transportation and economic relationships to ensure consistency and minimize conflicts. 

SCAG staff comments. The Draft EIS acknowledges that the Project consider« air quality 9-1 
impacts at the three alternative sites. It addresses Clean Air Act Conformity for both 
NAWS Point Mugu and NAS Lemoore. The Draft EIS notes that significant reductions 
have occurred in aircraft activity at NAWS Point Mugu since 1990 to offset the emissions 
associated with the E-2 realignment. No air quality issues exist with the NAF El Centro 
alternative. The Project is consistent with mis core RCPG policy. 
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(Ytyfrlrinn« and Hft»immmd«tinTir 

(1)      At noted in the «taff comments, the proposed Project (NAWS Point Mugu [Preferred 
Alternative]) li consissent with or mippotu the referenced core and ancillary pollcie« in the 9T 
Regional Conrprehensive Plan and Guide. Some instances of inconsistency with SCAG J 

policies are noted as are recommendations for strengthening the Final EIS. 
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SOUTHERN CAI2FORNIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS 

Roles mnd Authorities 

THE SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA. ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS is a Joint Powers Agency 
established under California Government Code Section 6502 et seq. Under federal and «tain law, the 
Association is designated as a Council of Government! (COG), a Regional Transportation Planning Agency 
(RTPA), and a Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO). Among Its other mandated roles and responsibilities, 
the Association is: 

• Designated by die federal government as me Region's Metropolitan Planning Organization and mandated to 
maintain a costuming, cooperative, and comprehensive transportation planning process resulting in a Regional 
Transportation Plan and a Regional Transportation Improvement Program pursuant to 23 UJ5.C. §134(g>(h), 49 
U.S.C. §l607(fHg) et seq., 23 CJPJL 5450, and 49 CJJL §613. The Association h also the designated 
Regfjnal Transportation Planning Agency, wad as such is responsible fox both preparation of the Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTF) and Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP) under California 
Government Code Section 65080. 

• Responsible for developing the demogtaphic projections and the integrated land use, bousing, employment, 
and transportation programs, measures, and strategies portions of the South Coast Air totality Management 
Han, pursuant to California Health and Safety Code Section 40460(b)-(c). The Association is also designated 
under 42 U.S.C. §7S04(a) as a Co^Ltad Agency for air quality pluming for the Central Coast and Southeast 
Desert Air Basin District. 

• Re^onslble under me Federal Clean Air Act for determining Conformity of Projects. Plans and Programs to 
the State Implementation Plan, pursuant to 42 TJ.S.C. §7306.    . 

• Responsible, pmxuant to California Government Code Section 650895, tor reviewing all Congestion 
Management Plans (CMPs)for consistency wkh regional transportation plans required by Section 65080 of me 
Government Code. The Association must also evaluate the consistency and compatibility of such programs 
within the region. 

• The authorized regional agency for hder-Governmental kevkw of Programs proposed for federal financial 
assistance and direct development activities, pursuant to Presidential Executive Order 12.372 (replacing A-9S 
Review). 

• Responsible for reviewing, pursuant to Sections 15125(b) and 15206 of the CEQA Guidelines, Environmental 
impact Reports of projects of regional significance tor consistency with regional plans. 

• The authorized Areawlde Waste Treatment Management Planning Agency, pursuant to 33 U.S.C. 
§1288<aX2) (Section 208 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act) 

• Responsible for preparation of die Regional Housing Needs Assessment, pursuant to California Government 
Code Section 65584(a). . 

• Responsible (along with the San Diego Association of Governments and the Santa Barbara County/Cities Area 
Planung Council) for preparing (be Southern California Hazardous Waste Management Plan pursuant to 
California Health and Safety Code Section 25135 J. 

VLim H:\NHRSTWJtf.anN 



Comment and Responses 

Letter 9 
Southern California Association of Governments 

9-A        The data provided by the commentor has been added to the EIS, as well as similar data for Kings 
County and Fresno County. Economic analysis was performed using the Economic Impact Forecast 
System (EIFS), a computer-based modeling system that supports regional economic impact analysis by 
military installations and planners. The EEFS forecast model predicts the impact of a military action on 

the region of influence. 

The EIFS model predicts project-driven changes of the different socioeconomic aspects of a regional 
economy. By contrast, some regional economic models that are used for impact analysis predict 
baseline conditions and impact conditions for the entire regional economy. A baseline forecast, which 
can be, for example, SCAG forecasts, is performed, then a second forecast is made that reflects the 
baseline forecast plus the project impacts. The difference between the two forecasts represents the 

regional economic impact of a military action. 

EIFS concentrates on estimating the above-mentioned difference rather than total levels of activities. 
This frees the model from depending on particular baseline projections. In other words, no matter what 
baseline projection is used, the EIFS model output can be added to the baseline, resulting in the 
projected level of activities. However, the incremental change is usually the least confusing way to 

describe the impact of a military action. 

When the EIFS forecast is complete, the significance of the predicted impacts has to be looked at. The 
EIFS model output is not sufficient to address impact significance. The rational threshold value (RTV) 
model provides boundaries, or threshold values, to assess the significance of an action's impact. If the 
changes predicted in the EIFS forecast model do not fall within these boundaries, these changes may 
affect the region significantly. For a more complete description of EIFS and RTV, see Appendix C. 

9-B        Comment noted. 

9-C        Comment noted. 

9-D       The jobs imbalance is an existing condition that the E-2 realignment may further exacerbate. However, 
it should be noted that recent Navy actions (downsizing at Point Mugu and Port Hueneme) have 
contributed to equalizing the county jobs and housing balance. 

Federal civilian and military sector employment has declined as downsizing continues at Point Mugu 
and Port Hueneme. The largest downsizings recently occurred at NAWC Point Mugu (720 positions) 
and at the Naval Construction Battalion Center and all tenant commands at Port Hueneme (680 

positions). 

In addition, Bachelor Enlisted Quarters to house 311 persons would be constructed at NAF El Centro 

(see Section 2.3.3). 
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Comment and Responses 

9-E        The existing public transit services are described in Section 3.5 for each alternative site. Transit service 
ranges from no service at NAWS Point Mugu to daily shuttle service from NAF El Centra to 
surrounding communities. To promote and encourage transit use and ridesharing, the NAWS Point 
Mugu transportation coordinator would oversee transportation demand management programs. Since 

nearly 700 personnel residing off base would be dispersed throughout the surrounding community, a 
ridesharing program likely would be the more effective way of reducing automobile trips and vehicle 

miles traveled. 

9-F        Comment noted. 

9-G       Page 342 of the DEIS discusses the joint use proposal without specifically citing the NA WS Point Mugu 
Joint Use Feasibility Study. The proposed joint use also is mentioned on page 5-2 under Cumulative 
Impacts. It states that "this proposal has not been enacted and its status is uncertain. Therefore, it is 
not considered in the cumulative impacts analysis." Additional text has been added to clarify that this is 

a local County chartered proposal, not a Navy proposal, and has not yet been approved by the County. 

The NAWS Point Mugu Joint Use Proposal is still under consideration, but detailed discussion of the 
proposal cannot be provided since, even if ultimately approved, the form of the action cannot be 
determined at present. Nevertheless, as the commentor points out, the NA WS Point Mugu Joint Use 

Feasibility Study implies that the realignment of the E-2s to NAWS Point Mugu would be compatible 
with joint use. Navy conditions for approval of joint use also specify that the proposal not impair the 

Navy's ability to perform necessary aircraft operations. 

9-H       Comment noted. 

9-1 Comment noted. The EIS addresses Clean Air Act (42 USC § 7401 et seq.) conformity under the 
general conformity requirements (transportation conformity requirements do .not apply) at all three 
alternative sites (40 CFR § 93 (B)). At NAWS Point Mugu and NAS Lemoore, there are significant but 
mitigable impacts. The NAF El Centra Alternative would have a less than significant impact on 

conformity-related emissions. 

9-J Thank you 'for reviewing the EIS. 
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Letter 10 

San Joaquin Valley 
Unified Air Pollution Control District 

January 5,1998 

Commander 
Southwest Division Nava! Facilities Engineenng Command 
Attn: Kelly K. Knight, Environmental Planner 
1220 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92132-5190 

Re::   Realignment of E-2 Squadrons from Naval Air Station (NAS) Miramar Draft 
Environmental impact Statement 

Dear Ms. Knight 

The San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District (SJVUAPCD) has reviewed 
the Executive Summary for the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the subject 
project and offers the following comments. 

The SJVUAPCD concurs with the conclusions of the discussion on air quality impacts. 
The relocation of the squadrons to NAS Umoore would result in significant but 
mitigatable increases in ozone precursor emissions. 

Previous BRAC actions for NAS Lemoore required the Navy to offset potential 
emissions increases to comply with Genera! Conformity. These offsets were obtained 
through an agreement with the Air Force to use emission reductions ach.eved by the 
closure of Castle Air-Force Base. If the emissions related .to the current proposal 
exceed the amount obtained from Castle, additional offsets could be required. Should 
the Lemoore alternative be selected, the SJVUAPCD is ready to assist with the 
Conformity process and to help identify feasible mitigation measures if needed. 

Sincerely, 

Dave Mitchell 
Supervising Environmental Planner 

David L Crow 
jhaiKfK Dinetor/Azr Pollutitnt Control Offiar 

f9» TuehtfiWO »rf«. SUM 200. fr«00. CA 9S721 • «KW *>'-! 000 ■ F« S«) tU-ZOsr 

10-A 

MtaXUeim Cental Re*i« S«Ae» Reg»« 



Comment and Responses 

Letter 10 
San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District 

10-A      The Navy appreciates the SJVUAPCD's continuing interest and cooperation with activities at NAS 
Lemoore. If the NAS Lemoore alternative is selected, the Navy will consult with the SJVUAPCD to 
ensure that Clean Air Act conformity requirements are met in a manner acceptable to the district (40 

CFR § 93 (B)). 
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Letter 11 

Westlands Water District 
3130 N. Fresno Street, P.O. Box 6056. Fresno, California 93703-6056. (209) 224-1523. FAX: (209) 241-6277 

December 29,1997 

Department of the Navy 
Southwest Division 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
1220 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92132-5190 

Attention: Kelly K. Knight 

Gentlemen: 
Subject: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for E-2 Realignment 

Westlands Water District is providing the following comments for the above referenced 
DEIS Westlands reviewed the Notice of Preparation for this project, and on June 6,1996, 
transmitted a letter to the Navy, copy enclosed, stating in part that the District may not 
always be able to deliver the 3,000 AF currently contracted for between the Navy and 
Westlands. Westlands noted that we may have to ask our M&l customers to share in 
future contract water supply shortages, resulting from the Central Valley Project 
Improvement Act Little has changed since the last correspondence. 

These comments are directed to the water supply issues as identified in the DBS prepared 
to analyze the impacts resulting from the proposed realignment of E-2 squadrons. While 
realignment to Lemoore Naval Air Station is not the preferred alternative stated in the 
DEIS we feel compelled to comment on those sections relating to water supply issues at 
Lemoore Naval Air Station. In particular we reference sections 4.9.2 and the cumulative 
impacts section 5.2 (Water Supply Impacts page 5-15). 

The third paragraph under "NAS Lemoore Alternative" titled "Water Supply" on page 4-74 
states that in order to accommodate the increase in demand, NAS Lemoore would revise 
the existing contract with Westlands Water District to increase water delivery. Westlands 
is not opposed to this language. However, should the NAS Lemoore wish to purchase 
additional water supplies from Westlands, the water would be deemed supplemental and 
subject to availability and increased cost. Alternatives the Navy should consider include 
the following: 

1. Seek a separate water supply contract with USBR. 

2. Purchase supplemental water from Westlands or locate another supplier. As 
stated previously, this water would be subject to availability. 

3 Retire Ag lands under lease at NAS Lemoore and transfer the water for a 
non-Ag use. Such water would be subject to agricultural water deficiencies 
in the event of annual contract supply reductions. 

11-A 
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Any combination of the above. 
11-A 

Please refer to the enclosed copy of page 3 of the Water Service Contract No. N62474-72- 
C-4013 between the Navy and Westlands. Section 4., paragraphs b. and d., contain water 
deficiency provisions. Westlands has not yet had to impose those provisions due to 
availability of sufficient water. However, it is likely that in the future, due to impacts by the 
Endangered Species Act and the CVP Improvement Act, this will no longer be the case, 11-tf 
and non-Ag customers like NAS Lemoore will be faced with shortages. As a result, 
Westlands strongly encourages the Navy to consider an aggressive program to obtain 
water supplies necessary to meet their needs from other sources. 

With regard to the section of the DEIS titled "Cumulative Impacts - Utilities and Services - 
Water Supply Impacts" on page 5-15, the first paragraph references Westlands as 
receMngwaterfromtheStateWaterProject This statement is incorrect While Westlands 
p^s3y obtains water from the San Luis Canal (a joint State and Federal water 
conveyance facility), none of the water is deemed to be suppled by the State Water 
Project. Westlands has no contract to receive supplies from the State of California 
Westlands has a water supply contract with United States. Bureau of Reclamation (USBR) 
to receive water from Federally owned reservoirs. 1 ^_Q 

This distinction as to the type of contract water supply Westlands receives is important in 
ZuSSSuTlhe effect the Central Valley Project Improvement Act (CVPIA) is having on 
F^dSäl wafer supplies. The actions implemented under CVPIA result in additional 
reductonTin the amount of water that can be allocated to Federal Con factors like 
Westlands Water District. These actions could result in water supply reductions to M&l 
customers within Westlands. The District's average long term water supply from USBR is 
now about 65% of the full contract amount This results in a greater dependence on 
supplemental water, which increases the demand for this water and has a corresponding 
impact on availability and cost 

In summary, there are uncertainties regarding future water supplies available to Westlands 
It is therefore likely that there will be times when rationing or mandatory conservation will 
be applted S M&l use within Westlands. While we do not discourage the proposed action     11-D 
of realigning E-2 squadrons to NAS Lemoore, the reduced reliability of CVP water «s an 
important consideration. 

If you have questions please call Marc Carpenter, Supervisor of Water Resources, at (209) 
241-6218. 

Sincere|y~\f 

Dave Orth 
General Manager 

Enclosures 

U:\WATERRES\141MC97 



Comment and Responses 

Letter 11 
Westlands Water District 

1 l-A     The paragraphs under Water Supply on pages 4-74 to 4-75 have been revised to indicate the following: 

♦ NAS Lemoore receives two separate water allocations, one for municipal and industrial uses, another 
for agricultural purposes; 

♦ In order to meet its projected increases in municipal and industrial water, NAS Lemoore would 
exercise its option to redirect the additional water from its agricultural water supply. The reallocated 
water represents a less than one percent decrease in water available for agriculture; 

♦ NAS Lemoore could also supplement its municipal and industrial water needs by pursuing any 
combination of the actions recommended by Westlands; 

The environmental impact due to the reallocation of water would remain less than significant and would 
not require mitigation. 

11-B      The commentor's concerns are noted. 

11-C      The text is corrected and augmented to read as follows: "The quantity of water received by the 
Westlands Water District from the Central Valley Project varies. The district's long-term water supply 
from the US Bureau of Reclamation is about 65 percent of the full contract amount. This results in a 
greater reliance on supplemental water supplies, which increases the demand for this water and has a 

corresponding effect on its availability and cost." 

The four sentences at the end of the first paragraph under Water Supply Impacts are deleted. 

11-D      See responses to comments 11-A through 11-C, above. 
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Letter 12 

HANFORD ELEMENTARE SCHOOL DISTRICT 
714 N. WHITE STREET   •    P.O. BOX G-10S7   •     HANFORD. CALIFORNIA 93232   •   (209)535-2265 

December 29, 1997 

Kelly K. Knight 
Environmental Planner 
Department of the Navy 
Southwest Division 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
1220 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA  92132-5190 

Re:     Written Comments 
Draft EIR for the Realignment of E-2 Squadrons fro[n 
Naval Air Station Miramar 

Information found on Page #3-128 of the Draft EIR for the Hanford Elementary 
School District should be updated as follows: 

The Hanford Elementary School District is made up of seven 
elementary schools {grades K-6) and two junior high schools 
(grades 7-8), with 4,973 students enrolled in the Fall of the 
1997-98 school year. Enrollment at the elementary schools 
is over capacity. The District is currently leasing 30 portable 
classrooms and plans to add 10 more for the 1998-199 school 
year. 

If you have any questions, please contact me at (209) 58^-2231. 

Sincerely, 

Nancy White 
Director of Fiscal Services 

NW:bw 

12-A 

SUPERINTBWENT   JOESIMAS 
COVERMNG BOARD   KENSAIRO   JANICE LEE   KATHY NEIGN90RS   CAROL REYtolBS    FREO WILLS 



Comment and Responses 

Letter 12 
Hanford Elementary School District 

12-A      Page 3-128 has been updated, as requested by the commentor. The text now reads as follows: 

"Hanford Elementary School District is made up of seven elementary schools (K-6) and two junior high 
schools (7-8) with 4,973 students enrolled in the fall of the 1997-1998 school year. Enrollment at the 
elementary schools is over capacity. The district is currently leasing 30 portable classrooms and plans to 
add 10 more for the 1998-1999 school year (White 1997-Comment Letter 12)." 
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Letter 13 

DISTRICT 1 
WAYNE J. VAN DE GRAAFF 
923 HEEFERNAN AVE, CALEHCO. CA 9223J 

DISTRICT 2 
BILL COLE 
S3« W. MAIN ST, EL CENTRO. CA 92243 

DISTRICT 3 
DEAN A. SHORES 
940 W. MAW ST, SUITE 212. EL CENTRO. CA 92243 

DISTRICT 4 
TOMVEYSEY   
5203 HIGHWAY 111. BRAWLEY. CA 92227 

DISTRICTS 
SAM SHARP 
660 OLIVE AVE, HOLTVULE, CA 92250 

loimiu^ü 
^ 

UNDA K. WEAVER 
CLERK OF THE BOARD 

COUNTY ADMINISTRATION CENTER 
940 MAIN STREET. #212 

EL CENTRO. CA 92243-2T71 
TELEPHONE- (760) 339-4220 

FAX: OeO) 3S2-7J76 

CERTIFIED MAIL P #P 123 339 391 

December 16,1997 

Commanding Officer 
Attn: Ms. Kelly Knight (Code kk 232) 
Southwest Division 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
1220 Pacific Coast Highway 
San Diego, California 92132-5187 

SUBJECT:    Response to DEIS on the Realignment of the E-2 Squadrons 
from Naval Air Station, Miramar 

Dear Ms. Knight: 

The Imperial County Board of Supervisors originally responded to the "Notice of 
Intent" by Resolution (Minute Order #5, June 4, 1996) on the above realignment 
of the E-2 Squadrons from NAS Miramar. The following attachment provides the 
Countys* comment as prepared by various County Departments which have 
reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). This response is 
submitted for your review. 

After a thorough review of the DEIS (Volumes I and II), the Imperial County 
Board of Supervisors has several concerns with the conclusions, analysis and 
facts presented in the following topics; potential increase in noise impacts to 
County and City residents, inconsistencies in textual matenal as attached 
conclusions on water issues in the County and lack of data to support financial 
conclusions. 



If you have any questions, please contact Jurg Heuberger, AICP, Planning 
director for the Planning/Building Department at (760) 339-4236, extension 310. 

Sincerely, 

Bill Cole, Supervisor 
Chairman of the Board 

navy.brd 



-     ATTACHMENT 

COMMENTS ON THE 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

REALIGNMENT OF E-2 SQUADRONS FROM MIRAMAR 

The following comments reflect Imperial County's review of the above National 
Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) document for the proposed realignment of 
the E-2 Squadrons from the Naval Air Station, Miramar, San Diego County. The 
Executive Summary, page ES-1, indicates that "...The Navy is the lead agency 
for the decision regarding the selection of the receiving installation...the Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission...(was established)...for the 
purpose of ensuring a timely, independent, and fair process for closure and 
realignment of United States (US) military installations..." (emphasis added) 

While we (the County) saw the potential realignment of the E-2 Squadrons from 
NAS Miramar to Imperial County, and the Naval Air Facility El Centra providing an 
exceptional economic and fiscal opportunity to benefit the County and Navy 
(including additional revenues which would be added to the local economy from 
such a realignment that in turn would enhance the NAF), we offer our comments 
on purely technical issues. 

Our overall conclusion upon review of the two volumes is that the documents 
are: 

a) technically flawed in several aspects 
b) deficient in comprehensive analysis 
c) supportive of pre-determined decisions 
d) lacks support evidence on financial aspects 
e) lack long term viability analysis 

The following detailed comments support our position. 

DEIS Statement Relating to Water Demands 

The Draft EIS discusses "Cumulative Impacts" as it relates to water demand 
initially on page ES-17, "NAF El Centra Alternative" as follows: 

"...The increase water demand resulting from the project 
would contribute to a potentially significant impact on water 
resources in the region. The water supply is limited by international * ^~A 

and interstate agreements governing the allocation of water from 
the Colorado River, and the supply is not expected to increase 
despite future regional development.. Therefore, increased 
municipal and industrial demand must be met by decreasing the 
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amount of water allocated to other uses, primarily agriculture. A 
range of mitigation measures are available to address the impacts 
of decreased regional water supply..." 

At the same time the Draft EIS on Table ES-2, under Summary of Impacts, 
discusses water supply and designates the "Water Supply" under Utilities and 
Services for NAF El Centra as "Less than significant impact". 

The water supply issue is again mentioned on page 5-24, Utilities and Services, 
as follows: 

"...Either Imperial Im'gation District or NAF El Centro could 
identify supplemental sources of water, such as willing sellers of 
existing water rights. Alternatively, implementation of water 
conservation measures by agriculture and/or municipal and 
industrial users could reduce the demand for water to 
accommodate unban growth. Increasing the cost of the delivered 
water would also have the effect of reducing demand..." 

The entire discussion of water supplies available to the NAF is flawed. 
Furthermore, the "availability" of water to the three alternative sites is not 
analyzed consistently and equally. 1?>-K 

First, the County of Imperial has perhaps the most abundant and the most 
guaranteed supply of water in comparison of the three alternatives. True, the 
County has the least rainfall, however, we are less subject to the forces of nature 
affecting either surface or groundwater resources as is the case in the two other 
sites. 

We can understand the writers confusion on this issue given the vast amount of 
public misinformation that has been presented over the proposed "water transfer" 
between IID and San Diego. The fact is that we have a guaranteed 2.6 - 2.8 
million acres feet per year allocated from the Colorado River through Congress 
as well as Court decrees. 

Furthermore, the above statement made in the DEIS that there is a "potentially 
significant impact on water resources in the region..." is inconsistent and directly 
contradicts the statement made in Chapter 4.9 Utilities and Services, page 4-78, 
Section 4.9.3, NAF El Centro Alternative, Less than Significant Impacts, as 
follows: 
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"Water supply. - The increased demand for water would not 
significantly affect the water SUDDIV of NAF El Centro... The 
infrastructure at NAF El Centro is in adequate condition and has 
the capacity to accommodate the water supply increase (Weiler 
1997). Additionally, Imperial Irrigation District (HD) has sufficient 
capacity to serve the base's increased water needs (Hale 1997). 13-A 
The impact to water supply at NAF El Centro would be less than 
significant. No mitigation would be required..." (emphasis added) 

The Final EIS must clarify the mis-perception that NAF El Centro would not have 
a sufficient supply of water for any increased population from the E-2 Squadrons 
realignment to Imperial County. Nothing is further from the truth. In fact the lack 
of "guaranteed" supplies is more germane to the other two locations. 

Also, in Chapter 3, Hydrology/Surface Water Quality, Section 3.2.3 NAF El 
Centro Alternative, Surface Water Hydrology and Drainage, indicates that the 

"...average annual precipitation of 5.5 inches (14 centimeters) per year...      13JR 

This may be a "typo" however the County's General Plan, within the "Overview", 
and technical data available from IID clearly show the average annual rainfall for 
Imperial County to be approximately "3 inches". 

To support our concern regarding the supply at other sites, the water supply from 
NAS Lemoore is obtained from the State Water Project through the Westlands 
Water District which is "variable..." and in fact on page 5-15 states as follows: 

"...Westlands cannot guarantee delivery of the full contract 
amount.    The Central Valley Project Improvement Act (CVPIA) 
requires that an increased portion of state water project water be 
used to maintain environmental conditions in the Sacramento-San 
Joaquin Delta and tributary streams.  This is expected to decrease 
the amount of water available to agriculture and municipal and 
industrial uses, particularly in low runoff years. Modification to the j^_C 
state's water system are planned to offset these decreases through 
increasing storage.    However, the net impact has yet to be 
determined..." 

If this has "yet to be determined", then the document is incomplete and the 
analysis pre-determined. 

The water supply for the NAWS Point Mugu comes from surface water imports, 
and some groundwater. Chapter 3, Section 3.2.1. Preferred Alternative, 
Surface Water Hydrology and Drainage, page 3-23, provides as follows: 
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"...With the exception of one well used for golf course 
irrigation, groundwater beneath the Base is not used as a water 
source..." _ 

13-C 
There is limited analysis on the true sources and the true availability for the two 
alternate sites.  It is our position that of the three sites, NAF El Centra has the 
best supply and best guarantee of water.  Thus this "impact" is conclusionary 
and unsupported. 

There is a perception portrayed in the DEIS that the other two alternatives do not 
have a significant problem with water supplies and that Imperial County does    13-D 
have a supply problem. This is not fact. 

DEIS Statement Regarding Noise 

The Draft EIS responds to the Board of Supervisors' Resolution (June 6, 1996) 
regarding adopted land use controls, on Table A-3, Sections 4.3, Land Use and 
Airspace and 4.11, Public Health and Safety. Also, the DEIS discusses noise 
impacts in Chapter 6, Other Considerations, Section 6.2, as follows: 

'...Noise levels generated by E-2 aircraft are significantly lower 
than noise levels from existing flight operations. Off-base noise 
contours would be virtually the same as those for exiting aircraft 
operations...'' (emphasis added) 

County Response: 

The land use controls which are incorporated into any review of a development 
permit or building permit for the NAF El Centra area is guided primarily by the 
County's General Plan, Land Use Element, Seismic and Public Safety Element 13-E 
and Noise Element, adopted in 1993 and then re-adopted in November 1996. 
Also, the Imperial County Codified Ordinances (Zoning Ordinance) dictates the 
type of land uses that are permissible on non-Navy property. 

The Imperial County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) through its adopted 
"Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan" (ALUCP) guides development around 
airports in Imperial as well as NAF El Centra. In 1982, the ALUC adopted a 
Plan for the airports in the County and the original Plan on June 5, 1991, was 
revised and adopted by a consultant (Hodges & Shutt). 

A copy of the "Noise Impact Area", Figure 4AA, page 4-57, from the 1991 
ALUCP for NAF El Centra is attached for reference purposes. 
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Also, attached is a copy of Figure 4AA and Figure 3G, from the adopted June 5, 
1996, revision of the 1991 ALUCP which identify the existing noise contours from 
the 1990 AICUZ for NAF El Centra. 

On October 7, 1997, the County Planning/Building Department received a copy 
of a draft AICUZ being prepared by the Navy's Southwest Division.   A copy of 
the DRAFT "Noise Contours", Figure D1, page D-3, is attached which was from      13-E 
an Aircraft Noise Study done on May 1997. 

The DEIS "Cumulative Noise Contours", Figure 5-2, page 5-23, shows a 
significant expansion of noise contours due to E-2 Squadron aircraft operations 
when contrasted with every Figure showing existing or proposed noise 
contours from 1991 to date. 

The DEIS statement made on page 6-5. that "...Off-base noise contours would 
be virtually the same..." is misleading as 'it relates to the protection of all     13-r 
residents residing in adjacent to NAF El Centra. 

The Final EIS should be revised to reflect the 1997 Draft NAF AICUZ "Noise 
Contours" as well as those areas where increased noise levels (assuming there      13_G 
would be an increase) would occur in the event that the E-2 Squadrons are 
transferred to Imperial County. 

The other two alternative sites (Point Mugu and NAS Lemoore) have more 
significant traffic, noise and air quality impacts from the proposed realignment as     -^.j} 
reflected in the summaries relating to traffic, noise and air quality resources for 
these areas. Yet the conclusions seem to be the opposite 

Noise to off-site properties is less significant at NAF El Centra versus Mugu or 
Lemoore for several reasons: 

First, the County has taken an extremely "protectionism" approach to land use 
planning around NAF by mandating that the areas stay agricultural. 

Second, the County's General Plan makes new developments near and around     13-1 
the NAF virtually impossible. 

Third, agricultural land uses are extremely compatible with aircraft operations. 

Fourth, the relative sparsely populated areas around the NAF are again very 
compatible with the base use. 
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DEIS Statement Regarding Land Use: 

The NAF El Centra and the climate of Imperial County has been proven to be 
ideal for daylight and nighttime flight operations and training exercises without 
the inclement weather patterns found at the other two alternative sites. 

Furthermore, the NAF El Centra site has approximately 2,000 acres in which to 
expand Navy aircraft operations, and the ALUCP has controls in place for any 
potential impacts to NAF's activities. The Chocolate Mountain Gunnery Range 
and associated target areas in the County provide the only live ordinance 
(bombing) ranges and targets in Southern California which would enhance Naval 
and other military services training exercises. 

In order for the Draft EIS to be fair in its comparison, all of the above factors 
must be reviewed and the decision-making should only be based on information 
that is factual, correctly interpreted and not skewed in favor of one alternative 
site over another. 

JOINT USE (CIVILIAN/MILITARY) 

At two locations in the EIR (Pg. 3-42) and (Pg. 5-2) reference is made to 
"Joint use" of the Point Mugu airbase. In the first case, the possibility is 
dismissed on the basis that "this has not been enacted nor would its 
enactment affect the proposed E-2 realignment because of the Navy's 
conditions of approval..." 

In the second instance, the possibility is dismissed by "....proposal has not 
been enacted and it's status is uncertain ". 

We content that this analysis alone is inadequate. Certainly the joint use of 
an airport significantly increases all activities and thus all impacts to the area. 
In short the cumulative affects alone would be significant. 

In addition why is the military so willing to dismiss a possible joint use which 
could be a severe conflict and why would the EIR not analyze the impacts of 
such joint use against the other two possible locations that may or may not 
have proposed joint use. 

We would think that the combined impacts or the cumulative impacts may 
significantly interfere with the surrounding land uses at or near Point Mugu 
and would then certainly not have the same conclusions when compared to 
non-joint use alternatives. 

13-J 

13-K 

13-L 

13-M 
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DEIS STATEMENT REGARDING FISCAL IMPACTS: 

The EIR concludes that the costs for improvements at the three locations 
area $ 69.8 million at NAF El Centra, $ 58.3 million at NAS Lemoore and 
$28.6 million at Point Mugu. However there is no real explanation for the 
basis of these estimates other than quotations. There is no analysis whether 
this cost differential is based on short-term improvements. In other words, 
will the Navy be able to locate at Point Mugu for 28 million and use the 
facilities for another two, three or four years and then be faced with even 
higher costs to improve, renovate or destroy and rebuild to meet their needs. 

It is apparent that the 69 million at NAF El Centra is for new structures, 
which would certainly have a long-term benefit, and no comparative analysis 
is given for the same improvements at Point Mugu or Lemoore. 

The EIR should base its evaluation on "like for like". It is not adequate or fair 
to compare one site to another using an "apple versus oranges" approach. 

TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION IMPACTS (Public Works Department) 

(See attached letter from the Department of Public Works, dated December 
8, 1997.) 

AIR QUALITY IMPACTS   (Agricultural Comm/Air Pollution Control District) 

Both the Point Mugu and the Lemoore alternative are shown to have a 
"significant but mitigable" air quality impact while NAF El Centra is shown to 
have a "Less than significant impact". 

In the fist case, Point Mugu only has a mitigable impact if indeed the 
parameters indicated can be met and a "conformity determination" can be 
obtained. Likewise the Lemoore alternative would also need to have a 
"conformity determination" obtained. 

Overall the NAF El Centra site meets the air quality impacts and requires no 
mitigation. Furthermore the conclusions reached that Point Mugu can obtain 
a "conformity" determination is not yet known nor supported by the 
documents presented. It is as conclusionary as many of the other 
assumptions made throughout the document. 

(Also see the attached letter from APCD Department.) 

13-N 

13-0 
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EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNTIES (Cal Works Plan) 

The Imperial County Cal Works Plan requires additional 4,000 new jobs be 
created to serve the County's 6,000 adults that are in the CalWorks 
program, formerly Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC). Imperial 
County has an annual unemployment rate in excess of 28% (1992-1997). -i-i p 
The creation of new jobs is critical to serving the increased demands of 
welfare-to work programs such as CalWorks as well as the underemployed 
population. The realignment of the E-2 Squadron from NAS Miramar to NAF 
El Centra would assist in job creation and much needed economic support for 
the communities in Imperial County. 

CONCLUSION: 

Overall we find the documented analysis to be skewed in favor of Point 
Mugu not on the basis of factual information and comprehensive analysis but    13-Q 
what seems to be "conclusionary" determinations and uneven comparisons. 

We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on the EIS but would     ^3_R 
sincerely request that the document be revisited and accurate information be 
provided in a re-circulated draft. 

JH/RC/pav/DrartCom 
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AIRPORT LAND USE COMPATIBILITY PLAN 

Imperial County Airports 

Revision date: June, 1996 



Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan 

Imperial County Airports 

Adopted by: 

Imperial County 
Airport Land Use Commission 

June 5, 1991 

Hodges & Shutt 

Santa Rosa. California 
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Comment and Responses 

Letter 13 
Imperial County Board of Supervisors 

13-A      The text on page ES-17 discusses the cumulative impacts at NAF El Centro, while Table ES-2 is a 
summary of project impacts, not including cumulative impacts. The EIS identifies less than significant 
project impacts (described in Chapter 4) and potentially significant cumulative impacts (described in 
Chapter 5). NEPA (42 USC § 4321 et seq.) requires that an EIS assess both the impacts of the specific 

proposal and those of cumulative development in the project region. It is acknowledged that the 
Imperial Irrigation District (HD) has substantial senior rights to 2.6 to 2.8 million acre-feet per year of 
Colorado River water and that the proposed basing of the E-2 squadrons at NAF El Centro would not 

adversely affect HD's ability to meet current or future demands in its service area. However, for the 
purposes of cumulative impact assessment in this EIS, the overall impacts on California's allocation of 
Colorado River water are considered. The cumulative additional use of IID's primary water supply, the 
Colorado River, while not adversely affecting the HD, would contribute to potentially significant 
cumulative impacts on Colorado River water available to Southern California consumers. This is due to 
the fact that California users of Colorado River water have been using and are expected to continue to 
generate increased demand for quantities of Colorado River water in excess of California's allocation. 
This will be aggravated by increased use by neighboring states of their allocations, some of which has 
historically been used by California. In order to clarify the distinction between IID's supply and 
demand situation and impacts on overall California use of Colorado River water, the following revisions 

have been made to the EIS: 

The first paragraph on page 5-25 and the fifth paragraph on page ES-17 of the EIS have been revised to 

read as follows: 

"The ED would have adequate supplies to serve cumulative development within its service area. 
However, potentially significant cumulative effects to California's Colorado River supplies could occur 
due to cumulative development in the region. California's use of its Colorado River allocation exceeds 
the state's allocation, and this demand is likely to increase with cumulative development." 

The second paragraph on page 5-25 is deleted. 

The last sentence on page 3-31 is revised to read as follows: 

"Colorado River water quality periodically has high levels of salt and other contaminants due to 

upstream agricultural return flows." 

13-B      The 5.5 inches per year referred to in the comment is for the overall California portion of the Colorado 
River Basin. Additional text has been added to the section to indicate that precipitation in the NAF El 

Centro area is approximately 3 inches per year. 

13-C      The net impact of modifications of water allocations from the CVPIA cannot be determined at this time 
because those modifications have yet to be finally determined by the Bureau of Reclamation. It is 
beyond the scope of this EIS to speculate on the modifications and their potential effects. 
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Comment and Responses 

13-D      The EIS states that there are less than significant impacts on water supply at all three receiving 
installations (see Table ES-2 and Section 4.9) and potentially significant cumulative impacts on water 
supply at both NAS Lemoore and NAF EL Centra. (See Chapter 5 and revisions to discussion of 
Westlands Water District for NAS Lemoore impacts made in responses to comments from that District 

and responses to Imperial Irrigation District comment letter.) 

13-E      The Airport Land Use Commission noise contour map is based on 1988 flight activity patterns at NAF 
El Centra and does not reflect current flight activity patterns. The Draft EIS uses the noise contour 
maps prepared for the 1997 Draft AICUZ (see Figure 3-33). Figure 3-33 in the Final EIS has been 
updated based on the noise contour map from the Final AICUZ. 

Figure 3-33 in the Draft EIS shows existing noise contours for NAF El Centra based on the 1997 Draft 
AICUZ. These noise contours would not change with introduction of the E-2 aircraft. Figure 5-2 in 

the Draft EIS does not represent the incremental impact of E-2 activity at NAF El Centra. Figure 5-2 is 

from the cumulative impact analysis and represents conditions that would occur if 92 F/A-18E/F 

aircraft were to be added to NAF El Centra. The E-2 contribution to these noise contours is trivial. 

The F/A-18E/F basing action is being addressed in a separate EIS. The latest noise contour map for the 

cumulative impact scenario is included in the Final EIS. 

13-F      See response to comment 13-E, above. 

13-G      See response to comment 13-E, above. 

13-H     No significant traffic or noise impacts were identified for any of the alternative bases. Clean Air Act 
conformity issues are below de minimis levels at NAF El Centra and NAS Lemoore and can meet SIP 
conformance at NAWS Point Mugu (40 CFR §§ 93.153, .158) (see Appendix D for more detail). Noise 
problems are greatest at NAF El Centra, moderate at NAWS Point Mugu, and minimal at NAS 
Lemoore. Noise issues at all three bases are a function of exposure to existing noise conditions rather 

than new noise impacts added by the E-2 action. 

13-1       All three alternative bases are surrounded by agricultural and open space lands with scattered rural 
residences. Among the three alternatives, NAS Lemoore is the most isolated in terms of proximity to 
off-base residential communities. Only a few on-base BEQ/BOQ complexes and a few off-base rural 
residences are exposed to CNEL levels above 65 dB at NAS Lemoore. Most on-base BEQ/BOQ 
complexes, about half of the on-base family housing units, an off-base mobile home park, and a few off- 
base rural residences are exposed to CNEL levels above 65 dB at NAWS Point Mugu. All on-base 
BEQ/BOQ complexes, all on-base family housing, some off-base rural residences, and most of the town 
of Seeley are exposed to CNEL levels above 65 dB at NAF El Centra. NAF El Centra is the only 
alternative where the 65dB CNEL contour encompasses a significant portion of a nearby community. 

NAF El Centra has the most significant existing on-base noise problems of any of the three alternatives. 
The entire base (including all on-base housing and child care facilities) is exposed to CNEL levels above 
75 dB. Noise levels exceed DOD compatibility criteria for most on-base land uses at NAF El Centra, 

including land uses proposed as part of the E-2 action. 
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Comment and Responses 

13-J       The Navy considers the suitability of climatic conditions of all potential receiving bases where aircraft 
operations are needed. All three alternative sites were deemed to be suitable for the E-2 squadrons. 

13-K.      Comment noted. The EIS describes surrounding land uses in Section 3.3 and land use compatibility 

impacts in Section 4.3. 

13-L      The Navy will consider all of the referenced factors in its decision-making. Any known factual errors in 

the DEIS have been addressed in the Final EIS. 

13-M     Page 3-42 of the DEIS discusses the joint use proposal without specifically citing the NA WS Point Mugu 
Joint Use Feasibility Study. The proposed joint use also is mentioned on page 5-2 under Cumulative 
Impacts. It states that "this proposal has not been enacted and its status is uncertain. Therefore, it is 
not considered in the cumulative impacts analysis." Additional text has been added to clarify that this is 
a local County chartered proposal, not a Navy proposal, and has not yet been approved by the County. 

The NAWS Point Mugu Joint Use Proposal is still under consideration, but detailed discussion of the 
proposal cannot be provided since, even if ultimately approved, the form of the action cannot be 
determined at present. Nevertheless, as the commentor points out, the NA WS Point Mugu Joint Use 
Feasibility Study implies that the realignment of the E-2s to NAWS Point Mugu would be compatible 
with joint use. Navy conditions for approval of joint use also specify that the proposal not impair the 
Navy's ability to perform necessary aircraft operations. 

13-N      Costs for improvements at the three locations (NAF El Centra, NAS Lemoore and NAWS Point 
Mugu) are determined by evaluating existing excess capacity and assessing applicability toward facility 
requirements for E-2 support. Each base presented different solutions to the requirements. Comparison 
between bases is on a like for like basis in that they are evaluated on the capability to provide the 
required infrastructure for long term permanent home basing of Navy operational units. Each solution 
provides the Navy with long term sustainable support. All rehabilitated buildings will be upgraded to 
the current construction standards as part of the construction process. Since most modern military 
structures are concrete and masonry structures, their longevity is much greater than that of the old 
wooden structures of the 1940's and prior. All structures will meet current seismic and environmental 
standards. Most rehabilitation work replaces plumbing and electrical systems where applicable thereby 
providing the Navy with the same benefits of new construction without the expense. 

The very nature of the Base Realignment and Closure process is to use existing military infrastructure 
and divest itself of unneeded space. Each base was viewed to that end. Base specific general analysis 

follows: 

NAF El Centra requires new construction for virtually all facility requirements for the E-2 squadrons. 
A Naval Air Facility by its very nature (as opposed to a Naval Air Station) is designed to provide 
minimal support to short term units and not structured to provide services for permanently 
homeported squadrons. No facilities exist for operational/intermediate maintenance or training. 

Naval Air Station Lemoore requires a new hangar and some additions to maintenance and training 
facilities. As an existing Naval Air Station, Lemoore has some existing infrastructure for support 

facilities but no hangar space for the squadrons. 
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Comment and Responses 

NAWS Point Mugu requires renovation of existing structures to accommodate the E-2 squadrons with 
one new construction for the E-2 flight training simulators and a building addition to economically 
provide space for the Naval Air Maintenance Training Group. All quality of life support elements had 
enough existing capacity. As a weapons test facility, Point Mugu has space that can be reconfigured to 
accommodate most E-2 support requirements but lacks training support features. As at Lemoore, 

quality of life support can be supported by existing facilities. 

13-0     A draft record of nonapplicability (RONA) for NAF El Centra and draft conformity determinations 
for NAWS Point Mugu and NAS Lemoore were presented in Appendix D of the DEIS. Revised 
analyses presented in the FEIS confirm the conclusions of the DEIS, and demonstrate that both the 
NAF El Centra and NAS Lemoore Alternatives qualify for a RONA. A revised conformity 
determination is presented in Appendix D of the FEIS for the NAWS Point Mugu Alternative (40 CFR 

§93.158). 

The Ventura County ozone SD? expressly identifies aircraft types and flight activity assumptions 

assumed for NAWS Point Mugu and projects a continuation of 1990 flight activity levels. This makes it 

easy to identify specific aircraft squadrons that have been deactivated or relocated out of the air basin 
since the emission forecasts were prepared. Between 1990 and 1996, 54 combat jet aircraft, two jet 
transports, three turboprop aircraft, and eight helicopters have been removed from NAWS Point Mugu. 
During the same period, no combat jet aircraft, two jet transports, four turboprop aircraft, and six 
helicopters were added to NAWS Point Mugu. Flight operations associated with NAWS Point Mugu 
dropped from 37,663 event cycles in 1990 to 16,918 event cycles in 1996 (see Tables D-64 through D-66 
in Appendix D of the FEIS). In addition to reductions in emissions from aircraft operations, there have 
been reductions in emissions from other sources due to the related reduction in base personnel and 
aircraft maintenance activities (see Table D-63 in Appendix D of the FEIS). The resulting net emission 
reduction accommodates the E-2 action (see Table D-61 in Appendix D of the FEIS). 

13-P      Comment noted. Employment benefits for Imperial County are discussed in Section 4.4.3. It is 
acknowledged that basing the E-2 squadrons at NAF. El Centra would help achieve goals of the 

CalWorks program. 

13-Q     The Navy's preferred alternative is based on a combination of operational requirements, cost factors, 
and environmental impacts. The EIS presents a balanced comparison of alternatives using parallel 
analyses and factual information. Operational considerations and cost factors favor the NAWS Point 

Mugu alternative. 

13-R      The Navy does not believe that corrections and revisions contained in the Final EIS warrant 
recirculation as a new draft document (40 CFR §1502.9). The Final EIS is.being distributed to all 
commenting parties, with a 30-day no action period before the Navy implements the realignment 

action. 
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Letter 14 

OPERAT,NC HEABaüARTERS - P. O. BOX «7 . IW«^CAUF«««.»»« 

January 5,1997 

Ms. Kelly Knight, Environmental Planner 
Department of the Navy, Southwest Division 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
1220 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92132-5190 
(619)532-1242 FAX 

Subject:   Cornmenls-DEISforteRealigron^ 

Dear Ms. Knight 

The Imperial Irrigation District (HD) has ™^ ** ^. ^™^ ^***^ . 
(DEIS) for the ReSgnment of E-2 Squadrons from Naval Air Stahoo Mhamar ^1^ 
being given the opportunity to comment on this document As the regunal suppher of raw water 
toTlmSrial CountyVtbe HD is concerned about coimicting statements and errors tial appear m the 

DEIS regarding water supply issues. 

The DD is extremely confident in the security of its wat« supply. ffistoricaUy the ITO is the large^ 
2gkuser of Colorado River water, diverting an average 19 million acre-feet each year over 
nkSy-seven percent of these flows are used for agricultural purposes leavmg ess te athree 
Lucent deroandfmm the municipal and industrial (MAI) sector. The HD is quite «tote * 
w^su^s more than sufficient to supply all current andfi^eUZl **«*£*** 
«erviceXnduding A* proposed realignment of E-2 ^^^^^^Z 
which we understand involves an increase in estimated water use of about 400 acre-feet per year. 

Statements on water supplies in Section 4.93 (page 4-78) arc correct in stating that "The impact to 
water supply at NAF El Centrowould be less than significant No rmtgauon would be require^ 
and "ThYunpact to water supply within the region of influence (ROD would be less to 
Z^To mitigation «rid be required." Tables ES-2 and 4-30 ako ^»J^ 
than^ienificant impact". Discussions regarding cumulative unpactsate f^^umma^ 
^7) and Copter 5 (page 5-24) are not correct and should be deleted. Attached are 
marked copies of these pages showing the deletions. 

Additionally, with regard to the Colorado River flows the ™f5PU
v
esl° ^?^S^^S 

sentence of Section 3.2J (page 3-31) is incorrect and should be cither deleted-Cg»^*^ 
^ft. of ^ T.      i       ,    nv rWlinnri dnrinn maul Jiuu JUü tu innrnnrurl npfltemm urn -mtf 

14-A 

14-B 



Colorado River's allocation methodology ^^^J^U^tS^ entitlement, is 
endüen^of4.4rnüUonac^ 
a set amount that does not vary on aa aimud teis. incre^ao^ 

reduced the volume of unused apportionmentthatfcs » ^^^SomT(b^ot a 
effect of which in future years, will be a net decrease in a™lablc^'y *^ && situation 
^allocations  Because of HD*, senior^«:nghtW)££Zf£^« 
during which we would not be able to meet the water supply needs for me prapcaeaiww» 
the B-2 squadrons to NAF El Centre. 

«. rt^fP« Wo River flows, especially near the last diversion point, is a concern. The water quality of Colorado Kiver BOWS, «P«^' ^. „län^y responsible 
However it is the Federal Government, through **££™^* ^^Sshort 

for programs to ininimizc salt **~*^^£A^ «Ä» «* « retum 

term trends are affected by runoff conditions, ^. ^^ " °^^nü ^ seen an 

Salinity"). 
«.     «*, rH^vouferallowmgftellDtocornmentoniheDHSfortheprop^ 
Once again, than* you lor auowmg u» uw« A-,«,«! to reviewine the final version 
ofE-2SquadronsiromNavalAirSta^ tfyouhave 

of this document and to incorporation of *e I^°JB ^^^v^niease ß*l free to 
any questions or need additional information pertauung to_ water ^^^ "" 
cSuit Robert McCullough, Manager of Planning and Engineering, at (760)339-9263. 

Sincerely, 

MKSIAEL J.CLINTON 
General Manager 

14-C 

attachments (3) 



cumulative project fro» « air quality perspeatve. Eo-ww ~^"* * 
fir« phase of F/A-18 E/F arrive would exced the CAA conWy «b* 
ULs thresholds for the San Joaquin Valley, thus requiring a conformity 
determination. This would be a significant and mitigable impact. 

The basing of F/A-18E/F agrafe squadrons at NAS Lemoore is the mo« 
signif^Tpotendal cumulative project from a noise P«Pecuve.    As noted 

liiNASLemCidentiEedasmepreferredalternative. That ^provide a 

detailed evaluarion-of ibe direct, indirect, and cumulative noise impacts of the 

F/A-1SE/F action. 

Potentially signified cumulative effects could occur to available water supply. 
The water that the Wesdands Vater District (Festlands) receives from the State 
Water Project is variable. Although NAS Lemoore has contracted for 3,000 acre- 
feet (370 hectare-meters) per year, Wesdands cannot guarantee delivery of the full 
contract amount A range of mitigation measure» are available to address the 

impacts of decreased state water project deliveries. 

No cumulatively significant impacts associated with other resources would result 

from implementation of the proposed action at NAS Lemoore. 

NAF El Centre Alternativ* 

The 

0544 

The addition of cumulative traffic would result in LOS F at the intersections of 
Bennett Road/Even Hewes Highway and Forrester Road/EvenJHewe, Highw^ 
during the AM and PM peak hours. By installing a signal at the tmmection of 
Forrester Road and Evan Hewes Highway, the impacts of the cumulative: traffic 
would be reduced and operations would improve to LOS C or better dunng the 

AM and PM peak hours. 

By installing a signal providing a separate southbound left rurn Ian* and allowing 
free-right-turns for westbound traf5c at the intersection of Benn« Road and Evan 
Hew« Highway, the cumulative impacts would be reduced and the opera»» 
would imoWto LOS C during the AM and PM peak hours. Th« mmgauon 
would require widening the southbound approach to provide a separate outbound 
left-turn lane and an inbound lane for the free-right-tums. 

£.2 Aircraft Scwdro* torment Draft fimmmentaf impact Stattment November 1997 
ES-17 



UtJntJ*s*nd Services t^rfwkMe 5*» supply. 
Potentially significant cumulative effects .^/^^^S *^e 

Thewatersupplyfortfclmperia^ 

supply is not expect to;«-»£** ^iS^decLing A««»»«« 5««^ municipal and iniu^deniand tmjsi»W« bfl «creases 

f «Iti«tio\ mX&L avaüable* to addressee Impa« of decreased 
A range of «•""nM?"' * ^ ^«äo^rict or NAF El Centro 
regional water supplWCMer ^^*J^ wmiQg *!,« of existing 

could Identify «****? ^Z^fo^Z« conservation measures by 
water rights. jy-r£^ft^irid reduce the demand for 

water to acconiniojp«^ »m>~« ^ 
■MO «ould>oW the efea of «loans *=>**■ 

To «A the ~~b«r of «wfa* »—* *» *■ E"2 "tv™^ 

education. ^^ ^'^ ^^l^^^^X rhc 
x.   J. u„ A* US Deoarcmenl of Education, which wouio co™?««- 

■ SSÜTcfÜi XTNO significant cumulative imp- arc anuopated to 

'     occur, and no mitigation measures would be required. 

PubncHahhtndSafety k    j^^e of E. 
.    Plaanedmmta^projecuCicWiedm^ 

2 and F/A48E/F aircraft. Tie resulnng »crease »^^^ te ^ 
•      ~ ™v «ult b increased hazards to airspace safety.   Meccano» 

„„^«„oniAt. Air<ndBocomrol*«=ota.«"W ^"^        ^ 

would  not  result  m an  mcrease  to  naau™ r-  



is   ^ 

^ 
ä 

i 
a 6 

5 

(•urd-d) »3W9AV |wwnr\r joiqSpAl 



Comment and Responses 

Letter 14 
Imperial Irrigation District 

14-A See response to Imperial County Board of Supervisors (Comment 13-A). 

14-B See response to Imperial County Board of Supervisors (Comment 13-A). 

14-C      See response to Imperial County Board of Supervisors (Comment 13-A). 
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Letter 15 

1» SOOTH NINTH STREET 
El CENTRO. CA. 922*3-2150 

AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT 

TELEPHONE: (619) 339-M06 
FAX: (619) 353-9420 

MEMORANDUM 

DATE: December 8, 1997 

TO: Jurg Heuberger, Planning Director/ 

FROM: Steve Birdsall, Air Quality Control Officer 

SUBJECT: Draft EIS Review 

District staff have concluded a review of the "Draft Environmenta 
Impact Statement for the Realignment of E-2 Squadrons From NAS 
Miramar". Particular attention has been given to the methods and 
assumptions used to calculate air emissions and air quality impacts 
for the proposed project. District staff have conducted a screening 
analysis in the short amount of time given to review the document. 

With regard to air quality, the District has determined that the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed relocation of 
of E-2 Squadrons to NAF El Centro is adequate and accurate. 

Should you or your staff have any questions or concerns regarding 
this determination, feel free to contact us. 

(.0 -><; 
^ X,'-' . 

0'f 
CP    — O 

<2.c 
^0       £<.« ^      t. o 

«° 'i 
&  l 

<p 

15-A 



Comment and Responses 

Letter 15 
Imperial County 

Air Pollution Control District 

15-A Thank you for your review of the EIS. 
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Letter 16 

tECTOR OF PUBUC WORKS 
UNTY ROAD COMMISSIONER 

155 SOUTH 11TH STREET 
EL CENTRO CA 92243-2853 

TEL: (619) 339-4462 

FAX: (619) 352-1272 

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 
ENGINEERING - SURVEYING - TRANSIT - SOLID WASTE 

December 8, 1997 

Mr. Jurg Heuberger 
Imperial County Planning Dept. 
Courthouse 
El Centro, CA 92243 

SUBJECT:  DEIS for the Realignment of E-2 Squadrons from NAS 
Miramar 

Dear Mr. Heuberger: 

This Department has reviewed the DEIS for the above referenced 
project. With " the exception of the traffic volume shown on 
Forrester Road north of Evan Hewes Hwy we are in agreement with the 
data shown on the report. The report shows an ADT of 3,560 
vehicles per day and our records indicate a count of 8,035 vehicles 
per day (1997 count) . However, this only lowers the level of 
services from LOS A to LOS B and would not materially affect the 
"segment" analysis. 

The executive summary NAF El Centro alternative•Page ES-17 refers 
to LOS F at the intersection of Bennett Road and Evan Hewes Highway 
in the second paragraph. According to the traffic analysis the 
service level should be LOS B. 

It is this department's opinion that this report adequately 
addresses the impact upon traffic and therefore approve that 
portion of the report. 

Sincerely yours, 

16-A 

16-B 

16-C 

TIMOTHYS. >KJNES 
Director of Public Works 
ga 

trafficUicubrj 



Comment and Responses 

Letter 16 
County of Imperial Department of Public Works 

16-A      Although the most recent traffic count indicates an ADT of 8,035 vehicles per day in 1997, more than 
twice the previous estimate, this increase in volume would not adversely affect traffic circulation. The 
level of service would change from LOS A to LOS C. Table 3-33, Table 4-22, and Table 5-15 have been 
revised to reflect this change. This LOS is well within acceptable operating standards. 

16-B      The LOS F on Page ES-17 of the Executive Summary refers to the cumulative condition. The LOS B 
condition at Bennett Road and Evan Hewes Highway refers to the 1999-with-project condition 

described in Chapter 4.5. 

16-C      Comment noted. 
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Letter 17 

VENTURA LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION 

Hall of Administration 
800 South Victoria Avenue, L#1850 

Ventura, CA 93009 
[805)654-2576 FAX (805) 654-5106 

December 23,1997 
i *. A J > : 1 

Kelly K. Knight 
Environmental Planner 
Department of the Navy 
Southwest Division 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
1200 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92132-5190 

Dear Mr. Knight, 

re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Realignment of E-2 Squadrons 
from Naval Air Station (NAS) Miramar 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Executive Summary and related materials concerning 
the above noted Draft Environmental Impact Statement. The proposed project does not appear 
to have any issues which relate to the Ventura Local Agency Formation Commission. 

Due to the feet that there appears to be no issues relating to the Ventura Local Agency Formation 
Commission we will not provide any comments other than the acknowledgment that we did 
receive and review the proposed Draft Environmental Statement materials. 

17-A 

Arnold Doway 
Executive Officer 



Comment and Responses 

Letter 17 
Ventura Local Agency Formation Commission 

17-A Thank you for your review. 
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Letter 18 

:ITY OF SAN BUENAVENTURA 
December 10,1997 

Kelly K. Knight 
Environmental Planner 
DeptoftheNavy 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
1220 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92132-5190 

CITY COUNCIL 

James J. Friedman, Mayor 
Ray Di Guilio, Deputy Mayor 
Brian Brennan, Councilmember 
Donna De Paola, Councilmember • 
James L. Monahan, Councilmember 
Sandy E. Smith, Councilmember 
Jack Tingstrom, Councilmember 

RE: Draft EIS for Realignment of E-2 Squadrons from Naval Air Station Miramar 
Case No. NOP-28-97 

Dear Ms. Knight: 

Thank you for the opportunity' to review the above noted document. The City's 
Environmental Impact Report ("EIR") Committee met on December 10, 1997 and offers 
the following comments. 

The Draft EIS states that the Pt. Mugu site is the preferred alternative realignment site. 
The significant impacts which are identified with respect to "Clean Air Act conformity," 
"emissions of non-attainment pollutants," "schools," and "prehistoric subsurface 
deposits" are analyzed as being m'rtigable to a level of less than significant. The 
mitigation measures which are proposed appear to be appropriate and measures which 
are typical for projects located within Ventura County. 

We are in agreement with the identification of Pt Mugu as the preferred alternative site 
for the realignment due, in part, to the positive economic impact of the base on 
surrounding area. In addition, the impacts caused by this expansion and the influx of a 
potential of 988 personnel and their families are mitigable. 

In summary, the preferred alternative site of Pt Mugu appears to be both 
environmentally and socio-economically positive and the City of Ventura looks forward 
to the potential realignment to that site. 

If you have questions regarding this response, please contact Karen Bates, Planning 
Division, (805)658-4720. 

Everett Millais 
Acting Chair, EIR Committee 

18-A 

501 Poli Street • E O. Box 99 • Ventura, California • 93002-0099 • (805) 654-7800 • FAX (805) 652-0865 

Prin wH «i rwvrW rorfr - ro hele protect our environment 



Comment and Responses 

Letter 18 
City of San Buenaventura 

18-A Thank you for your review. 
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Letter 19 

XNARD SCHOOL DISTRICT 
1051 SOUTH "A" STREET 

January 5,1998   "FAXED" 
•      OXMARD. CALIFORNIA 93030 . M5 / 487-3918 

Department of the Navy 
Southwest Division 

BOARD OF TRUSTEESNaval Faculties Engineering Command 
SUSAN E. ALVAREZ     1220 Pacific Highway 

San Diego, CA 92132-5190 rrciMCQC 

MAKYUBARRETO.P6.D. 
a«* Attention: 

FRANCISCO J. DOMWGUEZ 
ARTHUR JOB LOPEZ 

JAMES J.SUTER 

ADMINISTRATION   RE: 

KeUyK. Knight 
Environmental Planner 
By direction of the Conunander 

RNARD J. X0RENST61N. EiO. 
Superinli ml' nt 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (DOS) FOR THE 
REALIGNMENT OF E-2 SQUADRONS FROM NAVAL AIR STATION 
MBRAMAR TO NAWS PT. MUGU 

RICHARDDUARTE 
Attitunt SupcrimuwkBC 

Edueitiea&l Scrvica 

SANDRA J.HRRRERA 
AuuiMil Supts iiizciidcnt 

Bonnes «nd Fisal Service 

KENT?ATTERSON 
Anociite Superintendent 

Humin Rastcect and 
Support Services 

Dear Ms. Knight: 

OXNARD SCHOOL DISTRICT ("District") is in receipt of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Realignment of E-2 Squadrons 
from Naval Air Station Märamar to NAWS Pt. Mugu dated November 12,1997. 
This letter represents the District's response to the Draft EIS. 

As soon as possible, but no longer than 30 days after receiving a Notice of 
Preparation from the Ircad Agency, the Responsible Agency shall send a written 
reply by certified mau or any other method which provides the agency with a record 
showing that the notice was received. The reply shall specify the scope and content 
of the environmental mfonnation which would be germane to the Responsible 
Agency's statutory resporisini^ties m connection whh the proposed project. The 
Lead Agency shall include this information in the ETJR. (emphasis added). 

Let me introduce you the Oxnard School District OSD is the largest elementary 
school district in Ventura County. It serves over 14,600 students in grades 
kindergarten through eighth grade. 

Oxnard Elementary operates on a multi-track year round calendar at all of its 18 
campuses. What that means is that we are able to pack our schools at over 125% of 
rapacity through that year round c*1rn'j»'r operation and in doing so have saved 
building over four schools. But what that also means is that our campuses are the 
largest in Ventura County. The average school size in the county serves 
approximately 550 students. Our smallest school has over 850 children attending 
and our largest has over 1400 children. Most of our campuses have around 1000 
students each. 

19-A 

19-B 



Ms. Kelly K. Knight 
Department of tbe Navy 

Page Two 
January 5,1998 

In 1988 OSD passed a $40 mDHon general obligation bond. Since 1988, we ^«^"^^ 
k-6 schools, one intermediate school and added a classroom wing at an existing school Our rat 
recently constructed elementary school, the Norman R Brekke School, opened on July 29, 1997, 

completely full! 

Last year the State of California implemented a class size reduction program (CSR) for grades 
kindergarten through third grade moving from a 30 to 1 ratio to a 20 to 1 ratio for those.grades 
Unfortunately for OSD, we md not have sufficient classroom space to implement any of the class 
size reduction program without bringing in portable classroom bufldings. OSD applied for and 
received 45 emergency portable buildings from the state which enabled us to implement CSR m 
first grade and some second grade classes only. We have applied to the State and are awamng 
approval for an additional 44 portable classrooms. This will enable us to implement another full 
grade of CSR The placement of 89 portables throughout existing campuses is the equivalent of 
adding another three schools worth of classroom space. There is no more room on wh.ch to place 
any more classrooms at existing schools. 

In June of this year OSD passed another general obligation bond election for S57 million. In 
addition to niodernization funds for existing schools, these bonds provide the aoifity to construct 
two more elementary schools needed just to handle those children already born and living within 
the City of Oxnard. 

A Long Range Facilities Master Plan Report presented to our Board of Trustees recently states that 
the first of those two schools must open within three years and the second must open two years 
later in order for us to have housing for existing children. This need is irrespective of any students 
that might be generated from any potential future housing development. 

Unavoidable development utilization and fiscal impacts on the District need to be addressed, 
particularly as they relate to tiie quality, quantity, and present and future condition of the District's 
enrollments, space utilization, curriculum, financial and fiscal condition, transportation, operational 
and xnaintenance activities, administrative activities, and asset management activities. 

By copy of this letter we are requesting an extrapolation, based on historical Point Mugu data, how 
many students should our district expect and how we might apply for any federal monies available 
to districts effected by this project 

Sincerely, ^^ * 

SANDRA! 
Assistant Superintendent 
Business & Fiscal Services 

19-B 

19-C 

19-D 

SJHfcc 
cc:      Dr. B.J. Korenstein. Superintendent, OSD 



Comment and Responses 

Letter 19 
Oxnard School District 

19-A      The commentor is citing procedures for commenting on documents prepared under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) California Pub. Res. Code § 21000 et seq. The EIS is prepared 
pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 42 USC § 4321 et seq., which has similar 
but not identical review procedures. The Navy will make a good faith effort to incorporate all relevant 

information provided by the district. 

19-B      Thank you for providing updated information on the Oxnard School District. Background 
information on the district's schools has been reviewed and incorporated into the Final EIS, in Section 
3.9.1. 

19-C      The incremental impacts of the actions addressed in the EIS are discussed in Section 4.9 of the EIS. The 
socioeconomic model outputs for each potential site, including those for school impacts, are listed in 

Appendix C. 

19-D      The number of additional students generated as a result of the Navy action addressed in this EIS has 
been extrapolated for each potential site and is discussed in Section 4.9 of the EIS. The Navy recently 
completed a survey of the E-2 squadrons to estimate the number of children who will be relocated. 
This new information indicates the Navy action would result in 116 additional students, which would 
not create critical utilization and fiscal impact when spread throughout the affected school districts 
Please see Appendix C for a copy of the survey results. Section 3.9, Plans and Policies, addresses the 
issues of federal funds and how to apply for them. This section discusses the Improving America's 
Schools Act of 1994, Public Law (PL) 103-382, Title VIE, PL 102-368, Title H and P. L. 102-484, § 386. 
Additional information on funding is available from the US Department of Education. 
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Letter 20 

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AGENCY 

county of Ventura v**£™ 
Ajency Dirocow 

Monday, January 05,1998 

Kefly Knight 
U.S. Navy 
FAX619-532-1242 

Subject: £2 Squadron Realignment 

Dear Kdly Knight: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the subject documents. These notices were 
circulated for review. The responses are attached. Please forward your reply to our 
comments as appropriate. 20-A 

Please call Kim Hocking if you have questions and he will direct you to the appropriate 
person, 805-654-2414. 

Yours truly, 

Thomas Berg, Director 

Reference No. 97-94 

cc:Trigg,PWA-L£l600 

Attachment 

Government Cantor, Hall of Administration. 1*1700 

800 S.Vfc*rtAv«..V«ntM,Ca. 93009 (805)654-2661 FAX 648-8212 



Comment and Responses 

Letter 20 
County of Ventura Resource Management Agency 

20-A Thank you for your review of the EIS. 
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Letter 21 

PUBLIC WORKS AGENCY 
TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT 
Traffic and Planning ^Administration 

MEMORANDUM 
December 8,1997 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Resource Management Agency, Planning Division 
Attention: Kim Hocking 

Robot 8. Brownie, Principal Engineer f& 
Review of Document Number 97-94 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
For the Realignment of E-2 Squadrons from Naval Air Station (NAS) Märamar 
US Department of Defense, Department of the Navy 

The Transportation Department has reviewed the subject Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Realignment of E-2 Squadrons from Naval Ah* Station (NAS) Miramar as proposed by the United States 
Department of Defense, Department of the Navy. The preferred alternative is the NAWS Point Mugu near the 
City of Oxnard in the County of Ventura. We offer the following comments: 

1) We concur with the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for thc«e areas under the purview of the    91-A 
Transportation Department with one exception. The DEIS should also analyze the project's impacts on 
the intersection of Navalair Road and Hueneme Road. 

2) Ventura County Ordinance Number 4071 and General Plan Amendment 94-3 require that development 
within the County pay a Traffic Impact Mitigation Fee based co the net bcreascmtiafSc to mitigate the 
cumulative impacts of new traffic on the Regknal Road Netwcdc In accordance with NEPA and CEQA, 
and, pursuant to the Traffic Impact Mitigation Fee Ordinance, the applicant should pay a traffic impact 
Mitigation Fee to the County and impacted Cities. Based on the traffic data provided in the DEIS, the 
Traffic Impact Mitigation Fee due the County would be: 

1,024 vehicle-trips per day x S114.18 per vehicle-trip = S1T6 9?0T> ? 1 ."R 

The above fee may be subject to adjustment at the time of deposit, due to provision mtlie Traffic Impact 
Mitigation Ordinance allowing the Fee to be adjusted for inflation based on the Caltrans District 7 
construction cost index. 

Provided the applicant remits this Traffic Impact Mitigation Fee, this project would be consistent with 
the County's General Plan transportation policies. However, impacted Cities such as Oxnard, Port 
Hueneme and Camarilk should also be contacted regarding the impact of additional traffic on their 
jurisdictions. 

3) Prior to aty work bemg conducted within the City, County, or State right-of-way, the applicant shall    21-C 
obtain an Encroachment Permit from me appropriate Agency. 

4) Our review of this Draft Ermronrnental IropaaStateoxmt is limited to the impacts this project may h^^      21-D 
on the County's Regional Road Network. ' 

Please call me at extension 2080 with questions. 

c: RichardHerrera, DuaneFlaten, CaroleTrigg 

RBB/JOTDRTa 



Comment and Responses 

Letter 21 
County of Ventura Public Works Agency Transportation Department 

21-A      The intersection of Navalair Road and Hueneme Road was not included as part of the initial traffic 
study conducted by Linscott, Law, & Greenspan (1997). However, level of service calculations 
conducted by the County based on 1995 counts at the intersection of Navalair Road and Hueneme 
Road indicated LOS A during the AM and PM peak hours. The analysis of the intersection of Navalair 
Road and Pacific Coast Highway SB ramp indicated that few project-generated trips (three AM and 15 
PM trips) would continue along Navalair Road to Hueneme Road, and the impacts to the intersection 
of Navalair Road and Hueneme Road therefore were assumed to be minimal. 

21-B      The EIS shows that the E-2 realignment would increase traffic levels in the vicinity of NAWS Point 
Mugu, contributing to a significant and mitigable cumulative impact at one off-base intersection. (See 
sections 4.5.1 and 5.1). If Caltrans or the local government provided a signal at the intersection of 
North Mugu Road and Frontage Road, the operations would improve to a LOS B or better, reducing 
impacts to less than significant levels. However, the Navy, as a federal agency, does not have any legal 
authority to pay for mitigation fees. 

21-C      The E-2 realignment would not require any work within city, county, or state rights-of-way, and 
therefore no encroachment permits would be required. However, should future development require 
work within the rights*of-way, the Navy would coordinate with the appropriate agencies prior to 
initiating this work. 

21-D      Thank you for your comments. 
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County of Ventura 

PLANNING DIVISION 

MEMORANDUM 

Letter 22 

DATE: DEC 8-1997 

TO: Kim Hocking, Environmental Document Coordinator 

IROM: Bruce Smith, Manager, General Plan Section 

SUBJECT: Reference No. 97-94/E2 Squadron HS 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the subject EIS. The only comments we have to offer 
relate to various maps in the EIS. 

We recommend that Figure 3-12 be changed to show that the California Air National Guard 
(CANG) facility, adjacent to NAWS PL Mugu, is "Military" and not "Open Space/Agriculture" 
as incorrectly shown on the map. Figure 3-13 shows facility land uses , however, the CANG site 
is not indicated on the map. The noise contour map (Figure 3-31) should also be changed to 
include the CANG site because the northwesterly 60/65 CNEL contour lines are reflective of the 
CANG facility. 

Furthermore, for consistency purposes, it is recommended that Figures ES-2, 2-3, 3-35 and 4-4, 
also be amended to reflect the CANG site. 

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Joseph Eisenhut at 654-2464. 

BS3if7lKl27-5.97 

22-A 

PAOF-ftSA 



  

Comment and Responses 

22-A 

Letter 22 
County of Ventura Planning Division 

The requested changes to Figures 3-12, 3-13, and 3-31 have been made. 
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OFFICE OF THE COUNTY 
CLERK AND RECORDER: 
Clerk, Board of Supervisors 

County Clerk 
Registrar of Voters 

Recorder 

RICHARD D. DEAN 
COUNTY CLERK AND RECORDER 

Letter 23 

CLERK.BOARD OF 
SUPERVISORS DIVISION 

DEBORA CARRINGTON 
Assistant Clerk 

4th Floor, Hail of Administration 
800 South Victoria Avenue 

Ventura, CA 93009 

December 18, 1997 

Department of the Navy 
Southwest Division 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
1220 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, Ca. 92132-5190 

Enclosed is one (1) Draft Environmental impact Statement which has 
been filed with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors and posted 
for 30-days pursuant to Section 21152 (c) of the Public Resources 
Code. 

23-A 

RICHARD D. DEAN 
County Clerk and Recorder 

BY. 
Gamete-- 

L. PLACENCIA 
Deputy 

enclosure(s) 

EIRLTR 

"REGISTER TO VOTE - THEN VOTE" 



Comment and Responses 

Letter 23 
County of Ventura 

Office of the County Clerk and Recorder 

23-A      Thank you for filing the DEIS with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors. 
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Letter 24 

The Gas Company» 

December 4, 1997 

Commanding Officer, S.W. Division 
Attn: K. Knight  (Gode553.KK) 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
1220 Pacific Coast Highway 
San Diego, CA 92132-5190 

Subject: Agency Comment (NEGATIVE DECLARATION) for DEIS for the 
Realignment of E-2 Squadrons from Naval Air Station Miramar, State of 

California. 

This letter is not to be interpreted as a contractual commitment to serve this 
proposed project, but only as an information service. Its intent is to notify you that 
Southern California Gas Company has included the additional natural gas demand 
in projections for this area. Gas service can be provided without significant impart 
on the environment from existing facilities. 

Service would be in accordance with our policies and extension rules on file with the 
California Public Utilities Commission at the time contractual arrangements are made. The 
availability of natural gas service, as set forth in this letter, is based on present conditions 
of gas supply and regulatory policies. As a public utility, Southern California Gas 
Company is under the jurisdiction of the California Public Utilities Commission. We can 
also be affected by actions of federal regulatory agencies. Should these agencies take any 
action which affects gas supply or the condition under which service is available, gas • 
service will be provided in accordance with the revised conditions. 

Please consider the Gas Company regarding air quality management, energy 
conservation, new technology and incentive plans in effect at the time. Mr John 
Rees is the Gas Company Account Executive for your construction in the Ventura 
County area. Have the architect/developer contact him at (213) 244-3804 for an 

energy consultation. 

If you have any questions, please contact me at (818) 701-3324. 

Southern Colifomia 
CM Company 

9400OakddUAtKi 

Chiitiwortk, CA 

91313-2300 

Muiling Address: 

BOT 2300 

Chatsuionh. CA 

91313-2300 

24-A 

24-B 

JimHamme 
Technical Services, Northern Region 
818-701-3324 

e D. Tobey, Oxnard District Base 
i. Rees. Non-Core Marketing 
H. Corralejo, Environmental Compliance 
L Douglas, Regional Affairs 
E. Weigman. Engineering 
City Correspondence Tde 

c:\Ifiles\agenccom\Navy.doc 



Comment and Responses 

24-A 

24-B 

Letter 24 
Southern California Gas Company 

The gas company's ability to provide service is noted. 

Thank you for your comment. 
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Letter 25 

From: "Lear, David" <dlear@co.kinas.ca.us>. on 12/2/97 6:43 AM: 
To: Kelly K Knight 

Kelly, 

In regards to our conversation on 12/02/97 
about Traffic Circulation. 

You may want to take a second look at the 
West Hills Community College Development. 

Although your cumulative trip generation figures 
are a worst case scenario as they should be, you 
may want to add some text regarding the college. 

When it goes in it would be required to make the 
improvements to the road system to facilitate the 
trips it would generate. 

Talk to the Lemoore Public Works Dept. 
possibly David Wlaschin about their 
timetable of if and when this development will 
get underway. They know better than I  

25-A 

David F. Lear -Planner/Modeler 
Kings County Association of Governments 



Comment and Responses 

Letter 25 
Kings County Association of Governments 

25-A      The traffic cumulative analysis was revised to include traffic that -would be generated at the West Hills 

Community College at SR 41 and SR 198. Additionally, Mr. David Wlaschin was contacted concerning 
the timetable of the College development. Please refer to section 5.2, Traffic and Circulation, in the 

FEIS. 
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DR DAVID CHIGOS 
PAST PRESIDENT 
NATIONAL DIRECTOR 

Letter 26 

^l   po~J   ?7 

NAVY LEAGUE 
of the 

UNITED STATES 
SAN DIEGO COUNCIL 

Di. Drvid Chigoi 
651 Silvagile Ave 
Sia Diego, CA 92106 
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Comment and Responses 

Letter 26 
Navy League of the United States, San Diego Council 

26-A      Thank you for your comment. 

26-B      The Navy has reviewed the possibility of using ANG facilities for the E-2 realignment and has 
determined there would be no advantages to that possible alternative. In addition, the Navy has no 
ownership or jurisdiction over the ANG facilities. However, please note that the ANG facilities have 
been added to Figures 3-12, 3-13, and 3-31 in the FEB. 
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pffi^ % Letter 27 

Box 352 
3844 Channel Islands Blvd 
Oxnard, CA 93035 

An Ad Hoc Non-Proßt Environmental Organization 

December 9,1997 

Commanding Officer 
Southwest Division 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
1220 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92132-5190 

Attention: Ms Kelly Knight 

Re: DEIS/E2 Realignment 

Dear Commanding Officer, 

The Beacon, a non profit environmental organization, made oral comments at the 
May 21,1996 scoping meeting in Oxnard and has submitted written comments dated 
May 24,1996. Our interest continues and we request to be included in the distribution 
of all environmental documents. 

We have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and are 
concerned with its adequacy particularly regarding the following: 

1. Impact on Biological Resources. The DEIS discussion of the Affected 
Environment states that noise levels above 75 dB from aircraft operations will extend 
only one mile from each base's airstrip.   Based on this noise level measure alone, the 
region of influence (ROI) for impacts of aircraft on biological resources is determined to 
be only the area within a one mile radius of the airstrip. By its own terms, the analysis 
done in the circumscribed aircraft ROI provides an environmental review for activities 
of the E-2 aircraft only within one mile of the airstrip. The ROI analysis needs to be 
expanded to all areas used by E-2 aircraft for the proposed action. The analysis also 
needs to be expanded to consider other impacts on biological resources including air 
pollution and electromagnetic radiation. 

2. Noise Impact. The DEIS concludes that Noise generated by the proposed 
action is less than significant and (page 4-59) "would not cause any meaningful 
change in overall noise around NAWS Point Mugu ...." Any change to the ambient 
noise levels, especially within residential areas, is a significant disturbance to the 

27-A 

27-B 

27-C 



quiet enjoyment historically enjoyed. Insufficient data is provided to permit an 
assessment of noise impact. One deficiency is that the intended flight path is neither 
adequately described nor is it diagramed. 

Another source of concern is the noise consequences of changes in the proposed 
action from what was described in the scoping meetings. The "Fact Sheet" provided at 
the scoping meetings (included in the DEIS at page A-10) stated the proposed action 
would be conducted "Monday through Friday" using "Two shifts (7:00 AM to midnight)" 
and that there would be "8 additional flights per day" and "8,000 practice carrier 
landings per year." The DEIS Executive Summary (ES-4) says there will be 
"approximately 12,000 Field Carrier Landing Practices (FCLPs) and 550 touch-and-go 
exercises" all as part of some "3,650 annual take-offs and arrivals." The FLCP 
number in the Executive Summary is 50% greater than the data 
presented at the scoping meetings.  The limitation on operations to weekdays is 
not found in the DEIS and the time of operation is now no longer limited to a midnight 
cut off but just stated to be "Ninety percent... during the night." 

The model used to determine noise impacts appears to be inadequate. The sound 
data in the DEIS is generated by a computer model without any field testing.   The 
model utilized contains no data on the E-2 and so data on another type of aircraft is 
accessed and adjusted down by one half (i.e.3dB) because the E-2 has two less 
engines (pages E-5 & 6). This is erroneous since noise impacts are not simply 
arithmetically additive. We note also that the P-3 aircraft used in the model as a proxy 
for the E-2, is not a carrier based aircraft and may have lesser take off and landing high 
power noise characteristics than operations of the E-s in a carrier landing mode. The 
model results appear to assume a single aircraft in a single practice exercise. 
However, the field carrier landing exercise appear to contemplate multiple passes by 
one or more E-2 aircraft in what may be an overlapping pattern (i.e. a "racetrack" 
pattern in which one plane may be doing a touch and go while another is circling in an 
approach or departure mode). 

In Summary, The proposed action escalates the activity level and thus increases 
the noise impacts above those described in the scoping meetings. The computer 
model does not utilize appropriate data representative of the E-2. The event modeled 
appears to assume a single plane single pass scenario that may not adequately 
portray the proposed action. For all of these reasons, the DEIS noise analysis is 
insufficient and needs to be verified.   Prior to finalization of the DEIS, a realistic full 
scale multiple aircraft test should be conducted at the preferred location of E-2's 

27-D 

27-E 

27-F 

27-G 



-3- 
engaged in the proposed action.   The time of the test event should be the subject of a 
public notice and sound measurements taken should be opened for public review and 
comment. 

27-G 

3.   Air Pollution.   According to the DEIS, air pollution is a significant but 
mitigable impact of E-2 operations at NAWS Point Mugu.    Aircraft operations will 
generate ozone in excess of the threshold criteria for Ventura County which is a non- 
attainment area. The only "mitigation" is that the added pollution is significantly less 
than the level of pollution generated by NAWS Point Mugu in 1990. Based on this 
"offset" alone (page 4-48) "... conformity with the ozone SIP [State Implementation 
Plan] for Ventura County can be demonstrated and this impact is mitigated." 

This simplistic offset calculation will not properly satisfy a Clean Air Act conformity 
determination. The approach is also deficient in providing a factual basis for the 
calculation of past pollution levels. It is claimed (Table D-49C) that the reduction since 
1990 resulted from overall reduction in aircraft activity. It is stated (page D-14) that 
" NAWS Point Mugu Environmental Division staff have identified 67 aircraft that no 
longer operate ...." and that flight operations of these aircraft "accounted for over one- 
half of all flight operations at NAWS Point Mugu during 1990." 

No data is provided on the factual basis of the Environmental Division staff 
conclusions regarding pollution levels generated by past activities. Without more 
information, the decision maker has no way of knowing whether the conclusion is 
based on comparable experience. 

27-H 

27-1 

27-J 

The DEIS defines "mitigation" (Glossary page 11-7) as "A method or action to 
reduce or eliminate program impacts."  The claimed offset is not a "mitigation" 
because it does nothing to lessen the impact of the proposed action. Actual 
mitigations that need to be considered in the DEIS include restrictions on operation 
during periods of high pollution and the possibility of controls on flight profiles 
designed to reduce the air pollution impact. 

27-K 

4.    Electromagnetic Radiation. The E-2 (page 1-2) "produces a high 
frequency electromagnetic field" so powerful that it is standard operating procedure "to 
not activate the radar below 2,000 feet.The DEIS (page 3-144) only recognizes 
electromagnetic arcs above and within NAWS Point Mugu as part of the public health 
region of influence included in the analysis of the proposed action.   Yet elsewhere 
(page 4-88) the DEIS says the E-2 realignment "would not create a significant 
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radiation impact to personnel or fuel on or off the base." Apparently there is some 
impact and the analysis needs to be expanded to disclose any areas where RF 
emissions related to the proposed action might cause a safe separation distance for 
the Controlled or Uncontrolled environment to extend onto or over areas outside the 
base confines. Disclosure is needed whether the proposed action includes interaction 
or joint exercises with other RF emitters in the region including those at the Naval 
Surface Warfare Engineering Facility (SWEF) at Port Hueneme and, if so, the potential 
for electromagnetic radiation impacts needs to be analyzed. 

5. Public Safety.    The analysis should consider the additional risk exposure to 
public safety of Ventura County population centers incident to home basing of strategic 
aircraft at NAWS Point Mugu. This changes the targeting character of this base and 
increases the potential for hostile involvement. 

6. Cumulative Impacts.   The DEIS states (page 5-1) that "The cumulative 
analysis does not consider impacts of F/A-18E/F squadrons and personnel at NAWS 
Point Mugu since this alternative base was eliminated as an alternative for relocation 
of the F/A-18E/F aircraft following a detailed evaluation of its capabilities to accept the 
relocation action." What is the basis for this statement?   Unless NAWS Point Mugu 
has been formally deleted by the Navy from consideration for the F/A-18E/F aircraft this 
possibility must be included in the cumulative impacts analysis. 

The DEIS preparer has been misinformed in concluding (page 5-1) that: "No 
significant projects are proposed near the base in the City of Camarillo nor Ventura 
County based on conversations with local planning department staff." Actually, two 
major public development projects are planned within four miles of the base. One, an 
16,000 seat open air amphitheater, is the subject of an EIR certified by the Ventura 
County Board of Supervisors on September 16,1997. The second, the planned re- 
development of the Camarillo State Hospital site into a California State University, 
has not yet been subject to an EIR. 

NAWS Point Mugu submitted written scoping comments in the Amphitheater EIR 
process regarding the impact of noise from Navy flight operations and the impact on 
base traffic and circulation of amphitheater operations. The noise model in the E-2 
DEIS (see figure 4-4, page 4-60) shows a sound contour of 65 dB extending to the 
amphitheater site. This is a significant change (see figure 3-21, page 3-105) from the 
DEIS model of aircraft operations without the E-2's that shows the 65 dB contour at 
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least two miles distant from the amphitheater site. The amphitheater EIR needs to be 
included in the environmental review of cumulative impacts. The proposed State 
University also needs to be considered. 

The cumulative impacts chapter of the DEIS makes no mention of the Navy EIS now 
in preparation for the Point Mugu Sea Range. In the Executive Summary (ES-10), the 
preparer comments that the E-2 realignment would not "change or increase" the use 
of any areas of the Sea Range and "therefore the ranges are not evaluated in this 
document." If the E-2s will utilize the Range the impact must be included in the 
analysis. The proper criteria for inclusion is not whether the E-2's will increase the use 
of the Range but rather what impacts will result from any use they may make of the . 
Range. In addition, the cumulative impact of any E-2 use of the Range needs to be 
considered in light of the EIS in preparation for increased overall use of the Range. 

Sincerely yours, 
For The Beacon 

The Beacon Steering Committee 

Vickie Finan 

Diane Markham 

27-P 

27-C 
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Letter 27 
The Beacon 

27-A      The Beacon's oral comments were included in the meeting transcript prepared by the court reporter and 
are included in the FEIS as Letter 32. The Beacon is on the project distribution list and will receive 
copies of the FEIS. 

27-B      Selection of the ROI for biological resources was based on several factors: the locations of new 

development on base; existing and proposed noise contours; and the limited area of low-level flights. 
The E-2 aircraft will only fly at elevations lower than 3,000 feet during take-offs and landings, and while 
conducting field carrier landing practices. Flight activities only use established approach and departure 
corridors at NAWS Point Mugu. Since the E-2 aircraft provides high altitude radar support, it generally 
flies at an elevation above 3,000 feet and as such will have no impacts to biological resources outside the 
ROI described. The airfield vicinity is the primary location of concentrated E-2 aircraft activity and is 
thus the proper focus for consideration of potential impacts to biological resources. 

Impacts to biological resources in developed areas are discussed in Section 4.1 of the FEIS. The Ventura 
County Game Preserve, immediately northwest of the air station, is the only biologically sensitive resource 
area within a 65-dB or greater noise contour. The noise conditions in the Preserve would not change with 

the addition of the E-2 aircraft (see Figures 3-31 and 4-4 for noise levels under existing and proposed 
action conditions). Because noise generated by the E-2 aircraft is significantly lower than noise from 
existing jet aircraft at NAWS Point Mugu, the single event noise levels from E-2 aircraft takeoffs and 
landings would also be substantially lower than for other jet aircraft. The E-2 aircraft would not be 
expected to have any measurable impact on biological resources in the Ventura County Game Preserve and 
there are no identified mechanisms by which E-2 aircraft could significantly affect biological resources 
more than one mile from the airfield area. 

Air pollutant emissions from airborne aircraft are too low and subject to too much dispersion to have 
any measurable impact on ground level ambient air quality, and thus no impact to biological resources. 
Because of the propensity of radio and television signals, microwave communication signals, weather 
radar signals, and air traffic control radar signals in the project area, it is unlikely that electromagnetic 
transmissions from airborne aircraft would cause significant impacts to wildlife or vegetation. (These 
potential impacts are discussed in the sections 3.6 and 4-6 on air quality, sections 3.7 and 4.7 on noise, 
and 3.11 and 4.11 on public health and safety.) 

27-C      Existing aircraft noise affects residences near NAWS Point Mugu as aircraft have been operating at Point 
Mugu since WWII (see Appendix F for history of the Point Mugu area). Those living in the vicinity of 
NAWS Point Mugu also are exposed to aircraft noise associated with Camarillo Airport and Oxnard 
Airport. E-2 operations at NAWS Point Mugu will not significantly change these noise conditions, as is 
shown on Figures 3-33 and 4-4. No off-base residential areas will be exposed to noise level increases 
exceeding 1.5 to 2 dBA. The human ear is not sufficiently sensitive to recognize noise level changes of 
less than 1.5 to 2 dBA. 

27-D      Fixed-wing aircraft and helicopters use a number of different flight tracks at NAWS Point Mugu. The 
1992 AICUZ for NAWS Point Mugu identifies 40 flight tracks for fixed wing aircraft: 13 flight tracks 
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for departures, 21 flight tracks for arrivals, and 6 flight tracks for landing practice patterns. The 1992 
AICUZ also identifies 22 flight tracks for helicopters:  15 flight tracks for departures and arrivals and 7 
flight tracks for landing practice patterns. The noise contour maps presented in the EIS (Figures 3-31 
and 4-4) are based on annual flight activity distributed appropriately among all flight paths in and out of 
NAWS Point Mugu. The overall shape of the noise contours presented in the EIS clearly indicates the 
predominant flight tracks at NAWS Point Mugu. Accident potential zones (Figure 3-15) also help to 
identify the predominant flight tracks, which, as would be expected, are aligned with the main runway. 
E-2 flight operations, including FCLPs, will use both runways and established approach and departure 
paths. In addition, E-2 aircraft do not conduct low-level flights. 

27-E      The scoping meeting presented preliminary flight activity estimates that were revised as the Draft EIS 
was being prepared. A range of annual flight activity estimates was developed, and the high end of the 
range was used in the DEIS to avoid underestimating impacts of the realigned action. 

A detailed Naval Aviation Simulation Model (NASMOD) study of airfield and airspace utilization 

became available in December 1997 (ATAC Corporation 1997). That analysis included consideration of 

the potential E-2 squadron realignment to NAS Lemoore and the results have been used in the FEIS for 
all three realignment alternatives. The revised flight activity levels are significantly lower than the DEIS 
estimated and are described in Section 2.1 of the FEIS under Aircraft Operations. Since current flight 
activity levels are highest at NAS Lemoore, this represents a worst case scenario at NAWS Point Mugu 
for evening and nighttime flight operations. Results of the NASMOD study show that preliminary E-2 
activity estimates double-counted some types of flight activity by including some types of pattern 
operations in the estimate of annual sorties. In addition, the estimate of annual pattern event operations 
used in the DEIS was too high. The NASMOD study developed these flight numbers from extensive 
interviews with E-2 Wing personnel as well as looking at historic flight operations and consideration of 
deployment schedules and training mission requirements. The FEIS has been revised based on the flight 

.   activity estimates developed in the NASMOD study. The NASMOD flight activity estimates also were 
used for the noise contour modeling at all three realignment alternatives. Data from the noise modeling 
studies were provided as noise contour maps for use in the EIS. 

The scoping meeting material (included in Appendix A of the EIS) identified a normal work schedule 
for most personnel associated with the E-2 squadrons. Most administrative personnel and some 
maintenance personnel will tend to have routine work schedules; air crews, ground crews, and some 
maintenance personnel necessarily will work more flexible schedules. But even a two-shift "normal" 
work schedule allows significant time between sundown and midnight for nighttime flight operations. 

As is stated in the EIS, E-2 flight operations will not cause any significant changes to existing noise levels 
around NAWS Point Mugu. 

27-F      Aircraft noise data used for the EIS are based on direct measurements of real aircraft flyover noise. The 
computer program used to generate noise contours for NAWS Point Mugu merely performs all the 
mathematical calculations necessary to transform a database of real noise measurements into a spatial 
distribution of decibel levels at various distances from assumed flight paths. The flyover event noise 
analysis uses the same aircraft noise database but converts the noise measurement data from one system 
of units into an approximate history of flyover events. 
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It is true that the aircraft noise database used for the analyses presented in the EIS does not include the 
E-2 aircraft. Noise testing of E-2 aircraft has had a low priority because these aircraft are not a 
significant noise source at any military airfield and because an acoustically similar aircraft (the P-3) has 
been tested. The measured noise data for P-3 aircraft provide a good basis for estimating noise levels 
from E-2 aircraft operations. 

The use of P-3 aircraft noise data to estimate noise levels from E-2 aircraft is not arbitrary. Both aircraft 

are powered by Allison T56-A series engines rated at 4,910 electric horsepower. The E-2 aircraft has 
two of these engines and the P-3 aircraft has four. Except for the tail structure, P-3 aircraft and E-2 
aircraft have very similar fuselage shapes. Wing attachment positions and tail configurations have little 
if any effect on aircraft noise. 

With nearly identical engines, similar fuselage shapes, similar engine power settings, and similar takeoff 
and landing speeds, the P-3 is clearly the appropriate choice for estimating noise levels from the E-2. 
The dominant factor in noise differences between P-3 and E-2 aircraft will be the number of engines. 

The 3 dB adjustment for E-2 aircraft versus P-3 aircraft is based on physics and fundamental principles 
of acoustics. Two aircraft engines generate half the total acoustic energy of four similar engines. 
Acoustical energy is additive, and will generate physical pressure fluctuations proportional to the energy 
levels. The mathematics of converting energy and pressure units into decibel units means that a factor 
of 2 change in acoustic energy translates into a noise level change of 3 decibel units (10 times the 
logarithm of 2). The human auditory system will interpret a 3 decibel reduction in noise levels as a one- 
fifth reduction in apparent loudness, not a reduction by one half. 

The noise model used to generate the noise contour maps accomplishes the noise level adjustment by 
modeling E-2 flight activities as P-3 aircraft flying one half the number of anticipated E-2 flight 
operations. This is mathematically equivalent to the 3 dBA adjustment used for the discrete flyover 
noise analysis. Both adjustment approaches are standard procedures for airport noise analyses. 

Two separate types of noise analyses are presented in the EIS: CNEL contour maps for overall aircraft 
activity, and discrete flyover event analyses. The CNEL contour maps for NAWS Point Mugu reflect 
the pattern of aircraft flight activity over an "annual average" day. The time-of-day and flight track 
usage patterns of overall aircraft activity are accounted for in the CNEL contour maps. Average noise 
exposure over a 24-hour period is often presented as a day-night average sound level (Ldn) or as a 
CNEL. This methodology is commonly used in noise studies for both military airfields and 
commercial airports. 

A separate analysis of individual aircraft flyover events was prepared to respond to comments made 
during the scoping process. The scoping comments specifically requested estimates of decibel levels for 
individual aircraft takeoffs and landings, as opposed to the daily average CNEL contours normally 
prepared for airport noise analyses. Pattern event practices for E-2 aircraft rarely involve more than 
three aircraft at one time, with one aircraft in the pattern loop while any other aircraft circle in a 
holding pattern away from the airfield traffic pattern. E-2 aircraft conduct FCLP practices with four 
pilots alternating in one aircraft. The aircraft periodically lands to allow pilots to change position. 
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Both the CNEL contour maps and the individual overflight analysis show that the E-2 aircraft will have 
minimal noise impacts. The CNEL contour modeling shows only minor changes in noise contour 
positions for off-base locations. The individual flyover event analyses show that peak noise levels below 
off-base flight tracks will be comparable to or less than noise levels caused by individual cars and trucks 
on local surface streets. 

27-G     As noted in response to comment 27-F, there will seldom be more than one E-2 aircraft in a practice 
pattern loop at any one time. There are no deficiencies in the analysis of aircraft noise impacts as 
presented in the EIS. The CNEL contour modeling analysis used the current version of the 
NOISEMAP program developed by the US Air Force. NOISEMAP is the standard modeling package 
used for AICUZ and other noise studies at military airfields around the country. A similar modeling 
package is used to develop noise contours for airport land use planning studies at commercial airports. 
The discrete flyover event noise analyses provide an additional evaluation of anticipated aircraft noise 

impacts. There is ho reason to expect significant noise impacts from the proposed action and no need to 

conduct special noise monitoring programs as part of the EIS. 

27-H     An increase in air pollutant emissions is a significant impact only if it produces emissions that violate 

ambient air quality standards or produces emissions that have not been anticipated and accounted for in 
regional air quality plans designed to achieve ambient air quality standards in a timely manner. 

CEQ NEPA 40 CFR §§ 1500-1508 regulations define mitigation as the following: 
• Avoiding impacts by not taking certain actions; 
• Minimizing impacts by modifying an action; 
• Rectifying impacts by restoring or rehabilitating the affected environment; 
• Reducing impacts by preservation or maintenance activities during the life of the action; or 
• Compensating for impacts by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments. 

Emission offsets are a form of mitigation through compensation. 

In the EIS, the incremental emissions associated with the E-2 action are labeled as an impact and the net 
reductions from SIP baseline emissions as a mitigation. This format for presenting the issue is consistent 
with the EPA conformity regulations, which require the incremental emissions change to be calculated 
and compared to de minimis thresholds in order to identify whether the Clean Air Act conformity rules 
apply. Once applicability of the conformity rules is established, then a demonstration of Clean Air Act 
conformity must be made (40 CFR § 93.158). 

Within a NEPA context, the issue of compliance with conformity requirements also could be presented 
as a cumulative comparison to SIP emission forecast levels. In this case, the net change from SIP 
baseline emission forecasts would be labeled as a less than significant impact requiring no mitigation. In 
either case, the substantive result of the analysis is the same. The format for presenting the discussion is 
merely a matter of semantics. The E-2 action does not interfere with the SIP, does not contribute to 
new violations of ambient air quality standards, and does not delay timely attainment of those 
standards. 

27-1       EPA Clean Air Act conformity regulations (40 CFR § 93 (B)) state that conformity is demonstrated if 
federally-controllable direct and indirect emissions associated with an agency action are accommodated 
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within the emission forecasts contained in an approved SIP. Appendix D of the DEIS presented 
information on emission reductions that occurred at NAWS Point Mugu between 1990 and 1996, 

including squadron identifications of the 67 aircraft that were relocated or decommissioned during that 
period. The FEIS presents an updated analysis of emission reductions at NAWS Point Mugu. The 
conformity determination for NAWS Point Mugu presented in the Final EIS (Appendix D) clearly 
demonstrates that emission increases associated with the E-2 action are accommodated within the 
emission forecasts of the Ventura County ozone SIP. 

27-J       Please see responses to comments 26-H and 26-1. 

27-K      Please see responses to comments 26-H and 26-1. 

27-L      The EIS identifies existing electromagnetic radiation (EMR) arcs at NAWS Point Mugu in Section 3.11.1 
and on Figure 3-34. The procedure of activating E-2 radar systems only after the aircraft climbs above 

2,000 feet provides ample safe separation distances for both on-base and off-base locations. The 
relocation of the E-2 aircraft to NAWS Point Mugu will not increase any activity with the Naval 
Surface Warfare Engineering Facility (SWEF) at Port Hueneme or with any other RF emitters in the 
region. 

27-M     NAWS Point Mugu has been an important missile test and evaluation center for nearly 50 years. The 
addition of 16 E-2 aircraft will not alter the targeting character of the base. 

27-N     Although NAWS Point Mugu initially was considered as a receiving base for the F/A-18 E/F aircraft, it 
does not meet the screening criteria used to identify candidate bases associated with the F/A-18E/F 
action. It was not considered in the Draft EIS published for public review in December 1997. The 
alternative bases addressed in the EIS for the F/A-18E/F action are NAS Lemoore and NAF El Centra. 

27-0     The Ventura County Parks Department has proposed developing an amphitheater and golf course in 
Camarillo Regional Park. These projects have been added to the cumulative impacts discussion in 
Chapter 5 and now are shown on Figure 3-12. Camarillo Regional Park is east of Camarillo Drive on 
the north side of the Camarillo State Hospital site. This location is outside the 60-dB CNEL contour 
for NAWS Point Mugu. Noise from aircraft overflights associated with NAWS Point Mugu, Camarillo 
Airport, and Oxnard Airport should not interfere with use of the amphitheater and golf course 
facilities. Events at the proposed amphitheater should not have adverse noise impacts on NAWS Point 
Mugu. Event-related traffic should not cause significant increases in traffic noise levels for NAWS Point 
Mugu. 

Proposals for reuse of the Camarillo State Hospital site include a combination of public and private 
developments centered around a California State University campus. The Camarillo State Hospital site 
is outside the 60 dB CNEL contour for NAWS Point Mugu. However, the site would be exposed to 
aircraft overflights from NAWS Point Mugu, Camarillo Airport, and Oxnard Airport. Proposed 
campus, office, research, housing, and educational uses are compatible with existing and anticipated 
noise levels. Proposed uses would not have adverse noise impacts on NAWS Point Mugu. 

27-P      There is a labeling error in Figure 4-4 of the Draft EIS (the figure has been revised in the Final EIS). 
The outer noise contour labeled as 65 dB in Figure 44 is actually the 60-dB contour. The unlabeled 
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contour outside the 70-dB contour is the 65-dB contour. The caption reference to the existing noise 
contours as Figure 3-38 is also in error; the correct figure reference should be Figure 3-31. The text 

discussion noting only minor changes in contour shapes is correct. 

The Navy submitted three letters to the County of Ventura regarding development proposals at 
Camarillo Regional Park (dated August 22, 1996, June 17, 1997 and August 18, 1997). The Navy's main 
concerns include land use compatibility with existing air operations (aircraft noise), increased traffic , 
and potential stormwater runoff impacts to Mugu Lagoon. NAWS Point Mugu has requested that a 
condition of approval for the amphitheater state that the amphitheater is subject to aircraft noise at 
anytime and that specific procedures must be followed regarding the use of laser lights. 

27-Q     The Point Mugu Sea Range EIS is described in Section 1.4.3, Related Studies, of the EIS. The E-2 
squadrons are existing aircraft based in San Diego County. Relocating these squadrons to NAWS Point 

Mugu will not alter the training activities or training locations currently used by these squadrons. The 

E-2 aircraft currently use the Sea Range for joint fleet exercises and realignment will not change their 

involvement in these exercises. E-2 aircraft would participate in additional joint fleet exercises only to 

the extent that they result from increased range use currently being studied in the Point Mugu Sea 
Range EIS. Thus, there will be no change in aircraft flight activities at the Sea Range due to the E-2 

realignment, and text has been added to Section 5.1 to reflect this. 
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RESPOND TO NEWPORT BEACH 

REF. OUR FOE 

14034 MI 

Via Certified Mail. 
Return Receipt Request 

Commander, Southwest Division 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
1220 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92132-5190 

Atta: Ms. Kelly Knight (Code 553.KK) 

Re: Comments Submitted on Behalf of Ocean View School District Regarding Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement For the Realignment of E-2 Squadrons From Naval 
Air Station (NAS) Miramar 

Dear Ms. Knight: 

Our firm-represents the Ocean View School District (the "District"). Our firm and the 
District have received the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Realignment of E-2 
Squadrons from Naval Air Station (NAS) Miramar (the "DEIS"). For purposes of this letter the 
realignment proposed in the DEIS is referred to herein as the "Project." 

The purpose of this letter is to provide comments on behalf of the District to the DEIS 
pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969,42 United States Code Sections 4321, 
Si asq. ("NEPA") and the NEPA CEQ Regulations (40 Code of Federal Regulations Section 1500, 
et seq.) (the "Regulations") and specifically Sections 1503.1 and 1503.3 of the Regulations. 

Initially, the District wishes to note that it is not opposed to the Project and welcomes the 
realignment of the E-2 squadrons from NAS Miramar to Naval Air Weapons Station (NAWS) Pt. 
Mugu. It is the desire of the District to work cooperatively with the United States Department of 
Defense, Department of the Navy (the "Navy"), in order to address the challenges that the District 
will need to overcome in order to be prepared to serve the educational needs of the children of naval 
personnel and maintain the excellence in services provided to the District's current student 
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population. The submission of this letter is intended to provide input on behalf of the District to the 
Navy as part of the EIS process and to present additional alternatives for consideration as part of this     ~o 
environmental review process. Both our office and the District are available to respond to any 
questions that might be generated as a result of this letter or any of the issues contained in this letter. 

Renewal of Request for Notices. 

We have previously requested, for ourselves and for the District, that all notices and other 
documents furnished in regard to this project be provided to us and to the District. Pursuant to the 
NEPA Regulations, 40 CFR Section 1502.19, Section 1503.1 and U.S. Department of the Navy 
Procedures (Opnavinst 5090.18), we hereby renew that request, specifically that notices and 
documents be sent to the following persons and that these persons be added to any applicable mailing 
or notice listings: 

(i)       Dr. Nancy Carroll, Superintendent 
Ocean View School District 
2382 Etting Road 
Oxnard, CA 93033 

Phone:(805)448-4411 
Fax: (805) 986-6797 

(ii)      Mr. William J. Kadi 28-. 
Bowie, Arneson, Kadi, Wiles & Giannone 
4920 Campus Drive 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Phone: (714)851-1300 
Fax: (714)851-2014 

If there are any fees or charges for the provision of such notice(s) and documents, please 
provide our office with an invoice for such costs and we will reimburse the appropriate agency or 
department. This request for notice specifically includes, but is not necessarily limited to, notices 
of all hearings, proposed actions to be taken with regard to the Project, requests for information, 
revisions to the DEIS, staff reports or commentaries, responses to comments documents, the 
proposed Final EIS (and all components thereof) and any final determination or Record of Decision 
relative to the Project. 
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incorporation of Prior Comments. 

As part of the comments submitted on behalf of the District by way of this letter, we 
incorporate the comments previously made, regarding this Project, by way of this reference. This 
specifically includes, but is not limited to, my letter of May 29,1997, to Ms. Kimberly A. Herring 
of Terra Tech, Inc. We also reference those oral comments made in regard to local public education 
during the public hearings for this Project. 

Comments and Discussion. 

A.        General Comments. 

The District is one of a number of school districts which are responsible for public primary 
and secondary education in Ventura County in the areas near NAWS Pt. Mugu. The DEIS discusses, 
among other items, the fact that naval and civilian personnel are expected to relocate to the Pt. Mugu 
base and the area surrounding it. This will, of necessity, result in an influx of families with children 
who will be enrolled in public schools, including the schools of the District, in this area. 

While it is expected that the overall economic and employment situation in this area will be 
positively impacted as a result of the Project, public school districts, such as the District, need to 
respond to increases in student population in order to assure that the educational needs of all children 
are met and that the high quality of educational services provided by the District can be maintained 
to the entire student population. 

More specifically, the influx of students to the District will result in a need for additional 
classroom facilities and educational personnel (including certificated personnel) as set forth in our 
letter of May 29, 1997, which notes that the District is at or over maximum capacity of its 
operational school sites (which is noted in the DEIS). This is exacerbated by the effects of the 
California state program generally referred to as "class size reduction". The goal of class size 
reduction is to reduce the ratio between student and teachers so that each student may be given more 
direct attention and thus have a higher quality of learning. The effect of class size reduction is that 
more classrooms and certificated personnel are needed in order to educate students enrolled with the 
District. While there have been varying enrollment trends (and in fact there has some prior reduction 
in personnel at NAWS Pt. Mugu previously) this has been more than offset by the classroom 
reduction effects to limit class size to twenty (20) students per classroom in designated grade levels. 

Based upon general descriptions of the Project, our office provided, on behalf of the District, 
the letter of May 29,1997, in order to specifically discuss the District's situation in terms of facilities 
availability and potential future financial impacts. As a result of this letter, and, we believe, other 
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commentaries from public educators, the DEIS correctly identified the student facilities situation as 
a project impact that could have a significant impact on the environment. 

In the case of local (city, county or State) projects involving residential development there 
are a number of steps which allow the District to review and comment upon the project at an early 
stage. Also, with such projects a definite number of residential units can be identified and, based 
upon statistical information, the District can estimate (with a fair degree of accuracy) the estimated 
number of new students which can be anticipated from such a project. Based upon State law 
requiring financial mitigation for student generation impacts, the District can plan for, and generally 
address, the impacts from projects involving residential development in advance of the need. This 
can be done by way of financing permanent building facilities or portable classroom facilities. In 
this regard, we would reference the District's school fee mitigation report relative to the costs of new 
or expanded facilities. In the case of the Project, the challenge is to identify where the population 
(and corresponding student population) increases will take place, when they can be anticipated and 
how to address this situation within the District. The District believes that cooperative efforts 
between the Navy, the District and other local school districts at an early planning stage is a very 
worthwhile approach to addressing this challenge and finding equitable, efficient and viable 
solutions. The District believes that this type of cooperation, including review and consideration of 
all practical means, including financial assistance, in order to address the identified challenges and 
arrive at such solutions follows the policies expressed in NEPA and the Regulations, see 42 United 
States Code Section 4331(a), Section 4331(b) and Regulation Section 1500.2(e) and (f). 

B.        Proposed Mitigationfsl 

Having identified the increase in student population to public school districts resulting from 
the Project as a significant impact, the DEIS contains the following discussion relative to mitigation 
of those significant impacts as required under NEPA and the Regulations: 

"Schools. In July 1996, legislation was passed in California that provides schools 
with incentive funding to reduce class size (thereby increasing the number of 
classrooms and/or teachers) in the primary grades. Each participating school must 
reduce class size to 20 students or less, first in grade one, then in grade two, and 
then in either kindergarten or grade three, at a school's discretion. By law the 
program is an ongoing part of participating districts' revenues and is part of a 
larger effort to improve instruction and student performance (Education Data 
Partnership 1997). There are a number of funding mechanisms used by the public 
school systems to offset the cost of educating children of federal government 
employees. The Improving America's Schools Act of 1994 mandates that the 
Department of Education appropriate funds to schools attended by military family 
members. This funding can be applied for by local school districts on a per-child 
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basis. Once received, the funds can be used at the district's discretion for 
supplementing operating costs or for facilitating construction projects. 

Under Section 8003 of this Act, school districts receive funding for students whose 
parents work and live on federal property, and for students whose parents are in the 
uniformed service and live off station. School districts, however, may not receive 
funding or the funding may be at a reduced amount for civilian students whose 
parents work at federal facilities but reside off station. The exact funding amounts 
and subsequent impacts of the new legislation are uncertain. 

Section 8006 of the Act provides additional finding for schools that experience a 
sudden and substantial increase in attendance of military family members. A school 
district can qualify for this finding if the number of incoming military children is at 
least 10 percent or 100 more than the number of children in average daily 
attendance for the preceding school year. 

Some school districts also receive DOD funding under Title II of Public Law 102- 
368 and Section 386 of Public Law 102-484 (DOD Authorization Bill). For a school 
district to receive this funding, 30 percent of its enrollment must consist of military 
children.   The US Department of Education supplies federal funds to the school 
board based on the number of students whose parents work and live on federal        28-E 
property (US Navy 1994d)." 

[Emphasis added.] 
PEIS, Section 3, page 3-120.] 

"4.9.1 Preferred Alternative: NAWS Point Mugu 

Significant Impacts 
\mpact 1: Schools. A potential impact to schools would occur due to the action at 
NA WS Point Mugu, but wnuld he mitigated by federal payments to eligible school 
districts. Federal agencies affect local schools districts either through federal 
ownership of property in the district (federal property is tax-exempt and may 
decrease funds available for education), or by adding "federally connected children " 
to the number of students that would ordinarily need to be educated by local school 
districts. Federally connected children include those who (1) live and have parents 
who work on federal property and (2) those who either live on federal property or 
have parents who work on federal property. 

With the NAWS Point Mugu Alternative, the highest demand on the local school 
system would occur in 1999 (due to construction and operations occurring 
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simultaneously at their peak) when an additional 429 students would attend schools 
in the vicinity of the base. In the year 2001 and beyond, it is expected that 
approximately 417 students would attend schools in the vicinity of the base. AIL 
affected schools in Ventura County are operating over design and expansion 
capacity. 

Mitigation 1. School districts maybe eligible for compensation for the addition of 
federally connected students by impact aid, which is intended to compensate local 
school districts for burdens placed on their resources by federal activity. Schools 
must apply for impact aid through a competitive process and funds are paid directly 
by the Department of Education (US Department of Education 1995). The Navy 
would assist, to the extent practicable, affected schools in their pursuit for federal 
impact aid Implementation of this mitigation would reduce the level of impact to 
one that is less than significant. " 

[Emphasis added.] 
[DEIS, Section 4, page 4-10] 

Based upon the foregoing discussions, the EIS concludes that the mitigation measures would 
reduce the level of impact (in the area of schools) to a less than significant level. Based upon a 
review of the proposed mitigation measures, as discussed in the DEIS, there is a concern, expressed 
on behalf of the School District, that the funding referred to either might not be available, or might 
not be provided sufficiently in advance of the arrival of the new students in order to address the 
District's facilities needs and requirements. Specifically, this concern centers around the following 
issues: 

(i) the likelihood of achieving/obtaining the funding necessary in order to provide 
adequate mitigation for the student impacts; 

(ii) if such funding becomes available, whether or not it will be sufficient to address 
those impacts identified (see discussion contained within the District's mitigation 
report - previously submitted); 

(iii) if such funding is provided, whether it will be provided/available in a timely fashion; 
and, 

(iv) if for some reason such funding is not available, or cannot be obtained, what 
alternative mitigation measures are available or have been reviewed. 

We believe that it is appropriate for the EIS process to evaluate not only the foregoing questions but 
also the actual likelihood that the funding referenced will in fact be available to provide adequate 
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mitigation as required by NEPA and the Regulations, see Regulations Section 1502.2 (d), 1502.14(f), 
1502.16(h) and CEQ Questions and Answers - response to question No. 19(b). 

Additionally, our office and the District cannot effectively evaluate the mitigation measure(s) 
proposed in the DEIS without certain information regarding the federal funds application process, 
the likelihood of obtaining the indicated funds, any restrictions which might be placed on the 
expenditure of those funds, applicable accounting requirements, funding application procedures and 
requirements and timing of receipt of funds if any are provided. Pursuant to Section 1503.3 of the 
Regulations it is requested that this situation be considered relative to the comments on the DEIS and 
that additional information be provided. 

It has been suggested that as part of the EIS review that these questions and challenges be 
considered and evaluated particularly in the light of the proposed alternative mitigation measures 
which are discussed below. We also believe that it is appropriate for the EIS to consider how those 
mitigation measures which are ultimately included as part of the Project will be implemented and 
monitored, see Regulations Section 1505.2(c) 

C.        Additional Alternatives/Mitigation Measures 

Having considered the nature of the Project, the current status of District facilities and 
classroom spaces, and having reviewed the DEIS, the District believes that there are additional 
alternatives/mitigation measures which warrant consideration by the Navy relative to the Project. 
The District desires to work with the Navy to reach an equitable, efficient and viable means of 
meeting the challenges which result from the Project. It should be understood that the submission 
of these mitigation measures is meant to be supportive of the Project, and specifically the 
realignment of the E-2 Squadrons to NAWS Pt. Mugu. 

These additional alternatives/mitigation measures are submitted pursuant to Regulations 
Section 1503.1 and 1503.3. 

28-F 

28-G 

28-H 

In the presentation of these additional alternatives/mitigation measures, it should be 
understood that they are presented in order to form the basis for evaluations of each one and should 
be interpreted as a demonstration of a willingness on the part of the District to further discuss any 
of these alternatives/mitigation measures with the Navy. 

(i)      Territory Use Alternative. 

One of the alternatives that the District believes should be considered and reviewed is the 
potential use of existing territory and/or facilities on the Pt. Mugu station as a school facility. This 
alternative might include a lease or use permit on behalf of the District, or several districts, in order 28-1 
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to operate a school facility on the base itself. While it would be expected that the school facility 
would be outside restricted or secure areas, school district usage of available space on the base itself 
would allow for centralization of student education and effective utilization of resources. Land costs 
are a significant portion of the development of new school facilities by California school districts. 28-1 
To the extent that existing and available property located within the base can be utilized for school 
facilities, this may result in a significant mitigation of the Project's impacts. To the extent that 
available buildings or other facilities as part of this utilization alternative proposal are available, they 
should be considered. It may also be possible to utilize space on the station for portable facilities 
as discussed in (iii), below. 

(ii)      Mitigation Agreement Alternative, (preferred alternative) 

Under California law developers of property are subject to mitigation requirements both by 
way of statute and through California, case law. In order to address the impacts of projects involving 
residential and commercial development to local school agencies it is common for the involved 
district(s) and the developer to enter into a mitigation agreement. These mitigation agreements can 
address the extent of student growth and provide for specific means to address such impacts. These 
means may take the form of public financing methods, direct financial contributions, dedication of 
land or property or other means or methods as may be agreed to between the parties. 

28-] 
It is suggested that as the preferred additional altemative/mitigation measure the Navy could 

enter into an agreement with the District to provide for the means and methods of mitigation of the 
identified student/school facilities effects. Such agreement could encapsulate some or all of the 
mitigation procedures identified in the DEIS and could also include means for addressing additional 
alternative/mitigation measures such as in (i) and (iii), herein. 

One of the virtues of a mitigation agreement is that it provides a level of certainty to both 
parties as to what actions will be undertaken to address the challenges that have been identified in 
this letter and to arrive at equitable, efficient and viable solutions for those challenges. 

(iii)     Portable Facilities Pool Proposal. 

As identified above, there is uncertainty as to where the principal effects of student 
generation from military and civilian housing will occur. This is particularly the case if off-base 
housing is left to the discretion of individual families who will undoubtedly seek housing based on ^ ~ , 
a number of criteria such as price, location, base access, commute times, public services and a range 
of other variables. While it is reasonable to predict that the most significant impacts will effect 
certain districts, the variable nature of such impact(s) results in some difficulty in localizing and 
quantifying effects on individual school districts. 
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28-L 

In view of this level of uncertainty, districts are placed in the awkward situation of having 
to estimate facility requirements which may or may not allow sufficient time for ordering and 
installing portable facilities by the beginning of the school year in September of each year. This 
effect also applies to obtaining the services of necessary certificated personnel. A possible 
alternative/mitigation measure might be to secure funding in order to purchase a number of portable 28-K 
classrooms in advance of the beginning of the school year. These portable classrooms could then 
be allocated or moved to those schools or districts where enrollment increases occur as the 
population trends resulting from the E-2 realignment become known. This proposal has the virtue 
of avoiding duplicate purchases and expenditures and of utilizing available resources in an efficient 
manner. 

The District would be pleased to discuss this alternative with you or with any of your 
consultants and would suggest that any evaluation of this alternative include discussions not only 
with the District but with other potentially effected school districts in the area. 

The foregoing alternatives are specifically presented pursuant to Regulations Sections 1503.1 
and 1503.3. In terms of the alternatives presented and proposed we would specifically reference the 
policies of NEPA and the Regulations in terms of their review and consideration including, but not 
limited to, 42 United States Code Section 4321, Section 4331(a) and (b), Regulations Section 1500.2 
(e) and (f), Regulations Section 1502.2(e) and Regulations Section 1504.14. We believe that the 
alternatives presented are the type which merit consideration and which should be possible for action 
by the Navy relative to the Project [see Prince Georges County Maryland v. Hollowav. 404 F.Supp. 
1181 at 11 «7 and Dnhnk v. U.S. Department of Agriculture (CA 1 (N.H.) 1996) 102 F.3d 1273 at 
1286.] 

We will look forward to receiving the Navy's review and consideration of these additional 
alternatives/mitigation measures. Both our office and the District remain open to discussion of the 
foregoing options prior to the drafting and presentation of the final environmental impact statement. 

Conclusion. 

In conclusion we wish to again note that the District is in favor of the realignment of the 
referenced E-2 Squadrons from NAS Miramar to NAWS Pt. Mugu. It is the District's specific desire 
to work with the Navy in order to address those challenges that the Project poses to the District in 
order to arrive at equitable, efficient and viable solutions to address both the needs of the Navy, the 
District and the community. Having reviewed the DEIS, the District is pleased to note that the DEIS 28-M 
has correctly identified the student generation and facilities situation as one which will need to be 
addressed. The District believes that these challenges can be successfully met and result by a 
dialogue involving all of the parties concerned. To that end, the District has proposed additional 
alternatives/mitigation measures which it is hoped the Navy will give full consideration to in terms 
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of the its environmental evaluation of the Project. It is hoped that these proposals will produce a    28-A/ 
dialogue to address the challenges referenced herein. 

It is requested that the comments in this letter become a part of the record of proceedings 
relative to the environmental impact evaluation of the Project. 

We will look forward to receiving the responses to the matters set forth in this letter as 
provided for in Regulation Sections 1502.9(b) and 1503.4. 

Once again, both our office and the District are available to discuss any of the matters set 
forth within this letter or to further discuss and evaluate any of the alternatives, mitigation measures 
which are discussed within this letter. Your courtesy and cooperation are sincerely appreciated. 

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please do not hesitate to contact our offices. 
We would be pleased to provide you with any additional information you may require. 

Very truly yours, 

BOWIE, ARNESON, KADI, 
WILES & GIANNONE 

By 

REArdes 

cc:      Nancy Carroll (via overnight delivery) 

BAKW&G7REA/43308 
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Letter 28 
Bowie, Arneson, Kadi, Wiles & Giannone 
(On Behalf of the Ocean View School District) 

28-A      The Navy appreciates your comments. 

28-B      The district and its representatives are on the distribution list and will receive all notices and documents 

regarding this project, including the Final EIS. 

28-C      Comment noted. 

28-D      Thank you for acknowledging that the EIS correctly identifies that schools will be impacted by the 
proposed action. This would constitute a socioeconomic impact, with no resulting effects on the 
natural environment. • 

28-E      The Navy has met with and is continuing to work with the local school districts, including Ocean 
View, to address the district's concerns. In addition, the Navy recently has completed a survey of the E- 
2 squadron to more accurately estimate the number of school-age children that will be relocated. The 
results of this survey show that only 116 school-age children are associated with the E-2 wing, which is 
less than analyzed in the EIS (the EIS estimated that over 400 students would attend schools in the 
vicinity of NAWS Point Mugu). Appendix C provides the survey results broken down by grade level. 

28-F      The discussion of schools in the EIS identifies reasonable, relevant, mitigations for school impacts, even 
though they are outside the jurisdiction of the Navy. Identifying these funding mechanisms to mitigate 
school impacts is intended to alert the Department of Education. Since there is no history of 
nonenforcement or opposition to such measures, it is likely that funding could be obtained. To the 
extent that the school districts meet requirements, funding would be available. The Navy would assist, 

to the extent practicable, affected schools in their pursuit for federal impact aid. 

Section 3.9, Plans and Policies subsection, discusses available federal funds and their application 
procedures. The Improving America's Schools Act, Public Law (PL) 103-382, Title VIE, enacted by 
Congress in 1994, addresses the types of impacts expressed by your letter. The Ocean View School 
District recently was paid $703,097 for federally connected school children (Department of Education, 
Office of the Undersecretary, September 3, 1997). Federally connected children include "a" children 
(those who live and have parents who work on federal property) and "b" children (those who either live 
on federal property or have parents who work on federal property). The district was paid $1,522 for 
each "a" child and $152 for each "b" child. 

Some school districts also receive DOD funding under PL 102484, § 386, (DOD Authorization Bill). 
For a school district to receive this funding, 20 percent of its enrollment must consist of military 
children. The US Department of Education supplies federal funds to the school board based on the 
number of students whose parents work and live on federal property. In Fiscal Year 1998, the Ocean 
View School District received $143,010.44 of funding through PL 102-484. 
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Although these funding sources are considered relevant, reasonable mitigation measures that could 
mitigate project impacts, this mitigation is not guaranteed. Therefore, text has been added to Mitigation 
1 in section 4.9.1 as follows: "Implementation of this mitigation may reduce the level of impact to one 
that is less than significant; however, mitigation may be inadequate because of funding shortfalls in 

recent years." 

The description of the funding requirements, identification that funding has historically been provided, 
and the acknowledgement that funding may or may not be available complies with CEQ requirements 
that the probability of mitigation be discussed. An evaluation of funding probability is not required by 

CEQ. 

28-G      This mitigation has been previously implemented by the Ocean View School District; therefore the  . 

funding referenced in the EIS is considered feasibly available. 

28-H     The Navy appreciates the cooperation and suggestions of the District. The other alternative mitigation 

measures as set forth in your letter have been identified and included in the public record. Providing 

alternative mitigations, as specifically described in Section 1503.3(d), relates to a cooperating agency 
with jurisdiction by law to grant or approve a permit, license or related requirements. The authority 
given the Secretary of Education is the primary means given by Congress to compensate school districts 
for burdens placed on their resources by Federal activity. The Navy does not have legal authority to 
implement these alternative mitigation measures. 

28-1        The Navy has considered this alternative and has included your letter in the public, however as stated"in 
Response 28-H, the Navy has no legal authority to implement this alternative. In addition, the use of 
existing territory and/or facilities at NAWS Point Mugu as a school facility is not feasible because of 
security issues and access restrictions. Based on our new survey results, it does not appear that as many 
children will be entering the school districts as was analyzed in the EIS. 

28-J       Please see response to comment 28-1 above. 

28-K      Please see response to comment 28-1 above. 

28-L      Please see response to comment 28-1 above. 

28-M     Thank you for your support of the E-2 realignment to NAWS Point Mugu. The Navy will continue to 
work with all affected school districts to address the needs of the school districts, community and the 

Navy. 
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Letter 29 

Channel Islands Legal Defense Trust Fund 
Subcommittee: OPERATION CLOSE POINT MUGU 

567 West Channel Islands Blvd. 8247 
Port Hueneme, CA 93041 

January 3, 1998 

Secretary of Defense William Cohen 
Department of Defense 
The Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20301-1000 

VIA FAX (2VZ) 228-3954 

Senator Diane Feinstein 
331 Hart Senate Office Bldg. 
Washington, D.C.  20510 

VTA FAX f619^532-1242 
AND CERTIFIED MAIL 

Mrs. Kelly Knight 
Code 232 KK 
Commanding Officer Southwest Division 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
1220 Pacific Coast Hwy. 
San Diego, CA 92132-5190 

VIA FAX (703^ 614-3477 

John H. Dalton 
Secretary of the Navy 
1000 Navy Pentagon 
Washington, D.C.  20350-1000 

VIA FAX (415) 956-6701 

Senator Barbara Boxer 
112 Hart Senate Office Bldg. 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

VIA FAX f415^ 904-5400 

Mr. Mark Delaplaine 
Federal Consistency Supervisor 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont St. #2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

RE:    OPPOSITION TO AND COMMENTS on "INADEQUATE' 
Draft Environmental impact Statement for the Realignment of 
F.? fymHrnns from Naval Air Starion (NAS) Miramar to 
Point Mueu. California: TAXPAYERS. PROPERTY OWNERS 
AND VOTERS WANT POINT MUGU MILITARY BASE CLOSED 
IMMEDIATELY- NOT EXPANDED. 

Dear Secretary of Defense Cohen, Navy Secretary Dalton, Senator Feinstein, Senator 
Boxer, Mrs. Knight and Mr. Delaplaine: 

The subject Draft EIS is inadequate. Our group consists of over 2,000 (and growing) 
property owners in Ventura County, California, Malibu, California and Los Angeles 
County, California. Our homes and daily lives will be directly impacted and in fact 
destroyed if the proposed expansion and build-up at Point Mugu Base goes forward. The 
Draft EIS fails to address major points as required by the National Environmental Policy 

Act ("NEPA"). 

29-A 
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The Navy's pattern and practice of refusing to notify all property owners who are going 
to be directly and adversely impacted by this destructive Navy Proposal constitutes a 
fraud and a taking of our property without being given any opportunity to be heard.        29-A 

We are in the process of mobilizing citizens and environmental groups to encourage the 
Secretary of Defense to CLOSE POINT MUGU military base because the death and 
destruction promoted by the Navy is not compatible with Channel Islands National Park, 
recreational aspects of our precious Channel Islands, the environmentally sensitive 
Channel Islands and our way of life. Our community was here long before the Navy 
began their pattern of destruction in Channel Islands, California. We want the Navy to 
stop their war against U.S. taxpayers and voters now. 

The Draft Environmental Report is INADEQUATE and fails to address crucial issues 
including but not limited to: 

1. The fact that expansion of Point Mugu Navy Base will seriously damage the 
California Coastal Zone; the Proposal will restrict access to the Coastal Zone at 
Channel Islands and Malibu by Channel Islands and Malibu residents and visitors; 

2. The fact that expansion at Point Mugu Navy Base violates and is inconsistent with 
the California Coastal Act, the National Environmental Policy Act, the Migratory 
Bird Treaty Acty the Marine Mammal Protection Act, California Health and Safety 
Code and California Public Resources Code; 

3. The fact that expansion at Point Mugu Navy Base will destroy and make extinct 
endangered species including but not limited to the brown pelican and other of the 
many sea birds and sea mammals who make their home at Channel Islands. 

4. The fact that expansion at Point Mugu Navy Base will render West Malibu and 
Channel Islands uninhabitable because of the unsafe conditions it will create. 
Already, the coastline is swarming with aircraft from several local airports and is 
a primary corridor for flights from Los Angeles International Airport. So, not 
only will there be crashes because of massive bird strikes but also mid-air 
collisions with the numerous aircraft which already occupy this airspace. 

29-B 

29-C 

29-D 

29-E 
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5. The fact that expansion at Point Mugu Navy Base will turn our beautiful and 
environmentally sensitive Channel Islands into a graveyard of crashed Navy 
equipment - a literal cesspool of destruction. 

6. The fact that expansion at Point Mugu Navy Base will convert Channel Islands and 
West Malibu Beaches into a permanent Ballistic Missile test site, is unlawful and 
destructive. It will result in serious socio-economic damage to West Malibu beach 
homes and Channel Islands Beach properties because under California Civil Code 
§ 1102, property owners will need to make Disclosure to prospective new buyers 
which will ruin property values, destroy recreational activities and terminate tourist 
trade. 

7. The fact that expansion at Point Mugu Navy Base and the Surface Warfare 
Engineering Facility use violates both federal and state laws, is ultra-hazardous to 
humans, wildlife and the environment and is inconsistent with enforcement of 
federal and state laws which the California Coastal Commission is legally required 
to uphold on behalf of California property owners, citizens and tourists. 

In 1994, five environmental groups were successful in obtaining a preliminary injunction 
against the Navy concerning "ship shock" tests the Navy proposed' to do in the same 
Channel Islands area. Natural Resources Defense Council. Inc. v. United States 
Department of the Naw et al. U.S.D.C. Case No. CIV 94-2337-SVW(CTx) The tests 
in that proposal, too, directly violated federal and state environmental laws and the U.S. 
District Court, Judge Stephen V. Wilson, presiding, ruled that the Navy's proposed tests 
must be enjoined because (1) they were in violation of the National Environmental Policy 
Act, the Marine Mammal Protection Act (2) the Navy's "finding of no significant impact" 
was arbitrary and capricious; (3) the environmental assessment was inadequate and (4) 
the Navy had not considered alternative test sites. 

All of those same principles are present in this newest Navy assault on sensitive Channel 
Islands, innocent citizens and their families. In the "ship shock" case, the proposal was 
to test for 5 years; in this case the testing is forever and the Navy not only admits but in 
fact "brags about" the fact that this destructive proposal is forever and that expansion is 
promised. Further, in this case, not only is there solid statutory and case law which will 

29-F 

29-G 

29-H 

29-1 
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be violated if the proposal not stopped by the California Coastal Commission, our Senate 
and Congressional representatives and F.A.A.  The Navy is recklessly putting families   29-1 
and endangered wildlife in harms way so they can play their destructive and needless war 
games at a time when there are no wars. 

The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA, 42 U.S.C., § 4321 et seq.) is 
the cornerstone of modern environmental legislation. It declares a national policy to 
"encourage productive and enjoyable harmony between man and his environment." The 
NEPA requires federal agencies to prepare environmental impact statements on "proposals 
for legislation and other major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the 
human environment." (42 U.S.C. § 4332(C); see Kleooe v. Sierra Club (1976) 427 U.S. 
390, 96 S.Ct. 2718, 49 L.Ed.2d 576. In Kleppe. federal official were not required to 
file a regionwide environmental impact statement because such statements are required 
only for actual proposals for major federal action. We believe that this Draft Proposal 
by the U.S. Navy is such a major federal action. This alleged Environmental Impact 
Statement does not satisfy legal guidlines and impacted individuals have never been 
notified. 

The Navy intends that the warplane testing will not only be permanent but that the test 
site will eventually be expanded to include not only U.S. aircraft but also aircraft from   29-K 
every NATO member in the world will be testing warplanes at Silver Strand Promontory. 

In the case of Weinberger v. Catholic Action of Hawaii/Peace Education Project (1981), 
the Navy was required to provide an Environmental Impact Statement prior to storing of 
nuclear weapons. Storing nuclear weapons is certainly dangerous, however, we believe   29-L 
that low altitude, high-speed warplane testing is even more dangerous and the impacts are 
much more serious. 

California law also requires that an Environmental Impact Study be completed and public 
hearings held prior to any approval. Pub. Res. Code § 21101 requires that "All state 
agencies, boards and commissions shall prepare, or cause to be prepared by contract, and 
certify the completion of an environmental impact report on any project they propose to 29-M 
carry out or approve which may have a significant effect on the environment." Affected 
property owners and citizens have not been properly notified or informed.  When 
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homeowners wake up one day with a warplane crashed through their home, that will be 
their only notification that this nightmare destructive proposal has become a reality. 

According to Pub. Res. Code § 21100, the required Environmental Impact Study must 
include a "detailed statement" setting forth the following: 

"(a) 
(b) 

(c) 

(d) 
(e) 

© 

(g) 

The significant environmental effects of the proposed project. 
Any significant environmental effects which cannot be avoided if the project is 
implemented. 
Mitigation measures proposed to minimize the significant environmental effects 
including, but not limited to, measures to reduce wasteful, inefficient, and 
unnecessary consumption of energy. 
Alternatives to the proposed project. 
The relationship between local short-term uses of man's environment and the 
maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity. 
Any significant irreversible environmental changes which would be involved in the 
proposed project should it be implemented. 
The growth-inducing impact of the proposed project." 

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement does not adequately address the above- 
described requirements and in some instances, does not address the issues at all. 

NOISE - Freedom from excessive noise is a legislatively expressed environmental 
concern. Pub. Res. Code § 21001(b); Health & Safety Code § 24180. The Navy's own 
Draft EIS states that hearing loss in humans occurs at 70 decibels and that humans in the 
affected residential areas will be subjected to 80 to 85 decibels of noise which will make 
residing at Silver Strand Beach during the estimated hundreds of thousands of actions 
proposed which will likewise make Ventura and Los Angeles County beaches 
uninhabitable. 

The Navy has admitted that Silver Strand residents will experience extreme disruptions 
which will render their homes uninhabitable. When a wall vibrates, pictures, mirrors and 
other wall-mounted objects can vibrate and rattle. Similarly, decorative items on shelves 
can vibrate, walk and be broken. This kind of horror is intolerable. 

29-M 

29-N 
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RADIATION EXPOSURE 

If the Navy has it's way, residents, tourists and endangered wildlife will be irradiated. 
This issue is not addressed in the Draft EIS. The pollution hazards from the industrial 
use of atomic energy are recognized in many regulatory statutes in California. (See 
Health &. Safety Code § 25600 et seq. (control of radioactive contamination); Health & 
Safety Code § 25613 (ocean dumping of radioactive waste.) 29-C 

Concerning the radiation issue, as a matter of law, the federal Atomic Energy Act at 42 
U.S.C. § 2011 et seq. does not preempt the California statute. Pacific Gas & Elec. Co. 
v. State Energy Resources Conservation & Dev. Com. (1983) 461 U.S. 190, 103 S.Ct. 
1713. 

POLLUTION 

Pollution is not adequately addressed in the Draft EIS. In California, air quality is 
regulated by Health & Safety Code § 39000 et seq. which were enacted in 1975 to 
coordinate state, regional and local air pollution control. The proposed warplane testing 
area is in a densely populated, fragile area teaming with wildlife and is frequented by 
every imaginable ocean-going vessel from small recreational sail boats to very large 
fishing boats and industrial ships. Families with children frequent Silver Strand Beach ^"'^ 
and approximately 300 children make their homes in the Silver Strand Beach community 
alone.  The so-called Environmental Impact Statement does not address these issues. 

LOSS OF WILDLIFE AND THEIR HABITATS - The Draft EIS inadequately discusses the 
extreme impact on loss of wildlife. Channel Islands is the home to the largest population 
of sea mammals in the world. The most magnificant whales and other sea mammals 
travel through Channel Islands during their migration each year. The Navy's proposal 
to turn beautiful Channel Islands, California in to a cesspool of exploded, dead sea 
mammals and fish is not consistent with the California Endangered Species Act. Fish & ^"'^ 
Game Code § 2050 et seq. provides for lists of endangered species and regulates their 
import, export, taking, possession and sale. (See 57 So. Cal. L. Rev. 361 [California 
Act] and 10 Ecology L.Q. 5 [state damages for fish and wildlife losses caused by 
pollution]. 
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In the "ship shock" case, the U.S. Attorney and Navy attorneys, who have unlimited 
resources, and who presented extensive scientific data to the Court, were not successful 
because black letter law absolutely protects the fragile environment of the Channel 
Islands, which is the way it should be. We invite you to study the evidence presented in 
that case. We want the opportunity and we want our children and future generations to 
have the opportunity to enjoy the endangered species who make their homes here in the 
Channel Islands. 29-Q 

The Channel Islands National Park is a treasure of breathtaking views and an ecosystem 
which is the basis of support for our very survival on this planet Earth. In addition to 
the Court's ruling against the Navy in that case, the Navy was required to pay attorneys' 
fees to the environmental groups. In addition to everything else, we believe that opposing 
citizens and environmentalists in a sure loser lawsuit in U.S. District Court is not a wise 
use of tax dollars. 

SOCIOECONOMIC IMPACT TO REGION 

The Draft EIS does not adequately address the continued fall of property values because 
of the disgusting Navy presence in the area. Tourists trade will dry up when Channel 
Islands becomes so stinking polluted and noisy that residents cannot hear themselves think 
or even see across the street. California Pub. Res. Code § 21100 (g) requires that the 
Environmental Impact Study set forth the "growth-inducing impact of the proposed 
project." The Silver Strand Beach community, which development was formed prior to 
the U.S. Navy's arrival at Port Hueneme, includes homes which market values range 
from $200,000 to $2,000,000 per parcel. The Navy has not disputed the fact that 29-R 
property values at Silver Strand Beach will decrease. We, as homeowners, believe our 
homes, which we spent all our lives working for, will be worthless. California 
Disclosure laws stated at Civil Code § 1102 et seq. require disclosure of all factual 
matters bearing upon the quality of the property being sold which might be detrimental 
to value. The Navy admits that there will be bird strikes and that bird strikes cause plane 
crashes. It is common sense that no new buyer will buy property at Channel Islands if 
this proposal goes through. 
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None of these issues are addressed in the Draft EIS. The Navy has continuously refused 
to answer any questions concerning destruction of our homes and our way of life at Silver 
Strand Beach. Property owners ask that a study be done to find out what the pecuniary 
impact on property owners will be if the Navy's Proposal is approved and what the 
estimated loss of revenue will be to Ventura County when no property tax revenues may 29-S 
be collected from the 7.66 property owners and when those property owners are required 
relocate to other counties. Further, we ask that if the Proposal is eventually approved, 
that property owners be advised what the procedure will be to seek damages under state 
and federal inverse condemnation laws in an attempt to avoid protracted litigation. 

We as California citizens, property owners, taxpayers and voters demand that the U.S. 
Nayy cease and desist from spending any more of our tax money investigating this 
outrageous and damaging proposal immediately. We further demand that the Coastal 
Commission require a consistency determination from the Navy and stop this damaging 
Ballistic Testing Proposal which will forever destroy Channel Islands for our generation 29-T 
and for all generations to come. We are fully prepared to take legal action against all 
individuals as well as governmental agencies who fail to comply with federal and state 
laws and.which defiance and recalcitrant behavior seeks to destroy our families' lives, 
homes, property and way of life. The Draft Environmental Impact Statement is 
inadequate and in violation of federal and California laws. We demand that Point Mugu 
Military Base be closed immediately. 

Very truly yours, 
Channel Islands Legal Defense Trust Fund 

By:     Marilyn Bryant, Co-Chai: Co-Chairperson 
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Letter 29 
Channel Islands Legal Defense Trust Fund 

29-A      Please see responses to specific comments below. 

29-B      The Navy submitted a Coastal Consistency Determination for the E-2 realignment action to the 
California Coastal Commission. On January 13, 1998, the Commission unanimously concurred with 
the Navy that the E-2 realignment would be consistent with the California Coastal Act (California 
Pubic Resource Code §§ 30000-30900,14 CCR § 13001 et seq.) (see Appendix G for a copy of this letter 
and the CCD). The proposed relocation of the E-2 aircraft will not affect public access to the Coastal 
Zone and does not include use of the Channel Islands or Malibu. Therefore no impacts to the islands or 

Malibu would occur. 

29-C      The Navy has prepared the EIS consistent with NEPA 42 USC § 4321 et seq., and all other applicable 

laws and regulations. 

29-D     Please see response to comment 29-B, above. 

29-E      The proposed E-2 realignment would add 16 aircraft at NAWS Point Mugu, which could be easily 
accommodated in the surrounding airspace. Air traffic control officers at NAWS. Point Mugu and the 
FAA have concurred with this analysis, as stated on page 4-16 of the EIS. 

29-F      Please see response to comment 29-B, above. 

29-G     Please see response to comment 29-B, above. 

29-H The E-2 realignment action would add 16 aircraft, would construct two buildings and a parking lot, and 
would renovate five buildings at NAWS Point Mugu. The base would not be expanded, and the project 
is consistent with all applicable laws and regulations. Please also see response to comment 29-B above. 

29-1       The Navy has prepared this EIS in compliance with NEPA 42 USC § 4321 et seq., and the Marine 
Mammal Protection Act 16 USC § 1431 et seq. The EIS does identify significant impacts and provides 
mitigations to mitigate all impacts to less than significance. The Navy also considered and analyzed 

three alternatives in the EIS. 

29-J       We agree that the E-2 realignment is a "major federal action" under NEPA 42 USC § 4321 et seq., and 
have prepared this EIS pursuant to NEPA 42 USC § 4321 et seq. Known interested and affected 
agencies and individuals were notified of the EIS process. The distribution list is found in Chapter 10 of 
the EIS. In addition, notices were published in local newspapers announcing public meetings and the 
availability of the Draft EIS (see Section 1.5.2 and Appendix A). 

29-K      The Navy does not intend to expand NAWS Point Mugu to include "every NATO member in the 
world." The proposed action is only for the 16 E-2 aircraft described in Chapter 2. This action is 
independent of Sea Range use, which is being analyzed in a separate EIS (see Section 1.4.3, Related 
Actions, for a description of the Point Mugu Sea Range EIS currently being prepared.) 
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29-L      E-2 aircraft are not low-altitude aircraft. They are high altitude aircraft that generally fly at elevations 
over 3,000 feet. They are also not high-speed aircraft. The EIS does not identify any significant public 

health and safety impacts. 

29-M     The commentor is citing procedures for requirements for documents prepared under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) California Public Resource Code § 21000 et seq. The EIS is 
prepared pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 42 USC § 4321 et seq., which has 
similar but not identical requirements. The EIS addresses all NEPA requirements. 

29-N     The EIS does not discuss the noise threshold for inducing hearing loss since the project will not expose 

the public to CNEL levels high enough to induce hearing loss. Most authorities recognize long-term 

(decade time scales) exposure to noise levels above 80 CNEL as the threshold for inducing measurable 
hearing loss. The US Environmental Protection Agency identifies a 24-hour average noise level of 70 
dBA (a CNEL of 77 dB) as a level that will not result in hearing loss with an adequate margin of safety. 

The EIS does not state or imply that residents of Silver Strand are or will be exposed to high noise 
levels. The residents of Silver Strand will not experience any noticeable noise impacts from the 
proposed action. The 60-dB CNEL contour around NAWS Point Mugu is more than four miles from 
Silver Strand. Even the peak noise level produced by isolated aircraft flyover events will be less than the 

noise generated by single automobiles and delivery trucks on local streets. 

The circled area shown on the annotated copy of Figure 3-31 (attached to the comment letter) does not 
contain any residential developments. The circled area is mostly ponds and wetlands associated with 
open space portions of NAWS Point Mugu and an adjacent private duck-hunting club. The Silver 
Strand Beach residential development is about 4.5 miles up the coast from the circled area. In addition, 
the outer noise contours shown on that figure are the 60 dB and 65 dB CNEL contours, not the 80 dB 
and 85 dB CNEL contours. The 80 dB and 85 dB CNEL contours are confined to the immediate, 

runway area of NAWS Point Mugu. 

29-0     The EIS identifies existing electromagnetic radiation (EMR) arcs at NAWS Point Mugu in Section 3.11.1 
and on Figure 3-34. The procedure of activating E-2 radar systems only after the aircraft climbs above 
2,000 feet provides ample safe separation distances for both on-base and off-base locations. Therefore, 

no humans or wildlife will be exposed to radiation. 

29-P       Pollution is addressed in the EIS in Sections 3.6 and 4.6 (air quality), in Sections 3.11 and 4.11 (public 
health and safety), and in Sections 3.12 and 4.12 (hazardous materials and wastes). In addition, the 
potential for hazardous materials or waste to impact biological resources or water resources are 
evaluated in those sections. For example, the potential for impacts from stormwater runoff from the 

new parking lots is evaluated on page 4-11 of the DEIS. 

29-Q     Please see response to comment 29-B. The Navy coordinated with the US Fish and Wildlife Service for 
the E-2 realignment (see Appendix B) and other wildlife agencies and environmental groups (see Chapter 

10, Distribution List). No significant impacts were identified. 

29-R      The Navy does not agree that property values will decrease as a result of Navy actions at NAWS Point 
Mugu. In fact, the E-2 realignment will create a demand for 451 rental units and 255 owner-occupied 
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units (as stated on page 4-24 of the DEIS). An increase in demand for housing units typically increases 

property values. 

29-S       The commentor's concerns are noted. 

29-T      The commentor's concerns are noted. Please also see response to comment 29-B above. 
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National Parks 
and Conservation Assooatior 

PACIFIC REGIONAL OFFICE 

9 January 1998 

Ms. Kelly K. Knight 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Southwest Division 
2220 Pacific Highway, Code 553.KK 
Sac Diego, CA 92132-5190 

Dear Kb. Knight: — 

Letter 30 

lie National Paries and Conservation Association <>^CA) is America's colypnvate nonprofit dtizeo's 

organiTarirrndBriiRateH solely to protecting, preserving and «nhanring^V 17 S yTjfffflial Park System. NPCAwaS 

founded in 1919 and cuncntly has over 475,000 members, including over €5,000 in California. We appreciate 

the opportunity to provide input an the Draft Environmetdal Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Realignment of E-2 

Squadrons from Naval Air Station (NAS) Miramar. At mis juncture, we are not arguing against the project 

However, me U.S .Navy has a legai responsibüity to publicly disclose the potential of this project to impact 

Channel Islands National Park and Santa Monica Mountains Naticmal Rccnation Area. Additionally, the DEIS 

should detail effective mitigation measures which will numnüe such unpacts. Absent this, the DEIS is 

fundamentally incomplete. 

Tne DEIS must assess all potential environmental impacts to all areas used by the E-2 aircraft; not just the base 

and its imrncdiate environs. According to figure 3-14, this project involves airspace over bom Channel Islands 

National Park and Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area. Military overflights tounnefy shatter the 

natural quiet of park wildernesses and take an unmeasured tolj on wildlife.  Additionally, mere may be impacts to 

the Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary. As a result, the DEIS should include both descriptions and 

ümstrations of flight paths to depict if and how they may impact'swrounding areas. 

AcUmonaUy.-when analyzing potential noise impacts to park units, it is not appropriate to use the uiban-based 

thresholds of <65dB. Studies have shown mat die baseline natural sound ambiance of park lands is substantially 
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Dear Ms. Knight: ~  

Tie National Paries and Conservation Association (OTCA) is Anvsnca's only private nonpro&citizeo^ 

organization dfttir»H solely to protecting, preserving and enhanrang the U.S. National Park System. NPCA was 

founded in 1919 and currently has over 475,000 members, including over 65,000 in California. We appreciate 

the opportunity to provide input on die Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Realignment of E-2 

Squadrons fiom Naval Air Station (NAS) Miramar. At mis juncture, we aie notarguing against the project 

However, the U.S.Navy has a legal responsibility to pubKery disclose the potential of this project to impact 

rinnmO Islands National Park and Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area, Additionally, the DEIS 

should detail effective mitigation measures which willimmmLze such impacts. Absent this, the DEIS is 

fundamentally incomplete. 

The DEIS must assess all potential environrnental impacts to aU areas used by the E-2 aircraft; noijust the base 

and its immediate environs. According to figure 3-14, tins project involves airspace over both Channel Islands 

National Park and Saitta Mc^ca Mortmains National Rec^ Military overflights romneJy shatter the 

natural quiet of park wildernesses and take an unmeasttred toll on wildlife.  Addrtwnally, there may be impacts to 

the Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary. As a result, the DEIS should include both descriptions and 

illustrations of flight paths to depict if and how they may impact summoning areas. 

AddmonaUy.whea analyzing potential noise impacts to park units, his not appropriate to use the urban-based 

thresholds of <65dB. Studies have shown that die baseline natural sound ambiance of park lands is substantially 
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30-A     As indicated by Table 4-29 and the noise contour map discussions in the EIS, E-2 aircraft are not 
particularly noisy. They typically fly at high altitudes and they do not fly at high speeds. Low altitude 
flights will be largely restricted to takeoffs, landings, and FCLP operations in the immediate vicinity of 
the NAWS Point Mugu airfield. Peak noise levels directly below the flight path of E-2 aircraft will be 
less than 70 dBA when aircraft are as low as 2,500 feet above ground level and will be less than 60 dB A 
when aircraft are flying more than 7,000 feet above ground level. Peak background noises caused by 
windy surf, will equal or exceed these noise levels. 

30-B      Locations with appreciable noise impacts are those in the immediate vicinity of NAWS Point Mugu 
where E-2 aircraft flight operations will be concentrated. Wilderness, plants, and other inhabited areas 
generally do have very low noise levels, although natural noise, such as the surfline can sometimes be 
substantial. During calm periods well away from the shore zone and with little bird or marine mammal 
activity, natural background noise levels will probably average 30 to 40 dBA. Even modest winds will 
typically produce noise levels of 45 to 55 dBA, with noise levels exceeding 70 dBA during storms. 
Noise levels near surf zones easily can exceed 75 dBA. Noise levels near breeding bird colonies or 
marine mammal colonies easily can reach similar levels. When convened into CNEL levels, these 
background noise conditions will yield typical background CNEL values of 45-55 dBA in the absence of 

rain, strong winds, high surf, or noisy wildlife colonies. 

Noise from aircraft flying below 10,000 feet generally will be recognizable from the tonal characteristics 
as well as from the actual sound level. But occasional overflights by an E-2 aircraft, resulting in brief 
peak noise levels of 60-70 dBA, will not represent significant intrusive noise impacts on the park and 
recreation lands nearby. Average noise levels for individual flyover events will be about 5 dBA lower 
than the peak flyover event noise level. Even ten E-2 flyover events per day along the same flight path 
at 2,500 feet and 200 knots air speed would result in a CNEL increase of less than 1.5 dBA assuming a 
natural background noise level of 40 dBA (a background CNEL of 46.7 dBA). 

Aircraft noise data used for the EIS are based on direct measurements of aircraft flyover noise. The 
computer program used to generate noise contours for NAWS Point Mugu merely performs all the 
mathematical calculations necessary to transform a database of real noise measurements into a spatial 
distribution of decibel levels at various distances from assumed flight paths. The flyover event noise 
analysis uses the same aircraft noise database but converts the noise measurement data from the rather 
obscure SEL index into an approximate history of flyover events. 

30-C A detailed analysis of noise is included in the EIS. Overall aircraft noise levels associated with NAWS 
Point Mugu outside the area covered by the noise contour maps presented in the EIS less than 60 dBA 
are considered not significant. Noise levels from individual overflights of E-2 aircraft are presented in 
Table 4-29 and can be applied to any location overflown by these aircraft. 

30-D      Cumulative impacts associated with the basing of F/A-18E/F aircraft on the west coast are discussed for 
the NAS Lemoore and NAF El Centra alternatives in the cumulative impacts section of the EIS. The 
F/A-18E/F action also is the subject of a separate EIS. Other cumulative projects (including Navy 

0544 E-2 Aircraft Squadrons Realignment Final Environmental Impact Statement March 1998 
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actions) in the vicinity of each alternative base are listed in Table 5-1 (for NAWS Point Mugu), Table 5- 

5 (for NAS Lemoore) and Table 5-11 (for NAF El Centra). 
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Letter 31 
El Centra Public Hearing 15 

1 ONCE AGAIN AS I SAY, OUR GOAL IS TO EDIT THE 

2 DRAFT.  WE WANT TO MAKE IT AS GOOD AS WE CAN.  WE WANT TO 

3 MAKE IT RIGHT.  WE'RE PEOPLE WRITING THIS THING AND WE WANT 

4 TO NOT MAKE MISTAKES. 

5 I TALKED ABOUT THE SIGN-UP CARDS AND PLEASE FILL 

6 THOSE OUT AND PLEASE LIMIT YOUR COMMENTS TO FOUR MINUTES. 

7 WRITTEN COMMENTS YOU CAN SUBMIT TONIGHT.  YOU CAN TALK AND 

8 GIVE ME A WRITTEN, YOU CAN SEND WRITTEN INFORMATION.  WE 

9 TALKED ABOUT THE COURT REPORTER WHO IS TRYING BARD TO MAKE 

10 THIS AS ACCURATE AS SHE CAN SO PLEASE TALK CLEARLY, IDENTIFY 

11 YOURSELF AND SAY YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS WHEN YOU BEGIN.  JUST 

12 MAKE IT EASIER ON HER.  I THINK THAT'S IT. 

13 OUR FIRST SPEAKER IS A FEDERAL FIREFIGHTER FOR 

14 IMPERIAL VALLEY.  IS THAT ONE OF YOU FELLOWS? 

15 ETHAN SCOTT:  FOUR OF US— FIVE OF US ACTUALLY. 

16 LET'S SEE.  I WAS GOING TO SAY— REALLY DOESN'T HAVE MUCH TO 

17 DO WITH THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT EXCEPT FOR THE FACT IT SAYS 

18 HERE— 

ig CAPT CHAMBERLAINS  MAY I INTERRUPT?  PLEASE TELL 

20 THE REPORTER YOUR NAME AND WHO YOU REPRESENT. 

2i ETHAN SCOTT:  ETHAN SCOTT.  I AM UNION PRESIDENT OF 

22 LOCAL F156 AND I AM HERE REPRESENTING THE FEDERAL 

23 FIREFIGHTERS OF IMPERIAL VALLEY AND THE LOCAL FIRE 

24 DEPARTMENT. 

25 IT SAYS SPECIAL SPECIES.  IT SAYS WE ARE A 

26 SIGNIFICANT AND MARGINAL IMPACT.  WELL, I DON'T KNOW OF 

ATWOOD, JENNINGS & ASSOCIATES 
EL CENTRO, CALIFORNIA . (760) 352-6488 
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ANYBODY AROUND HERE KNOWS HOW MANY FLIGHTS WE FLY OUT OF EL 

CENTRO A DAY.  I DON'T THINK 16 AIRCRAFT IS GOING TO MAKE A 

BIG DIFFERENCE ON THE IMPACT ON SPECIAL SPECIES.  I DON'T 

EVEN KNOW WHAT SPECIAL SPECIES IS. 

KAREN FRYE:  IT'S THE BURROWING OWL. 

CAPT CHAMBERLAIN:  THE BURROWING OIL IS THE ONE. 

KAREN FRYE:  IT WOULD BE A CONSTRUCTIONAL IMPACT, 

NOT AN OPERATIONAL IMPACT. 

ETHAN SCOTT:  I DON'T SEE HOW IT AFFECTS THEM. 

CAPT CHAMBERLAIN:  WE HAVE TO BUILD A HANGER AND 

FACILITIES SO WE'LL BE ROOTING UNDER THE GROUNDS AND 

INSULTING THOSE GUYS. 

ETHAN SCOTT:  ACTUALLY THE AREA THAT IS PROPOSED 

FOR THE HANGER, I NEVER SEEN ANY OWLS.  THEY ARE OUT ON THE 

NORTH 40, OUT ON THE TAXI WAYS.  THE ONLY THING THAT IS IN 

THAT AREA IS A FIELD.  I HAVE NEVER SEEN THEM IN THAT AREA. 

FROM OUR OUTLOOK AS FIREFIGHTERS, WE CAN HANDLE THE 

TASK AND I REALLY DON'T SEE THE SIGNIFICANCE OF THE IMPACT 

THAT THE AREA WOULD HAVE, THAT 16 AIRCRAFT WOULD HAVE ON NAF 

EL CENTRO. 

CAPT CHAMBERLAIN:  WELL, FRANKLY I THINK I'M TRYING 

TO CONVEY IT'S AN IMPACT THAT COULD BE MITIGATED.  AS MISS 

FRYE POINTS OUT, THE BURROWING OWLS IN PARTICULAR WE WOULD BE 

REQUIRED BY THE REGULATORY AGENCY TO MAKE SOME KIND OF 

IMPACT.  THE FACT WHETHER OR NOT THEY ARE ON THE SITE WHERE 

WE'RE GOING TO BUILD A HANGER, STILL WE CAN CREATE BURROWS 

ATWOOD, JENNINGS & ASSOCIATES 
EL CENTRO, CALIFORNIA . (760) 352-6488 
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1 AND MAKE ARANGEMENTS TO ENCOURAGE THE OWLS TO MOVE TO THOSE 

2 BURROWS.  SAME THING IS HAPPENING DOWN IN NORTH ISLAND AND 

3 IT'S JUST LOOKING OUT FOR THEM BUT THAT WOULD NOT TURN THE 

4 DECISION ON EL CENTRO ONE WAY OR THE OTHER. 

5 ETHAN SCOTT:  I CAN'T REMEMBER OTHER COMMENTS. 

6 CAPT CHAMBERLAIN:  IP YOU THINK OF THEM, STEP BACK 

7 UP. 

8 ETHAN SCOTT: YES, SIR. 

9 RANDY CALDWELL:  RANDY CALDWELL.  I'M WITH THE 

10 FEDERAL FIREFIGHTERS TOO. 

H MY COMMENT WAS THE WEATHER HERE IS, YOU KNOW, 

12 BEAUTIFUL.  THEY GOT FLYING 360 DAYS OF THE YEAR.  HOW IS THE 

13 FLYING, YOU KNOW, AT POINT MUGU7 

14 CAPT CHAMBERLAIN:  ACTUALLY IT RELATES PRETTY 

15 WELL.  ONE WOULD THINK ALONG THE COAST YOU GOT THE FOG AND 

16 ALL THAT, THAT WOULD MAKE IT NOT SO GOOD.  THE TRUTH IS IT'S 

17 NOT SO BAD TO BE FLYING.  OF COURSE, THESE AIRCRAFT ARE 

18 INSTRUMENTAL.  AS LONG AS WE CAN GET IN AND OUT, THEY'RE KIND 

19 OF LIKE AN AIRLINER.  SO THE DIFFERENCE OF AVAILABILITY FOR 

20 FLYING TIME FOR EITHER HERE OR AT MUGU IS NOT THAT GREAT.  OR 

21 ACTUALLY ANY OF THE SITES WE LOOKED AT. 

22 RANDY CALDWELL:  SO YOU GOT A GOOD LOOK AT THE 

23 WEATHER? 

24 CAPT CHAMBERLAIN:  IT'S CLEARER HERE BUT IT'S 

25 HOTTER SO IT'S PRETTY MUCH A WASH. 

26 MR. BOB MC CULLOUGH. 

ATWOOD, JENNINGS & ASSOCIATES 
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BOB MC CÜLLOUGH:  I AM BOB MC CULLOUGH FROM THE 

IMPERIAL IRRIGATION DISTRICT AND I AM THE MANAGER OF PLANNING 

AND ENGINEERING FOR THE WATER DEPARTMENT AND ONE AREA THAT WE 

WOULD COMMENT ON SPECIFICALLY IS IN THE UTILITIES AND 

SERVICES AREA AND THE WATER SUPPLY ITEM AND I WANTED TO POINT 

OUT THAT THE SUMMARY TABLES, TABLE ES-2 AND TABLE F-31 IN THE 

REPORT, INDICATE FOR THE NAF EL CENTRO THAT THERE IS LESS : 

THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT AND WE WOULD AGREE WITH THAT.  IN 

FACT, WE WOULD AGREE WITH WHAT IS STATED ON PAGE 4-?8 

REGARDING THOSE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS. 

OUR CONCERN IS IN THE EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ON PAGE 

17.  THERE'S A REFERENCE THERE TO POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT 

IMPACT ON WATER RESOURCES AND SO WE'RE A LITTLE BIT UNCERTAIN 

AS TO HOW THAT REFERENCE IS MADE CONSIDERING WHAT THE IMPACTS 

ARE AS LISTED IN THE TABLES,  ALSO AS LISTED IN THAT SECTION 

ON 478. 

I WOULD ALSO MENTION THAT ON PAGE 524 IN THE 

UTILITIES AND SERVICES SECTION TALKING ABOUT CUMULATIVE 

IMPACT, THERE IS ALSO REFERENCE THERE TO THE POSSIBILITY OF 

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND OUR VIEW IS IMPERIAL IRRIGATION 

DISTRICT BRINGS ABOUT TWO POINT NINE MILLION ACRE FEET OF 

WATER A YEAR INTO THE IMPERIAL VALLEY.  WE HAVE ONE OF THE 

BEST SUPPLIES OF WATER IN CALIFORNIA.  WHEN I LOOKED AT THE 

IMPACTS IDENTIFIED ON THAT PAGE 478, IT LOOKS LIKE MAYBE 

ABOUT 400 FEET OF WATER WOULD BE NOT ONLY THE IMPACTS AT THE 

BASE BUT ALSO IMPACTS RELATIVE TO BRINGING THE FAMILIES AND 

ATWOOD, JENNINGS & ASSOCIATES 
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FOLKS INTO THE VALLEY,AND I THINK THE IMPACT ANALYSIS IS 

CORRECT, THAT THERE IS NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT AND WE WOULD 

CERTAINLY LIKE YOU TO REMOVE THOSE SECTIONS WHICH WOULD 

INDICATE OTHERWISE AND WE WILL BE GIVING WRITTEN COMMENTS. 

WE JUST GOT THE ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT TODAY. 

CAPT CHAMBERLAIN:  YES, SIR. 

BOB MC CULLOUGH:  BUT WE WILL BE PROVIDING WRITTEN 

COMMENTS. 

CAPT CHAMBERLAIN:  THAT'S FINE.  I WAS AWARE 

THERE'S SOME KIND OV CONFUSION IN THE LANGUAGE-  IT'S A 

LANGUAGE PROBLEM.  WE DON'T PURPORT THERE IS A PROBLEM.  I 

THINK WHAT WE'RE TRYING TO SAY IS A FINITE AMOUNT OF WATER 

AND WE NEED TO MAKE SURE IT'S AVAILABLE AND I APPRECIATE YOUR 

COMMENTS ON THAT. 

WHO ELSE? 

ETHAN SCOTT:  YES.  ETHAN SCOTT, UNION PRESIDENT OF 

LOCAL F156. 

TO PLAY OFF ABOUT THE WEATHER.  POINT MUGU IS ON 

THE COAST.  HAS THE MAINTENANCE COST FOR SALT WATER CORROSION 

BEEN ALLOTTED FOR?  I KNOW HOW MUCH SALT WATER WILL SET UP A 

TRUCK OR AIRCRAFT SPECIALLY. 

CAPT CHAMBERLAIN:  THESE AIRPLANES LIVE ON AIRCRAFT 

CARRIERS SO WE DO A LOT OF CORROSION WORK ON THEM.  THE TRUTH 

IS THEY SPEND SO MUCH TIME ON THE WATER AND WE DO THE SAME 

AMOUNT OF CORROSION WORK.  THERE IS A TON, AS YOU WELL KNOW. 

MR. ARNOLD PRECIADO. 
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ARNOLD PRECIADO:  MY NAME IS ARNOLD PRECIADO FOR 

THE RECORD, BUSINESS MANAGER FOR EL CENTRO SCHOOL DISTRICT 

AND I'D LIKE TO STATE FOR THE RECORD OUR SCHOOL DISTRICT CAN 

MORE THAN. ACCOMMODATE FAMILIES AND THE CHILDREN THAT ARE 

COMING HERE AND WE HOPE THEY ARE COMING DOWN HERE. 

I HEARD THAT YOU MENTIONED THAT YOU MET WITH MÜGO 

SCHOOL DISTINCT TO TRY TO RECEIVE ADDITIONAL FUNDING FROM THE 

GOVERNMENT.  I WAS WONDERING IF THAT IS AN OPTION TO OTHER 

AREAS. 

CAPT CHAMBERLAIN:  YES, SIR, IT WOULD BE AND IF I 

DIDN'T MAKE THAT CLEAR, I APOLOGIZE. 

WE'RB GOING TO MEET WITH MUGU BECAUSE, AS I SAID, 

THAT'S OUR PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE AND IF WE'RE GOING TO GO 

THERE, WE NEED TO GO LOOK DOWN THERE.  IF THE SECRETARY 

DECIDES EL CENTRO IS THE PREFERRED SITE, WE'LL BE LOOKING 

DOWN HERE.  WE DON'T WANT TO PUT YOU DOWN ANY MORE THAN WE 

CAN. 

ARNOLD PRECIADO:  AGAIN FOR THE RECORD, YOU'RE MORE 

THAN WELCOME. 

CAPT CHAMBERLAIN:  THANK YOU.  WE APPRECIATE IT. 

YES, SIR. 

DAVID WATSON:  I AM DAVE WATSON, SEELEY ELEMENTARY 

SCHOOL DISTRICT.  THIS IS MY THIRD TIME IN HERE.  YOU WERE 

HERB LAST YEAR AND I SPOKE LAST YEAR AND I'M BACK FOR THIS 

ONE. 

I THINK WE'RE KIND OF SPINNING OUR WHEELS.  WE'RE 
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JUST KIND OF LISTENING TO YOUR MEMORIES AND IT APPEARS A 

DECISION IS MADE.  I HATE TO PUT ALL OUR EGGS IN ONE BASKET. 

I ASSUME THERE WILL BE ANOTHER ROUND OF BASE CLOSURES AND I'M 

CURIOUS IF THERE'S ANYTHING CONSIDERED FOR THIS AREA. 

CAPT CHAMBERLAIN*  WELL, TO ANSWER YOUR FIRST 

QUESTION REGARDING FUTURE BASE CLOSURES, I READ THE SAME 

THINGS, HEAR THE SAME THINGS THAN YOU DO.  I KNOW THERE'S 

TALKS IN WASHINGTON THAT WE NEED TO DOWN SI SB MORE BUT 

THERE'S NOTHING FORMAL IN IT. 

DAVID WATSONS  MY GUESS IS PROBABLY THEY WILL DO 

SOMETHING STUPID AGAIN. 

AND AS I SAID LAST TIME, WE HAVE SPACE, WE CAN 

SERVICE THE BASE DIRECTLY.  I DON'T KNOW WHERE YOU GOT YOUR 

NOISE THING BUT, YOU KNOW, WE'RE NOT IN THE LINE OF FLIGHT 

MOST OF THE TIME.  PERIODICALLY SOMEBODY STRAYS AND WANDERS 

OVER THERE AND THE BLUE ANGELS DO BUT THAT DOESN'T BOTHER 

US.  AS I SAID LAST TIME AND I WILL SAY AGAIN, LIKE I TELL 

THE TEACHERS, BE GLAD THEY ARE OURS AND AS LONG AS THEY'RE UP 

THERE WE'RE SAFE BUT WE STAND READY TO HELP IN ANY WAY THAT 

WE CAN AND I'M LIKE MR. PRECIADO,, YOU MET WITH POINT MUGU, I 

THINK YOUR RECOMMENDATION IS GOING IN.  I DON'T THINK THBRE^S 

GOING TO BE ANY CHANGES,  THERE COULD BE BUT FLYING WEATHER, 

PLYING TIME, ACCESSIBILILTY, CHEAP LAND, CLOSE TO THE 

CARRIER.  CERTAINLY AS CLOSE AS MUGU.  IF YOU'RE GOING TO FLY 

OUT OF SAN CLEMBNTE AND FLY OUT OF THE SOUTH, IT'S A SHORT 

HOP OUT THERE.  BOMBING RANGES ARE EVERYWHERE AND SOME OF THE 
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1 DISTANCES YOU WERE TALKING ABOUT EARLIER, I KNOW THEY FLY 

2 DOWN HERE ALL THE TIME, PLY TOUCH AND GO AND I DON'T KNOW 

3 WHAT KIND OF BOMBERS THEY ARE GOING AROUND HERE TODAY BUT = 

4 CERTAINLY A LOT OF AIR DRAUGHT. 

5 YOU HAVE GOT AN AREA WHICH IS HIGH UNEMPLOYMENT AND   2>1-H 

6 GOT A LARGE BORDER REGION.  IF YOU'RE CONSIDERING PUTTING A 

7 COUPLE OF DIFFERENT SERVICES TOGETHER ON BASES, THIS WOULD 

8 CERTAINLY BE A PLACE TO BE.  THERE ARE NO MILITARY OTHER THAN 

9 THE AIR OPERATIONS FROM HERE TO TEXAS. 

10 CAPT CHAMBERLAIN:  SURE. 

11 DAVID WATSON:  THAT'S A LONG WAY.  IT'S SOMETHING 

12 THAT I WANT TO PUT ON THE RECORD. 

13 CAPT CHAMBERLAIN:  GOOD.  THANK YOU.  ANYTHING 

14 ELSE? 

15 RICHARD WILSON:  A COUPLE OF THINGS.  THE WEATHER, 

16 WE PROBABLY HAVE BETTER WEATHER THAN MOST INSTALLATIONS THAT 

17 YOU COME ACROSS INCLUDING THE TWO IN THIS STATEMENT.  THE 

18 AIRCRAFT TOUCH AND GOES, WE PROBABLY SERVICE MORE THAN ANY 

19 NAVAL FACILITY IN D.O.D. 

20 IN ADDITION TO THAT, THE RUNWAYS ARE REFURBISHED ON 

21 AN ANNUAL BASIS.  AIRCRAFT CARRIER TOUCH AND GO SIMULATED       ^ 

22 WITH THE LIGHTS ARE DONE AT NIGHT.  WE PROVIDE THE TOWERS, 

23 THE RUNWAY, STANDBYS FOR SAFETY FOR THOSE AIRCRAFT. 

24 IN ADDITION TO THAT, IT WAS MENTIONED HERE ABOUT 

25 THE AIRCRAFT FROM OTHER FACILITIES COMING HERE TO TRAIN. 

26 THEY DO THAT ON A PERIODIC BASIS.  THE FLIGHT LINE IS PACKED 

ATWOOD, JENNINGS & ASSOCIATES 
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WITH A VARIETY OF AIRCRAFT, INCLUDING THIS AIRCRAFT THAT IS 

PROPOSED TO COME DOWN HERB, AND IN THIS STUDY IT STATES THAT 

ANY ONE TIME THE FOUR SQUADRONS THAT WILL BE DOWN HERE, TWO 

WILL BE DEPLOYED AT ANY ONE TIME.  THAT WILL COVER THE 

PACIFIC AREA AND THE OTHER TWO SQUADRONS THAT ARE HERE CAN 

COVER THOSE AREAS THAT COME DOWN HERE TO TRAIN AS WELL AS 

GOING TO JOIN THE OTHER AIRCRAFT FURTHER NORTH IN THE 

PACIFIC.  BASICALLY EVERY AIRCRAFT COMES THROUGH HERE AT ANY 

ONE GIVEN TIME BUT I'M SURE THAT YOU'RE AWARE OF THAT. 

NOW, LIKE MOST GOVERNMENT ENTITIES WE ARE RUN AND 

GOVERNED BY MONEY AND IN THIS STUDY IT SAYS POINT MÜGÜ IS 

GOING TO SPEND TWENTY-EIGHT MILLION ON REHAB, RECONSTRUCTION 

OR NEW CONSTRUCTION AND THERE'S A LARGE NUMBER OF FACILITIES 

MENTIONED IN HERE THAT THAT IS COVERING.  LEMOORE, 

FIFTY-EIGHT MIL.  THAT'S A WHOLE LOT MORE MONEY AND JUST 

ABOUT THE SAME AMOUNT OF FACILITIES THAT ARE ADDRESSED IN 

HERE. 

MOW, LET'S TALK ABOUT NAF EL CENTRO.  IT COMES UP 

SIXTY-NINE MIL, OVER TWICE THE AMOUNT OF MONEY FOR POINT MUGU 

BUT WE'RE ONLY TALKING ABOUT THREE DIFFERENT FACILITIES 

BECAUSE OF THE NEW CONSTRUCTION IN THE AREA OF THE RAMP SPACE 

AND THE HANGER SPACE.  THE REST OF THE FACILITIES CAN HANDLE 

THE INFLUX OF THE PEOPLE COMING DOWN WITH THE NEW COMMISSARY 

FACILITIES AND THE GYM FACILITIES THAT WE HAVE ON BASE. 

AGAIN WITH THE EDUCATION POINT OF VIEW, THE AREA 

CAN HANDLE THE FAMILIES AS FAR AS THE PUBLIC SCHOOLS ARE 
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CONCERNED.  MY KIDS HAVE GONE THROUGH THE PUBLIC SCHOOL 

SYSTEM HERE.  VERY GOOD PUBLIC SCHOOL SYSTEM.  THEY HAVE GOT 

A VERY GOOD SYSTEM AND THEY CAN HANDLE IT.  WE'RE TALKING 

ABOUT POINT MDGU HAVING FINANCIAL AID TO THE SCHOOL DISTRICT 

BUT NOTHING WAS SAID HOW MUCH THAT WOULD BE.  IS THAT A 

ONE-TIME COST OR IS IT AN ANNUAL COST OVER A PERIOD OF TIME 

WHICH IS COMPOUNDED AND ADDED TO THE OVERALL COST OF THIS 

AMOUNT?  WOULD THAT BE A COST THAT WOULD BE ANNUALLY OR IS IT 

A ONE-TIME SHOT7 

THANK YOU VERY MUCH. 

CAPT CHAMBERLAIN:  SIR, I THINK I MIGHT BE ABLE TO 

ANSWER THAT PART.  IT WOULD BE THE SAME AMOUNT FOR WHATEVER 

SCHOOL.  IT'S A DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION PROGRAM.  THE NAVY, 

THE MILITARY, DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE IS NOT EVEN DIRECTLY 

INVOLVED IN THAT.  BUT ANYWAY, THAT IS SORT OF A FUNDING 

THING.  IT DEPENDS.  IT'S A FIXED AMOUNT PER STUDENT SO I 

THINK WE CAN PROBABLY ASSUME THAT THE SAME NUMBER OF STUDENTS 

WOULD COME TO EL CENTRO AS WOULD GO TO POINT MUGU.  SO THAT 

WOULD MEAN THE AMOUNT OF MONEY WOULD BE ABOUT THE SAME. 

RICHARD WILSON:  IN THIS IT SAYS APPROXIMATELY 700 

TO 800 STUDENTS, I BELIEVE IS ADDRESSED IN THIS, THAT WOULD 

BE ATTENDING THE PUBLIC SCHOOLS.  NOW, THE AMOUNT OF MONEY 

THAT WE'RE TALKING ABOUT IS THE STATE GIVES MONEY FOR THE 

PUBLIC SCHOOLS.  WOULD THIS COME OUT OF THE U.S. GOVERNMENT 

TREASURY PER STUDENT ON AN ANNUAL BASIS?  WHEREAS HERE 

THERE'S NO COST.  CORRECT ME IF I'M WRONG.  WHERE THERE IS A 
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COST PER STUDENT ON AN ANNUAL BASIS GOING TO THE POINT MUGU 

SCHOOLS WHICH WILL INCREASE IN POPULATION. 

CAPT CHAMBERLAIN;  WELL, AS I SAY,: THAT IS A 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION THING AND I'M OUT OF MY DEPTH AND I 

DON'T KNOW HOW THAT RELATES TO STATE EDUCATIONAL THINGS BUT I 

CAN'T SAY THAT THERE WOULD BE A DIFFERENCE BETWEEN ONE 

LOCATION AS ANOTHER. 

RICHARD WILSON: : EXCUSE ME.  WHEN WE'RE TALKING 

ABOUT IMPACT, THE GOVERNMENT HAS GOT TO PAY THE SCHOOL 

DISTRICT FOR STUDENTS TO GO TO THE LOCAL SCHOOLS.  NOW, 

LEMOORE THERE'S NO COST.  HERE THERE'S NO COST.  BUT POINT 

MUGU THERE IS A COST. 

CAPT CHAMBERLAIN:  WHY WOULD THERE BE NO COST AT 

LEMOORE AND EL CENTRO? 

KELLY KNIGHT:  SIR, THE MILITARY CHILD GETS THE 

FUNDING REGARDLESS.  IF THEY APPLY TO THE DEPARTMENT OF 

EDUCATION, THEY GET THE FUNDING REGARDLESS'.  SO IF THE EL 

CENTRO SCHOOL DISTRICT WOULD RECEIVE AN INFLUX OF STUDENTS, 

THEY WOULD APPLY TO THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION.  IT'S FOR 

MILITARY CHILDREN. 

RICHARD WILSON:  SO THE COST WOULD BE THE SAME, IS 

THAT WHAT YOU'RE SAYING? 

KELLY KNIGHTi     YES. 

RICHARD WILSON:  THEN I STAND CORRECTED ON THAT. 

THANK YOU. 

DAVID WATSON:  DAVE WATSON.  AND THE FUNDING IS NOT 
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1 EQUAL.  IF YOO DO NOT HAVE A CERTAIN PERCENTAGE, YOUR FUNDING 

2 IS A LOT LESS.  OUR FUNDING HAS DROPPED CLOSE TO 50 PER CENT 

3 OVER THE LAST FIVE YEARS FOR OUR MILITARY KIDS.  WE USED TO 

4 GET $120,000.  WE GET IN THE NEIGHBORHOOD OF SIXTY TO SEVENTY 

5 AT THIS TIME.  IF YOU HAVE A LARGER PERCENTAGE, YOU GET MORE 

6 MONEY.  THEY JUST RE-ALLOCATED AND THERE IS A BIG MEETING 

7 COMING UP IN DALLAS JUST SHORTLY ON JUST THE ONE TOWARDS 

8 REFUNDING AND THE MASSIVE ACCOMNMODATION OF FEDERAL IMPACT ON 

9 SCHOOLS' LOBBYISTS TO GET FUNDINGS BECAUSE IF YOU HAVE A 

10 LARGE DISTRICT SUCH AS SAN DIEGO AND THEY GET IMPACTED, THEY    31-K 

11 GET A LARGER CHUNK OF MONEY.  WE GOT HIT PRETTY HARD FOR A 

12 SMALL DISTRICT.  WE DON'T HAVE ENOUGH STUDENTS TO GET THE 

13 EXTRA MONEY FOR THAT. 

14 A LOT OF LARGE DISTRICTS GAIN A LOT OF MONEY BUT A 

15 LOT WAS SHIFTED AROUND AND EVERYBODY ELSE SORT OF GOT WHACKED 

16 AND THERE'S NO PLACE THAT I KNOW OF THAT YOU CAN GO TO GET 

17 FROM THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EXTRA BUILDING MONEY TO BUILD 

18 EXTRA SCHOOLROOMS.  YOU HAVE TO FIGHT WITH THE DEPARTMENT OF 

19 EDUCATION AND THE FUNDING ALLOWED FOR THE MILITARY SPENDING. 

20 THE BUDGET JUST CAME OUT THAT MAY CARRY SOME OF THAT MONEY 

21 BUT IT'S A BATTLE TO GET EXTRA MONEY FOR EXTRA HOUSING ALL 

22 THE TIME. 

23 CAPT CHAMBERLAIN:  SURE. 

24 RICHARD WILSON:  AGAIN ONE OF THE THINGS I WANT TO 

25 COMMENT ABOUT THE EDUCATION.  MOVING HERE FROM THE BAY AREA 

26 WHERE SCHOOLS ARE OVERCROWDED AND THE EDUCATION OF THE KIDS,    31-L 
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THEY DON'T GET THE INDIVIDUAL ATTENTION LIKE THEY DO HERE.  I 

HAD A DEFICIT IN LEARNING DISABILITY WITH ONE OF MY YOUNGER 

CHILDREN AND WITH THE SCHOOL DISTRICT SHE IS GETTING VERY 

GOOD ATTENTION AND SHE IS ABLE TO KEEP UP OR JUST BELOW HER 

CURRENT CLASS THAT SHE IS IN, WHEREAS WHEN I WAS IN THE BAY 

AREA, THAT WAS NOT AVAILABLE NOR WAS IT— I FELT THE 

EDUCATION WAS AS GOOD AS HAS BEEN GIVEN HERE.  WE'RE TALKING 

ABOUT A LOT OF KIDS HERE.  SEVEN TO EIGHT HUNDRED KIDS.  THB 

EDUCATION OF THE KIDS WITH OVERCROWDED SCHOOLS FOR A GOOD 

LOCATION, I HAVE A LITTLE PROBLEM WITH THAT. 

CAPT CHAMBERLAIN:  ANYONE ELSE?  YES, SIR. 

DENNIS ROBERTSON:  MY NAME IS DENNIS ROBERTSON.  I 

AM THE VICE-PRESIDENT OF FIREFIGHTERS LOCAL 156 AND I HAVE 

ONE QUESTION AND THAT AGAIN WAS TAKING OFF FROM CHIEF 

WILSON'S COMMENTS ABOUT THE TOTAL COST FOR EACH BASE. 

THEY HAVE AN ESTIMATE IN HERE, AND I UNDERSTAND 

THAT IT'S ONLY AN ESTIMATE, BUT WHAT I WAS CURIOUS ABOUT IS 

WHERE THAT ESTIMATE CAME PROM AND WHY WITH ONLY FOUR 

BUILDINGS IT'S GOING TO COST ALMOST SEVENTY MILLION DOLLARS 

HERE AND WITH EIGHT OR NINE BUILDINGS AT LEMOORE IT'S GOING 

TO COST TWENTY-EIGHT, ALMOST THREE TIMES DOWN HERE.  I DON'T 

UNDERSTAND THAT. 

CAPT CHAMBERLAIN:  IT WAS A SURPRISE TO ME. 

HOWEVER, THERE IS SOME MORE SIGNIFICANT BUILDING THAT HAS TO 

HAPPEN IN EL CENTRO.  INNER AIRCRAFT MAINTENANCE IS ONE.  ALL 

THE AIRCRAFT, INNER AIRCRAFT MAINTENANCE DEPARTMENT IS A BIG 
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INDUSTRIAL FACILITY AND IT EXISTS AT THOSE OTHER TWO BASES SO 

WE NEED TO MAKE ARRANGEMENTS TO PUT MORE MACHINES IN BUT IT'S 

A LOT DIFFERENT FROM STARTING FROM THE GRADING THE LAND AND 

MOVING THE BURROWING OWL.  WE WERE ALL A LITTLE BIT SURPRISED 

BUT THERE'S A SIGNIFICANT AMOUNT OF NEW CONSTRUCTION THAT 

WE'D HAVE TO DO AT EL CENTRO SO WE HAVE TO SPEND MORE MONEY. 

THAT'S NOT TO SAY THAT'S THE DECIDING FACTOR.  THAT'S ONLY 

ONE OF A WHOLE LIST OF:THINGS BUT THAT'S ONE OF THE THINGS WE 

NEED TO PAY ATTENTION TO. 

RICHARD WILSON:  THE FACTOR ABOUT:THE NEW 

CONSTRUCTION IS A FACTOR AND IT IS SIGNIFICANT AND IT'S A LOT 

OF MONEY. 

ONE OF THE ITEMS ON YOUR CHART TALKED ABOUT 

SHORT-TERM/LONG-TERM GOALS.  WITH THE SHORT-TERM/LONG-TERM 

GOALS, WHAT IS THE FUTURE OF POINT MUGU VERSUS WHAT IS THE 

FUTURE OF NAF EL CENTRO? WHAT IS THE FUTURE OF ENCROACHMENT 

RIGHTS FOR THE AIRCRAFT AROUND POINT MUGU VERSUS AROUND NAF : 

EL CENTRO? 

HERB, AS I'M SURE YOU WELL KNOW, WE HAVE PLENTY OP 

ROOM TO GROW ALL DIRECTIONS.  THE NOISE FACTOR IS NOT A 

PROBLEM.  THEY HAVE HALTED HOUSING DEVELOPMENTS ON AUSTIN AND 

CERTAIN AREAS AROUND THE BASE WHERE THEY CAN'T BUILD ANY MORE 

NEW HOUSES.  THE PUBLIC WORKS OFFICER CAN PROBABLY ADDRESS 

THAT BETTER THAN I.  THAT I BELIEVE IS WHAT, THREE MILES IN 

ALL DIRECTIONS WITH THE EXCEPTION OF THE CITY OF SEELEY WHICH 

THEY ARE KIND OF CAPPED ON OUR SIDE, NAF SIDE WHEREAS HAVING 

ATWOOD, JENNINGS & ASSOCIATES 
EL CENTRO, CALIFORNIA . (760) 352-6488 

31-N 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

29 

i i:   ■    i 

~ ««T™™'unrtt     I DON'T KNOW WHAT THOSE FACTORS NEVER BEEN TO POINT MUGU, 1 uu« x *«v- 

ARE, IP THERE'S ANY NEW GROWTH. 

CASE IN POINT.  MC CLELLAN AIR FORCE BASE, THE* 

BUILT RIGHT UP TO THE FENCE PRACTICALLY.  NOISE FACTOR OVER A 

PERIOD OF TIME LONG-TERM, THEY GOT SHUT DOWN.  BECAUSE WE 

WERE TALKING ABOUT LONG-TERM/SHORT-TERM, HERE AGAIN THIS IS 

ONE OF OUR LONG-TERM PLUSES, IF YOU WILL.  WE HAVE THE 

ABILITY OF BEING HERE A LONG TIME IF THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 

DECIDES FOR US TO STAY AND THERE IS A LOT OF GOOD THINGS ON 

THE PLUS SIDE. 

THE ONLY NEGATIVE SIDE THAT I CAN REALLY SEE FOR 

THIS ENTIRE IMPACT STUDY IS IT IS NOT THB KEY LOCATION. 

THAT'S THE PRIME FACTOR, KEY LOCATION, BECAUSE IT WAS 

ADDRESSED.  MONEY WASN'T A SIGNIFICANT ISSUE.  THE 

ENVIRONMENT WITH THE BURROWING OWLS WAS NOT A SIGNIFICANT 

ISSUE AND A NUMBER OF OTHER AREAS WERE NOT A SIGNIFICANT 

ISSUE.  LOCATION.  THE SCHOOLS, EDUCATION OF OUR KIDS WAS 

BROUGHT OUT AND I DON'T KNOW IF THAT WILL BE A SIGNIFICANT OR 

NOT A SIGNIFICANT INCREASE BASED ON WHAT WAS SAID HERE BUT IT 

SEEMS TO ME LIKE THERE'S A LITTLE MORE PLUSES GOING OUR WAY 

THAN POINT MUGU OTHER THAN PRIME LOCATION.  THAT SEEMS TO BE 

THE KEY ITEMS.  AND LONG-TERM, I THINK WB HAVE MORE TO OFFER 

LONG-TERM. 

CAPT CHAMBERLAIN:  THANK YOU.  ANY LAST MINUTE- 

ETHAN SCOTT«  ETHAN SCOTT AGAIN, UNION PRESIDENT. 

I THINK THE GREATEST ENVIRONMENTAL THE E-2 WOULD HAVE ON THE 
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1 IMPERIAL VALLEY GENERALLY WOULD NOT BE A NEGATIVE IMPACT.  AS 

2 PAR AS THE SIMPLE PACT THAT THREE THOUSAND PLUS INCOME FOR 

3 THE FINANCIAL WOULD RAISE THE QUALITY OF LIVING IN THE 

4 VALLEY, INCREASE THE EDUCATIONAL VALUE FOR THE CHILDREN WHICH 

5 I THINK ARE THE KEY POINTS.  FROM WHAT I UNDERSTAND, IMPERIAL 

6 VALLEY HAS ONE OF THE BETTER SCHOOL SYSTEMS IN:CALIFORNIA. 

7 BUSINESSES WOULD GROW, UNEMPLOYMENT WOULD GO DOWN AND 

8 EVERYTHING THAT'S BENEFICIAL TO A COMMUNITY IN GENERAL WOULD 

9 GO UP SO I CAN'T SEE HOW THERE WOULD BE ANY NEGATIVE IMPACT 

10 OF THE E-2. 

11 CAPT CHAMBERLAIN:  GOOD.  THANK YOU. 

12 RANDY CALDWELL:  RANDY CALDWELL AGAIN.  WHAT WOULD 

13 BE THE ALTERNATIVE BESIDES POINT MUGU?  WOULD IT BB EL CBNTRO 

14 OR LEMOORE? 

15 CAPT CHAMBERLAIN:  YOU MEAN THE SECOND CHOICE?; 

16 RANDY CALDWELL:  YES. 

17 CAPT CHAMBERLAIN:  WE ARE ONLY CHARGED WITH 

18 REPRESENTING HERE'S WHAT WE THINK IS THE BEST CHOICE.  THE 

19 POINTS THAT YOU'RE MAKING ARE ABSOLUTELY VALID.  SOMEBODY 

20 JUST SAID WELL, YOU KNOW, THIS PARTICULAR THING, SCHOOLS MAY 

21 BE MORE IMPORTANT THAN LOCATION SO HOW DO YOU COMPARE ALL THE 

22 EXAMPLES OF ORANGES AND CHERRIES AND GRAPES.  IT'S DIFFICULT, 

23 IT'S TOUGH.  FRANKLY WE HAVE SAID HERE'S THREE WORKABLE ONES 

24 AND THEY CAN DISREGARD ALL THOSE OTHER ALTERNATIVES.  WE 

25 THINK POINT MUGU IS THE BEST ONE FOR THESE REASONS BUT YOU 

26 KNOW WHAT, SO WHAT?  SO A LONG ANSWER TO A SHORT QUESTION; I 
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DON'T KNOW.  I CAN'T TELL YOU THAT.  HONESTLY WE HAVE NOT 

FIGURED IT OUT.  BE ANOTHER WHOLE STUDY BUT THAT'S WHAT THE 

SECRETARY WILL DO.  WHEN HE READS ALL OF OUR INPUTS, HE HAY 

SAY MAYBE YOU GUYS THINK MUGU IS THE BEST BUT I DON'T THINK 

SO.  OUR ELECTED OFFICIALS MAY WANT TO BE INDEPENDENT AND 

THAT MAY HAPPEN.  I THINK WE HAVE GOT THE RIGHT CHOICE, I 

THINK WE'RE DOING THE RIGHT THING.  I THINK THE DOCUMENT WE 

ARE WRITING IS RIGHT BUT I'M NOT SIGNING IT. 

RANDY CALDWBLLx  THANK YOU. 

CAPT CHAMBERLAIN»  LISTEN, I APPRECIATE YOU GUYS 

COMING AND YOU MADE SOME GOOD COMMENTS. 

AS WE POINTED OUT, WHAT WE WILL DO IS PUBLISH ALL 

THE COMMENTS, ANY WRITTEN THINGS WE RECEIVE FROM YOU OR OTHER 

PEOPLE IN THIS DOCUMENT.  I'M GOING AROUND OR WE'RE GOING 

AROUND TO ALL THESE PLACES IN THE NEXT THREE DAYS AND WE WILL 

SPEND THE NEXT THREE MONTHS TRYING TO ASSIMILATE THEM AND TRY 

TO MAKE SENSE OUT OF THEM AND PUT THEM IN GOOD LANGUAGE.  IN 

THE EVENT YOU DECIDE YOU WANT TO SEND SOMETHING WRITTEN, 

THERE'S THE ADDRESS.  THAT'S ALSO ON THE EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

THAT WE'RE HANDING OUT.  AND IT'S ON THE LITTLE CARD.  YOU 

CAN REACH KELLY.  SHE IS NOT GOING TO ANSWER ALL THOSE.  BUT 

WE HAVE GOT A TEAM OF MANY, MANY, MANY PEOPLE, EXPERT 

BIOLOGISTS ON ALL THOSE KINDS OF THINGS AND THAT'S HOW WE; 

WORK IT OUT.  SO DON'T FORGET THOSE NUMBERS AND KEEP THOSE 

CARDS AND LETTERS COMING BECAUSE SHE LIKES THAT. 

THANKS A MILLION FOR COMING. 
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Comment and Responses 

Letter 31 
El Centro Public Hearing December 8,1997 

31-A      Although no burrowing owls were identified at the construction site on El Centro, some owls were 

seen roosting nearby. 

As stated in response to comment 3-A, if the El Centro alternative were selected, the construction area 
and areas adjacent would be surveyed for nesting burrowing owls prior to construction. If nesting owls 
were identified on the construction site, they would be relocated. Relocation would be carried out by a 

qualified biologist, and mitigation, if required, would be implemented using the Burrowing Owl 
Consortium guidelines. If nesting owls are noted, nearby construction activity would be curtailed, 
whenever possible, between April and August. 

31-B      This statement concurs with the findings of the EIS Section 4.9.3, Fire Protection. 

31-C      The Navy considers the suitability of climatic conditions of all potential receiving bases. There is little 
or no difference in the availability for flying time between the three sites considered for relocating the 
E-2 squadrons. 

31-D      As stated in the response to comment 14-A, NEPA 42 USC § 4321 et seq., requires that an EIS assess 
both the impacts of the specific proposal and those of cumulative development in the project region. 
The ED is acknowledged to have substantial senior rights to 2.6 to 2.8 million acre feet per year of 
Colorado River water and that the proposed basing of the E-2 squadrons at NAF El Centro would not 
adversely affect IED's ability to meet current or future demands in its service area. However, for the 
purposes of cumulative impact assessment in this EIS, the overall impacts on California's allocation of 
Colorado River water are considered. The cumulative additional use of HD's primary water supply, the 
Colorado River, while not adversely affecting the ED, would contribute to potentially significant 
cumulative impacts on Colorado River water available to Southern California consumers. This is due to 
the fact that California users of Colorado River water have been using Colorado River water and are 
expected to continue to generate increased demand for quantities of Colorado River water in excess of 
California's allocation. This will be aggravated by neighboring states increasing their allocations, some 
of which historically have been used by California. In order to clarify the distinction between IED's 
supply and demand situation and impacts on overall California use of Colorado River water, the 

following revisions have been made to the EIS: 

The first paragraph on page 5-25 and the fifth paragraph on page ES-17 of the EIS have been revised 

to read as follows: 

"The IID would have adequate supplies to serve cumulative development within its service area. 
However, potentially significant cumulative effects to California's Colorado River supplies could 
occur due to cumulative development in the region. California's use of its Colorado River 
allocation exceeds the state's allocation, and this demand is likely to increase with cumulative 

development." 

The second paragraph on page 5-25 is deleted. 
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The last sentence on page 3-31 is revised to read as follows: 

"Colorado River water quality has periodically had high levels of salt and other contaminant levels 

due to upstream agricultural return flows." 

31-E      Since the aircraft spend so much time on aircraft carriers at sea, maintenance costs from saltwater at the' 
relocation sites is negligible. 

31-F      The district's statement of the ability to accommodate additional students confirms the findings 

presented in Section 4.9.3 of the EIS. Since NAWS Point Mugu is at this time the Navy's preferred 
alternative, meetings with the local school district have been initiated, and further surveys have been 
conducted. Should the Secretary of the Navy choose another site, such meetings will be conducted at 

that site. 

Section 3.9, Plans and Policies, addresses the issues of federal funds and how to apply for them. In 

general, a school district with 20 percent or more of its enrollment consisting of military children is 
eligible for funding based on the number of students whose parents work and live on federal property 
(Public Law (PL) 102O68, Title II, and Public Law (PL) 102484, § 386). Additional information on 
funding is available from the US Department of Education. 

31-G     As stated in response to comment 14-Q, the Navy's preferred alternative is based on a combination of 
operational requirements, cost factors, and environmental impacts. The EIS presents a balanced 
comparison of alternatives using parallel analyses and factual information. 

While NAWS Point Mugu is the preferred alternative, the final decision on relocation will be made by 
the Secretary of the Navy. 

31-H      No additional rounds of base closure and realignment decisions have been formally proposed. Any 
future base closure decisions would involve studies and recommendations similar to those formulated 
for the last three rounds of decisions. Until that time, any statements of potential closures or 
realignments would be speculative. 

31-1       The reasons for selecting NAWS Point Mugu as the preferred alternative for relocating the E-2 
squadrons are outlined in Section 2.3 of the EIS and are discussed in response to comment 14-Q. NAF 
El Centro would require substantially more construction than at the other receiving installations 
analyzed. Figure 2-7 specifies the exact location of four of these facilities and a general location for the 
remaining facilities (indicated by crossrhatching). 

31-J       The district's statement of the ability to accommodate additional students confirms the findings 
presented in Section 4.9.3 of the EIS. Section 3.9, Plans and Policies, addresses the issues of federal funds 
and how to apply for them. In general, a school district with 20 percent or more of its enrollment 
consisting of military children is eligible for funding based on the number of students whose parents 
work and live on federal property (Public Law (PL) 102-368, Title II, and Public Law (PL) 102-484, § 
396). Additional information on funding is available from the US Department of Education. 
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31-K      While the Navy appreciates the effects that decreased military enrollment has had on the school district, 
US Department of Education funding policies and past decisions are beyond the scope of this analysis. 

31-L      As mentioned previously, a variety of factors were considered when selecting the preferred alternative. 
As discussed in response to comment 19-D, the number of additional students generated as a result of 
the Navy action addressed in this EIS has been extrapolated for each potential site and is discussed in 
Section 4.9 of the EIS. New information indicates the Navy action would result in 116 additional 
students to NAWS Point Mugu, which would not create critical utilization and fiscal impact when 

spread throughout the affected school districts. 

31-M     NAF El Centro would require substantially more construction than at the other receiving installations 
analyzed, as indicated by the cost analyses. Relocation would require constructing more than four 
buildings at NAF El Centro. Figure 2-7 specifies the exact location of these four structures and merely 
provides a general location for the remaining facilities (indicated by cross-hatching). 

31-N     Surrounding land uses are described in Section 3.3, Land Use and Airspace. The Navy is not proposing 

to expand the base boundaries. 

31-0     As stated in response to comment 14-Q, the Navy's preferred alternative is based on a combination of 
operational requirements, cost factors, and environmental impacts. The EIS presents a balanced 
comparison of alternatives using parallel analyses and factual information. 

While NAWS Point Mugu is the preferred alternative, the final decision on relocation will be made by 

the Secretary of the Navy. 

31-P      As stated previously, a variety of factors were considered in selecting a preferred alternative. While 
relocation to El Centro would positively affect regional economy, the Navy had to evaluate other 

aspects, such as economics. 

31-Q     The final decision for selecting the relocation site rests with the Secretary of the Navy. 
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Letter 32 

Oxnard Public Hearing 

1 impact section for Point Mugu.  And that's as it 

2 should be.  As you all know, we're not planning 

3 on coming here -- cloud the water. 

4 This is the lady who did the 

5 writing, so if you like the thing, I think she 

6 did a magnificent job. 

7 What's her name? 

8 MS. KNIGHT:  Karen Frye. 

9 CAPTAIN CHAMBERLAIN:  Karen Frye from Tetra 

10 Tech from San Francisco. 

11 Our first speaker is Mr. Brian 

12 Miller, Congressman Galleghy's office. 

13 MR. MILLER:  My name is Brian Miller.  I'm 

14 the field -- for Congressman Galleghy, and I'm 

15 pleased to be here tonight, and add our strong 

16 support for the relocation of the four E-2 

17 aircraft squadrons to Point Mugu. 

18 Of the proposed alternatives, Point 

19 Mugu is the best location for the Navy and the 

20 U.S. taxpayers.  There is an almost $30 million 

21 difference in one-time capital cost from the next 

22 location, and an additional $2- to $3 million in 

23 ongoing operational and maintenance costs for 

24 each year.  This is in direct result of Point 

25 Mugu's available facilities, excellent 
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1 facilities, and close proximity to over-the-water 

2 operating areas. 

3 There is also additional potential 

4 benefits to the Navy when combined capabilities 

5 of the knock weapons and the naval surface 

6 warfare center are combined. 

7 We also feel that the EIS adequately 

8 addresses the environmental impacts of the E-2's 

9 arrivals to Ventura County, including the two 

10 most, I guess, talked about impacts, which would 

11 be noise and utilities and service. 

12 Because of the proximity to the 

13 flight patterns of Point Mugu, the residents of 

14 Camarillo are always sensitive to new arrivals. 

15 However, of any of the aircraft in the Navy's 

16 inventory, the E-2 is probably the quietest. 

17 Even its nickname, the hummer, implies a very 

18 quiet aircraft. 

19 When the Navy changed its preferred 

20 alternative to Point Mugu, our office received 

21 only a handful of phone calls from the residents 

22 of Camarillo.  I took it upon myself to 

23 personally call each person after that to discuss 

24 the particulars, including the number of 

25 aircraft, which is 16, half of which we -- half 
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1 of which will be deployed around the world at any 

2 one time, and the fact that these are propeller 

3 driven, very quiet aircraft.  And after that, 

4 they were all very satisfied.  In fact, I also 

5 have a group of letters here from nine of the 

6 cities in Ventura County, a group of business 

7 people, and community organizations I'll present 

8 to you here all in support of the E-2's arrival 

9 here in Ventura County. 

10 On the issues of utilities and 

11 service as it relates to overcrowding of the 

12 schools, our office is committed to work with 

13 each of the affected school districts to insure 

14 that they apply for Department of Education funds 

15 intended to compensate schools for the burdens 

16 placed on them by the federal activities. 

17 We look forward with much 

18 anticipation to the arrival of the first wing 

19 personnel and their families sometime in Summer 

20 of '98.  We're confident that they will enjoy the 

21 fine quality of living that we have here in 

22 Ventura County. 

2 3 CAPTAIN CHAMBERLAIN:  Thank you very much. 

24 Next is Mr. Frank Schillo, County 

25 Supervisor. 
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1 MR. SCHILLO:  My name is Frank Schillo. 

2 I'm County Supervisor of the Second District, 

3 which includes Point Mugu, also cochairman of the 

4 Regional Defense Partnership 21.  And today you 

5 get three for the price of one, because 

6 Assemblyman from the 37th District, Nao Takasugi, 

7 has given me a letter.  He asked that I read the 

8 letter into the record, so I'll do that, if you 

9 don't mind. 

10 CAPTAIN CHAMBERLAIN:  Please do. 

11 MR. SCHILLO:  Because we both agree on 

12 these -- the information on here, so -- "I would 

13 like to reiterate my utmost support for the 

14 proposed relocation of the E-2 squadron and 

15 related personnel to NAS Point Mugu. 

16 Ventura County and the surrounding 

17 area has a proud history of active duty military 

18 support for NAS Point Mugu, Port Hueneme naval 

19 facilities, and Vandenburg Air Force Base. 

20 The Navy is the single largest 

21 employer in Ventura County, providing 6.2 percent 

22 of Ventura County's jobs, and 10 percent of the 

23 County's economy.  They have not taken the 

24 accompanying responsibility lightly. 

25 The Navy has actively participated 
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1 in community affairs by contributing to charities 

2 and educational programs, by providing 

3 environmental --of Ventura County's natural 

4 resources, by providing a professional job base, 

5 and by buying millions of dollars of purchases 

6 from locally owned businesses. 

7 But ultimately, the fact that the 

8 Navy is good for Ventura County is not enough. 

9 Ventura County must be good for the Navy, as 

10 well. 

11 After reviewing the Draft EIS 

12 Executive Summary, two major points are raised. 

13 The first is that the Navy should reassign the 

14 E-2 squadrons to NAS Point Mugu, because there 

15 will be -- there will not be a significant impact 

16 that is not mitigable.  NAS Point Mugu is a good 

17 neighbor, and I am confident that my concerns 

18 that are raised by the relocation of the E-2 can 

19 be addressed satisfactorily, especially the 

20 concern over enough classroom space for the 

21 children of Navy personnel. 

22 Secondly, I notice that the 

23 relocation of the E-2 squadrons to NAS Point Mugu 

24 makes financial sense for the Navy, and this is 

25 an important part.  The Navy will save $31.7 
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1 million and $41.2 million over the NAS Lemoore 

2 and NAF El Centro alternatives.  This means that 

3 those dollars saved by relocating the E-2 to NAS 

4 Point Mugu can be put to use for other purposes 

5 vital to our nation's defense. 

6 Because the Draft EIS has shown that 

7 relocating E-2 squadrons to NAS Point Mugu makes 

8 both good environmental and economic sense, I 

9 strongly support the assignment of the E-2 

10 squadron and related personnel to NAS Point Mugu, 

11 and I look forward to having more of our military 

12 personnel call Ventura County home while they are 

13 on active duty." 

14 CAPTAIN CHAMBERLAIN:  Thank you, sir. 

15 Next is Mr. Bill Little, City of 

16 Camarillo. 

17 MR. LITTLE:  I'll just take a pass on mine. 

18 CAPTAIN CHAMBERLAIN:  Very well. 

19 Charlotte Craven from City of 

20 Camarillo. 

21 MS. CRAVEN:  My name is Charlotte Craven, 

22 C-r-a-v-e-n.  I'm Mayor of the City of 

23 Camarillo.  I'm here mainly to let you know that 

24 the City of Camarillo does support the preferred 

25 alternative of moving the four E-2 squadrons to 
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1 Point Mugu. 

2 For some reason, people always want 

3 to know where Camarillo stands.  Where, we stand 

4 is we feel that you are not really beginning to 

5 replace the squadrons that were pulled out 

6 previously, and we believe that this will begin 

7 to infill the -- and boost the economy for the 

8 ones that were pulled away. 

9 Camarillo feels very close to Point 

10 Mugu.  Many of the military personal, many of the 

11 civilian personnel, live in Camarillo.  They are 

12 our residents, they're part of us, and we are 

13 sure that many of the people who will move here 

14 will also be our residents.  They will be part of 

15 us, too. 

16 The approach to Point Mugu is over 

17 Eastern Camarillo, and I've been involved with 

18 many of the people who occasionally call when 

19 there's a loud landing on that approach, when 

20 there's a particularly loud airplane, for one 

21 reason or another.  But I've also talked to many 

22 of those residents of Leisure Village, and they 

23 have told me -- I'm not speaking for Leisure 

24 Village as a group, I'm talking about the 

25 residents who have talked to me, and there are 
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1 quite a few of them -- who have said that they 

2 support this.  They feel it's necessary for our 

3 area. 

4 So once again, I just want to make 

5 sure that you understand that the City of 

6 Camarillo does support the preferred 

7 alternative. 

8 CAPTAIN CHAMBERLAIN:  Thank you, Ms. Mayor. 

9 Mr. Robert Fraisse, Superintendent 

10 of Hueneme School District. 

.11 MR. FRAISSE:  Good evening.  And thank you, 

12 Captain, for an outstanding presentation this 

13 evening. 

14 In regards to your invitation to -- 

15 that's why I'm here.  I'd like to read about 

16 three pages into the record, please. 

17 "My name is Robert Fraisse, 

18 F-r-a-i-s-s-e, and I am Superintendent of the 

19 schools for the Hueneme School District, Port 

20 Hueneme, California. 

21 Geographically we are one of several 

22 school districts whose proximity to Point Mugu 

23 leads to a reasonable assumption that a 

24 considerable number of the children of the 

25 families involved in the move to Point Mugu will 
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1 seek enrollment in our district. 

2 In concert with other local 

3 superintendents in the area, I feel it is very 

4 important to outline the challenges that local 

5 districts, such as Hueneme, need to overcome in 

6 order to be prepared to serve the educational 

7 needs of the children of naval personnel, and to 

8 maintain the excellence and service provided to 

9 our current student population. 

10 Challenges are very easy to 

11 identify, but I believe we will need a spirit of 

12 cooperation and creativity in order to solve 

13 these challenges.  Specifically we will need 

14 to - - a contingency plan in regards to the 

15 acquisition of classroom facilities and to the 

16 employment of certificated personnel. 

17 In regards to facilities, the 

18 Hueneme School District, like most school 

19 districts in California, have reached maximum 

20 capacity in each of our 11 sites.  Any 

21 significant increase in student population, as we 

22 would define as greater then 75 unanticipated 

23 students, will create a classroom housing 

24 shortage for our students.  Simply stated, we 

25 could have new students with no classrooms 
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1 available to house them. 

2 Typically when enrollment increases 

3 in a district, there is an early warning system 

4 tied to the increase in local housing units being 

5 built, and through statistical analysis, we can 

6 determine fairly closely how many new students to 

7 project from such building, thus assuring the 

8 enrollment and corresponding funding accompanying 

9 each new student, we are able to order a 

10 sufficient number of portable facilities to 

11 accommodate the projected growth. 

12 These portables are very expensive, 

13 approximately $75,000 each.  They must be ordered 

14 months in advance in order to be placed in the -- 

15 Education Codes by the start of the school year 

16 in September. 

17 What is different in this case is 

18 that the enrollment surge is not tied to new 

19 housing, which can be somewhat projected, predict 

20 student enrollment.  And instead, the anticipated 

21 several hundred students could conceivably secure 

22 housing in any one of several local school 

23 districts.  Therefore, we have no way to 

24 accurately estimate new enrollment.  Our 

25 districts will not be able to order facilities in 
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1 advance.  Financial risk of doing so is just too 

2 great if the District guesses wrong. 

3 Lacking this ability to preorder 

4 facilities, any action enrollment of students in 

5 the summer months will not allow sufficient time 

6 for ordering and " installing facilities by the 

7 start of the school year in September. 

8 One logical extension of this 

9 scenario would be that local school districts 

10 would need several portable facilities in 

11 September with logistics to -- installation 

12 several months into the year.  This is a scenario 

13 we must work to avoid. 

14 The second challenge that we face is 

15 one of securing qualified personnel to - - surge 

16 in enrollment.  The State of California is 

17 experiencing a teacher shortage due to a 

18 statewide effort to reduce class size.  Like most 

19 districts, we will being recruiting nationally to 

20 hire the 35 to 40 teachers that we must hire 

21 without any new students from an E-2 move. 

22 Based upon experience, we have found 

23 that it's very difficult to find quality teachers 

24 past June of each year.  Hiring in August and 

25 September is problematic due to the quantity and 
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1 quality of the teacher market. 

2 Again, without knowing the number of 

3 students who will be moving into our specific 

4 district, we cannot risk early hiring of 

5 teachers.  We will not be able to pay for our 

6 contract personnel if we guess wrong. 

7 At the other extreme, if we waited 

8 until we are certain of our enrollment numbers in 

9 August, we may not find the teachers we need. 

10 Given these two important 

11 challenges, we offer our absolute cooperation in 

12 seeking ways to solve these problems through 

13 mitigation. 

14 We will provide a more detailed 

15 consideration on these two concerns and a written 

16 report, but tonight we felt that it was important 

17 to identify the challenges, to explain that we 

18 look forward to working with the Naval Department 

19 to find a creative solution which would meet all 

20 of our interests." 

21 Thank you very much. 

2 2 CAPTAIN CHAMBERLAIN:  Thank you, sir. 

23 That's well said. 

24 Mr. Lee -- I guess Lee Quaintance 

25 from The Beacon. 
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1 MR. QUAINTANCE:  My name is Lee Quaintance, 

2 and I'm speaking this evening on behalf of an ad 

3 hoc environmental group concerning -- Ventura 

4 County calls itself The Beacon. 

5 We are very much in support of the 

6 environmental review process.  We have not taken 

7 position on the proposed relocation.  We do not 

8 think it is possible to take a position in 

9 support of the relocation based on the 

10 environmental document in its present condition. 

11 We believe there are a number of deficiencies in 

12 the document.  We've addressed some of them in 

13 our letter, which I'd like to give you. 

14 CAPTAIN CHAMBERLAIN:  Thank you.  Good. 

15 MR. QUAINTANCE:  I certainly won't try to 

16 deal with the entire contents of the letter, but 

17 I would like to just remark on a couple of the 

18 issues. 

19 CAPTAIN CHAMBERLAIN:  Please do. 

2 0 MR. QUAINTANCE:  One of them is the issue 

21 of fair pollution.  The Draft Environmental 

22 Impact Statement does indicate that this is a 

23 significant impact that's mitigable.  The 

24 indicated method of mitigation is by comparing 

25 the output of pollutants by the E-2's to the 
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1 level of output in 1990.  The mere fact that it 

2 is significantly less than the 1990 level is 

3 taken as a mitigation.  We do not believe that 

4 that will satisfy our Clean Act air requirements 

5 in order to establish that the impact has been 

6 mitigated.  Aside from that, we believe that real 

7 mitigation of another sort need to be considered, 

8 including appropriate limitations on operations 

9 during high pollution periods, and perhaps design 

10 elements in - - and other methods that could 

11 actually mitigate the pollution. 

12 The second area I'd like to comment 

13 on is the noise impact.  The Draft Environmental 

14 Impact Statement says that this is less than 

15 significant.  We have tripled by number of 

16 elements of the analysis. 

17 First of all, the level of activity 

18 that is described is significantly less or rather 

19 greater than what was described 20 months ago 

20 when we met with you here in this room, as a 

21 matter of fact.  For example, the number of field 

22 carrier landing practices is now indicated as 

23 12,000 per year.  At that time, you were speaking 

24 of 8,000 per year. 

25 CAPTAIN CHAMBERLAIN:  That's correct. 
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1 MR. QUAINTANCE:  There are also other 

2 factors that bear upon .noise, including 

3 previously in the presentation that was made 

4 earlier in May of '96, there was going to be a 

5 limitation on operations to wheat base only, and 

6 there was going to be two shifts, the last of 

7 which ended at midnight.  In the current version, 

8 there is no limitation as to days of the week, 

9 and there is no limitation to operations beyond 

10 midnight. 

11 We think the model used to evaluate 

12 the noise impacts is inadequate.  The sound data 

13 is entirely from a computer model.  There is no 

14 indication that there is no field testing of the 

15 E-2's.  The airplane used in the model is not an 

16 E-2.  It is another class of aircraft, NP-3, and 

17 adjustments are made to the results based on the 

18 fact that that airplane has four engines rather 

19 than the two engines that are used on the E-2. 

20 In fact, the sound impact was reduced one-half. 

21 That is by three decibels. 

22 We do not think that is -- we think 

23 that is an erroneous approach.  The noise impacts 

24 are not simply mathematically additive. 

25 Finally, in regard to noise, we 
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1 think that the model appears to be constructed 

2 based on a single aircraft in a single exercise, 

3 and does not contemplate what we assume is 

4 contemplated some form of a race track approach, 

5 for more than one plane may be involved, one 

6 doing the actual practice, another in the process 

7 of approaching, another process of departure. 

8 We think that these factors, all of 

9 these factors taken together, point to 

10 significant inadequacies of the sound analysis. 

11 We think that in addition to looking at these 

12 factors, that an actual demonstration is 

13 necessary.  We think that the E-2 aircraft should 

14 be demonstrated in the environment, in the 

15 preferred environment, and that that 

16 demonstration should be - - results of that 

17 demonstration should be open to review, and that 

18 this should be done as part of the DEIS process, 

19 and the document should not be finalized without 

20 it. 

21 The only other thing that I will 

22 comment on here, going to other things in our 

23 letter, is the Cumulative Impact Analysis.  It's 

24 been indicated here this evening, it's indicated 

25 here in the -- in the DEIS, that the F-18's are 
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1 not going to be coming here.  We are unaware of 

2 any other place, other than the text of this 

3 document prepared by an environmental consultant,    32-G 

4 where it has been officially stated that the P-18 

5 proposal is no longer including NAS Point Mugu. 

6 Until -- unless that is done, we think the 

7 cumulative analysis must include that 

8 possibility. 

9 Finally, on the Cumulative Analysis 

10 Section, it's indicated that your preparer was 

11 advised by local planning people that there were 

12 no major public works planned within the vicinity 

13 of NAS Point Mugu.  In fact, there are several. 

14 One, in particular, is the ampitheater proposal 

15 which the County of Ventura has recently issued 

16 an approval of the EIR.  Another is the 32-H 

17 relocation of the State University.  Looking at 

18 the sound diagrams, using the model that is in 

19 the DEIS, we note that a 65 decibel level comes 

20 within the ampitheater area, and also the planned 

21 area for the University some two miles closer 

22 than in the model shown in the DEIS without the 

23 E-2's.  We think that the sound and other 

24 implications of these other activities need to be 

25 considered, also. 
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1 Thank you. 

2 CAPTAIN CHAMBERLAIN:  Thank you, sir. 

3 Ms. Penny Bohannon. 

4 MS. BOHANNON:  Thank you.  I'm not going to 

5 walk up there.  I'll just stand right here. 

6 THE REPORTER:  If you could, for my hearing 

7 purposes. 

8 MS. BOHANNON:  Go up there? 

9 THE REPORTER:  Yeah.  Thank you. 

10 MS. BOHANNON:  Okay.  I do speak rather 

11 loudly, so I -- it's B-o-h-a-n-n-o-n. 

12 THE REPORTER:  Thank you. 

13 MS. BOHANNON:  And I'm here wearing three 

14 hats tonight.  That does not mean that I'm going 

15 to speak 12 minutes.  I will only speak four 

16 minutes or less. 

17 The first hat that I wear is that 

18 representing VCEDA, Ventura County Economic 

19 Development Association.  We are an association 

20 of large industry and business leaders in our 

21 community, small business members.  We represent 

22 about 40,000 jobs in this region called Ventura 

23 County.  And it has been our position from the 

24 outset that we support very, very strongly the 

25 relocation of the E-2 wing from Naval Air Station 
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1 Miramar to Point Mugu.  It makes good economic 

2 sense, and it makes reasonable environmental 

3 sense.  It's the smart thing to do.  It's cost 

4 effective.  You've proven that.  And I will just 

5 say we will continue to support that relocation 

6 in any way we as a business community can. 

7 The second hat that I wear is that 

8 from the Regional Defense Partnership 21 or RDP 

9 21, as we call it, an offshoot of the --95 Task 

10 Force, going way back to the threat of closure of 

11 Point Mugu.  We did a lot of work in this 

12 community, the business community.  Those of you 

13 in elected office and administrative positions in 

14 the cities and the counties, the most recent of 

15 which was our trip that you may remember that we 

16 took to Naval Air Station Miramar.  We took the 

17 education family, we took the real estate family, 

18 we took leaders in the community, we took 

19 business, and we went to Naval Air Station 

20 Miramar, and we talked with Commodore Mallor, and 

21 we said, "We think you should relocate to Ventura 

22 County, because we want you there.  We truly want 

23 you there.  We can mitigate any of the issues 

24 that you might be faced with environmental, 

25 business, education, real estate, where your 
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1 children will go to school, and where you will 

2 live."  And that was very successful, we 

3 thought.  I don't know of any other community who 

4 came together the way that we did and traveled 

5 probably round-trip four hours for a one-hour 

6 presentation with Commodore Mallor and his staff. 

7 And lastly within my four-minute 

8 time limit, I'm here because I live in Port 

9 Hueneme, and I have for about a dozen years.  And 

10 you may not remember this, but I was one of the 

11 68 residents who stood up -- or not residents -- 

12 respondents who stood up at your scoping meeting 

13 here in May, and said I really do want the Navy 

14 here.  You're an important of this community.  As 

15 Mayor Craven said, you're not just the Navy 

16 personnel and family here, you are part of our 

17 community.  You coach our little league teams, 

18 you work in the schools, you volunteer in our 

19 volunteer groups in the community.  And I, for 

20 one, I drove here alone tonight.  I don't know 

21 how many of you did, but I'm ashamed of that.  I 

22 drove.  Many of you probably drove here alone 

23 tonight, and I might guess that all of us 

24 combined driving alone tonight are more guilty of 

25 polluting this beautiful air in our wonderful 
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1 community than any of these 8 or 16 planes that 

2 will be here at any one time in the next three 

3 years. 

4 And in closing, as far as the noise 

5 goes, I do have a sailboat.  I do sail that 

6 beautiful blue ocean.  And when those planes go 

7 over, I kind of smile and say thank God I'm in 

8 America and thank God the Navy is here.  And I 

9 might say that they don't --as someone mentioned 

10 earlier, they don't call these things hummers for 

11 no reason.  They're very quiet, and they're much 

12 quieter than our sheriff's helicopters who buzz 

13 over my house all the time, and they don't bother 

14 me at all, either.  So our Environmental Affairs 

15 Committee from Reseda did review the DEIS and 

16 commend the Navy on a very thorough and 

17 comprehensive Environmental Impact Statement, and 

18 were in strong support of this relocation, and I 

19 thank you for your time. 

2 0 MS. CHAMBERLAIN:  Thank you. 

21 Next is Mr. Bob Laconarsino. 

22 MR. LACONARSINO:  My name is Bob 

23 Laconarsino, L-a-c-o-n-a-r-s-i-n-o. 

24 As a State Senator and a 

25 Congressman, I represented this area for, you 
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1 know, many years, so I'm very familiar with it, 

2 and I think this is a win/win, this proposed 

3 action,•a win/win for the County, for the 

4 community, and for the Navy, and for the 

5 taxpayers. 

6 There is great community support for 

7 this move, great community support.  I think 

8 . the -- Penny mentioned the trip that we made down 

9 to Miramar. 

10 Another example was on very short 

11 notice, what was it, 48 hours, I think, we put 

12 together a luncheon to entertain the people from 

13 Miramar, have them come up here and see what the 

14 community was all about.  And we had a fantastic 

15 turnout of all kinds of community interest 

16 there.  That's just one example of that. 

17 Captain Yu and others pointed out 

18 advantages of location.  I won't repeat that, but 

19 it's very apparent.  A Navy base, in my opinion, 

2 0 should be where the Navy is, on, the shore, next 

21 to the operating area for the fleet and for the 

22 test runs.  It makes a lot of sense.  It saves a 

23 lot of money.  And there is the synergy with the 

24 Hueneme operation and with Vanderberg, I think, 

25 at some point. 
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1 The weather -- this has not been 

2 pointed out.  The weather is much better at Mugu 

3 than it is at Lemoore.  For example, there is 

4 high temperature, routinely over 100 degrees of 

5 Fahrenheit, at Lemoore.  I think we've had three 

6 days over 100 in the last 50 years at Mugu. 

7 There is only -- there is about 40 percent 

8 degradation of flying weather at Lemoore in its 

9 worst two months, which are December and 

10 January.  Mugu's worst two months, there's only 

11 20 percent degradation. 

12 Now, of course, it's good for our 

13 economy.  There's no question about that.  The 

14 one thing that should be pointed out is that 

15 bringing these, what, 1500 people to Ventura 

16 County is not going to make up for all the losses 

17 we've had since 1985, the downsizing of the 

18 military.  It will help.  It will help a great 

19 deal. 

20 But the most important thing, this 

21 is one of the things that I've been proudest of 

22 in my association with Brach, and now with you ND 

23 21, is that our emphasis at all times, while we 

24 are concerned about the economy and stress that 

25 and work on it, our emphasis at all times has 
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1 been what is best for the national defense of 

2 this country.  And obviously, at least to me, 

3 this move is best for that. 

4 As to noise, I can personally 

5 testify from standing out sometimes in the rain, 

6 and other times not in the rain, that a -- right 

7 next to the Point Mugu runway, I've heard -- I've 

8 seen and heard E-2's, and they are not nearly as 

9 noisy as the other aircraft, and especially the 

10 helicopters. 

11 So we are all, at least I feel the 

12 majority of this community, is all for the move, 

13 and we welcome you, again. 

14 CAPTAIN CHAMBERLAIN:  Thank you, sir. 

15 The next speaker is Mr. Bob 

16 Scudder. 

17 MR. SCUDDER:  Hi.  I don't know what I can 

18 add to this.  I'm not an elected official.  I 

19 work for myself.  I'm a small businessman in 

20 Camarillo.  But I worked at Point Mugu for 30 

21 years, and some of my travels while I was out 

22 there, I had a chance to visit Lemoore and El 

23 Centro, and I've got to tell you as far as the 

24 public works decision, you drive around either 

25 one of those bases for 10 minutes, and you know 
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1 that Point Mugu is the right place to go for this 

2 activity. 

3 But anyway, I just wanted to add my 

4 congratulations to your decision on this.  This 

5 decision makes good sense for the Point Mugu 

6 base, it makes great sense for the community, and 

7 the test and evaluation world of Point Mugu, it 

8 makes good sense for the Navy, and most 

9 importantly it makes good sense for the 

10 taxpayers. 

11 Accolades to the military and 

12 civilian partnership that now exists in this 

13 county.  Congressman Elton Gallegly and -- Fleet 

14 Admiral Clemmons, this move is about to happen, 

15 we hope.  I applaud you.  I know the majority of 

16 the community also do.  Again, thanks.  We hope 

17 to welcome you to the community. 

18 CAPTAIN CHAMBERLAIN:  Thank you, 

19 Mr. Scudder. 

20 Next is Mr. Bob Conroy. 

21 MR. CONROY:  I'm Bob Conroy, C-o-n-r-o-y. 

22 I'm from Camarillo.  I'm the President of an 

23 organization called the Defense Services Industry 

24 Executive Association, which represents about 40 

25 contractor organizations in this community.  That 
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1 40 companies represent about 1500 employees that 

2 work principally at Point Mugu and Port Hueneme. 

3 And I'm speaking on behalf of them when I say 

4 that we have been observing this review of the 

5 EIS for the last nine months or since we were 

6 aware of it.  I personally reviewed both volumes 

7 of the EIS.  I find nothing in there that would 

8 lead me to believe that this isn't is a good 

9 selection.  I think all of our members agree with 

10 me that the place for the 16 E-2's is Point 

11 Mugu.  We feel that it is to the Navy's benefit, 

12 to the community's benefit, Ventura County's 

13 benefit.  And I know that the sailors and the 

14 officers of your wing will find living in the 

15 community here very good.  We commend you very 

16 much for it, and what you've done. 

17 CAPTAIN CHAMBERLAIN:  Thank you, sir. 

18 Next is Jean Rountree from The 

19 Beacon. 

2 0 MS. ROUNTREE:  Thank you very much, Captain 

21 Chamberlain. 

22 As Mr. Quaintance has already 

23 stated, The Beacon as a group has not made any 

24 statement or come to any conclusions about the 

25 Tightness or the wrongness of this proposal, but 
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1 we do have some questions, and hopefully they can 

2 be answered well. 

3 As we all know, there is a proposal 

4 currently undertaken by the Navy and currently 

5 the subject of an EIS at Point Mugu on the 

6 expansion of the Point Mugu missile range to 

7 include more intensive training and more 

8 intensive weapon testing.  This -- in view of the 

9 Navy's stated desire to keep the men at home as 

10 much as you possibly can, and my concern is that 

11 the extension of the Mugu missile range for more 

12 testing and training will include these E-2's for 

13 their air wing battle group testing, and would 

14 possibly then keep them, indeed, at home where 

15 they would like to be, and I'm sure where their 

16 wives would like to have them, rather than the 

17 seven months that have been planned for that 

18 activity away from home base.  And if that is so, 

19 then the assumption that only two squadrons would 

2 0 be at Point Mugu at any given time, any one time, 

21 may be flawed.  There may be seven months of air 

22 wing battle group training that would be done, in 

23 fact, off our coast line to keep those boys 

24 closer to home rather than in some far flown sea 

25 somewhere; and therefore, if that assumption that 
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1 only two squadrons would be in base at any given 

2 time is flawed, then the other environmental 

3 statistics may need some serious review. 

4 CAPTAIN CHAMBERLAIN:  Sure. 

5 MS. ROUNTREE:  As far as the noise level is 

6 concerned, I don't know how many of you live 

7 along the coast line, but recently we can all 

8 attest to the fact that we've had a lot heavier 

9 activity up and down our coast line.  We know 

10 that the Pacific missile test range is in 

11 operation, all commercial flights are rerouted, 

12 and much of that traffic comes over our homes. 

i3 It will be true in Camarillo and it will be true 

14 here.  So while no one wants to consider the 

15 E-2's as part of the Pacific missile test range 

16 expansion, it certainly is a sterling opportunity 

17 for training for them, and we hesitate to believe 

18 that they would not be taking part in such 

19 training; therefore, they would be here more than 

20 that they would be away, and that's a concern. 

21 Perhaps you can answer that. 

22 CAPTAIN CHAMBERLAIN:  I'm not prepared to 

23 answer it, because I don't know the details about 

24 the Pacific Missile Test Range.  That's not where 

25 or how this kind of airplane travels.  In the 
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1 time that you're talking about, those seven 

2 months of being away, they're forward --aircraft 

3 carriers around the world.  They're in the Gulf, 

4 Persian Gulf, right now. 

5 MS. ROUNTREE:  So they would not take part 

6 in any operations? 

7 CAPTAIN CHAMBERLAIN:  I can't say any, 

8 because as I say, I'm not familiar exactly with 

9 what you're describing. 

10 MS. ROUNTREE:  Well, it's something I'm 

11 sure - - 

12 CAPTAIN CHAMBERLAIN:  It's something we'll 

13 look into. 

14 MS. ROUNTREE:  Sure.  Thank you so much. 

15 CAPTAIN CHAMBERLAIN:  Mr. Jack Dodd. 

16 MR. DODD:  I'm Jack Dodd, D-o-d-d.  I'm a 

17 citizen of the City of Camarillo, and I'd like to 

18 just make a few comments tonight on the proposed 

19 siting of the E-2 wing at Point Mugu. 

20 As a U.S. taxpayer, I strongly 

21 support this move.  The analysis of the cost 

22 today indicates that, as Brian Miller said, the 

23 up front savings to the government in the first 

24 year they move is $30 million, and after that 

25 recurring costs are around $3 million a year just 
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1 in operational costs.  So from a taxpayer's point 

2 of view, this is a real benefit to all of us. 

3 As a resident and a citizen of the 

4 County of Ventura, I strongly support this move. 

5 It's certainly good for the County's economy. 

6 It's good for the base.  Anytime you bring in - - 

7 anytime you go to a base, and you find empty 

8 hangars, empty buildings, and you're able to 

9 bring in a new command, a new naval command, to 

10 help fill out that infrastructure, it makes 

11 everybody work much more efficiently.  So for our 

12 Navy citizens and neighbors, it's certainly good 

13 for them.  For the County of Ventura, it's 

14 certainly good for us bringing in the extra 

15 dollars and raising the health of our economy. 

16 As Bob Larcosino stated, over the past few years 

17 the presence of the Navy seemed to go down, but 

18 this is certainly a good thing for us. 

19 I'm also a resident of the City of 

20 Camarillo.  I live right across Santa Rosa Road 

21 from Leisure Village.  I'm directly underneath 

22 the flight path of all aircraft that make 

23 straight-in approaches to Point Mugu.  I'll come 

24 back to that point in a second.  And as such, I'm 

25 not the least bit concerned about the E-2's 
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1 making straight-in approaches to runway --at 

2 Point Mugu.  I hear the jets now.  I'm familiar 

3 with their noise levels.  I know that the E-2 is 

4 a very quiet aircraft, and that does not concern 

5 me a bit. 

6 I'd like to make just a couple 

7 comments about some of the previous concerns that 

8 were raised.  The first one, since we're on the 

9 subject, is noise pollution.  I spent 26 years in 

10 the Navy, all those times -- all those years as a 

11 naval aviator.  I spent all those years around 

12 E-2 aircraft, as well as a whole series of other 

13 aircraft.  I know how much noise the E-2 makes, 

14 and it's not much, especially compared to other 

15 airplanes.  I was a landing signal officer who is 

16 a person who stands at the end of the ship and at 

17 the end of the runway and controls aircraft when 

18 they are in the field carrier landing practice. 

19 I did that for years.  I waved jets.  I waved -- 

20 I controlled jets.  I controlled E-2's.  Let me 

21 tell you, the FCLP pattern for an E-2 is at a low 

22 altitude, 600 feet.  It's a very small race track 

23 pattern.  It will be completely contained within 

24 the boundaries of Point Mugu.  Okay.  And as 

25 such, because of its low altitude, and a small 
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1 pattern, I can't imagine anybody in Silver Strand 

2 even knowing that it's going on.  Okay.  I don't 

3 know -- I don't know that anybody will talk the 

4 Navy into doing a demo, but I strongly support 

5 it.  Okay.  You stand anywhere in Ventura County, 

6 and see if you can hear those E-2's.  I defy you 

7 to do that. 

8 A comment was made about the other 

9 EIS.  First, the other EIS, the range EIS at 

10 Point Mugu, is a separate issue and deals with 

11 the usage of the range itself.  But to make one 

12 correction, I don't think that EIS talks about 

13 expanding the range or expanding the boundaries 

14 of the range.  Okay.  The statement was made 

15 expanding of the range.  I do not think it does 

16 that.  I think that, as Tad has addressed, the 

17 operational tempo of naval units.  The Chief of 

18 Naval Operations sets the operational tempo known 

19 as up tempo of naval units when they're ashore 

20 and when they're away.  And let me tell you, I've 

21 got one of these.  Every Navy wife in the world 

22 combined cannot change up tempo.  Okay.  When 

23 those airplanes are deployed on the carrier in 

24 the Pacific and the Indian oceans, and the Gulf 

25 of Leman for months on hand, and seven months is 
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1 a good cruise.  Okay.  Let me tell you, they are 

2 not here, and all the horse power in the world 

3 won't bring them back.  Now, when they are here 

4 is it reasonable to assume that they will 

5 participate in operations on the range. 

6 Certainly they will.  The range supports fleet 

7 training.  And when they're here and deployed for 

8 the carriers, they can support fleet training, as 

9 far as the time frame when they are here. 

10 Rerouting airline traffic.  I spent 

11 a lot of time at Point Mugu.  Airline traffic 

12 does not cross over the range.  Okay.  It's very 

13 defined quarters which go through the range, and 

14 whether the range is operating or not, the 

15 airline traffic is not rerouted. 

16 In summary, I'm very strongly 

17 supportive of the move of the E-2 wing, all 16 

18 aircraft, and the wing personnel themselves to 

19 Point Mugu, and strongly endorse that preferred 

20 alternative. 

21 CAPTAIN CHAMBERLAIN:  Thank you. 

22 Our next speaker is Mr. John Foss. 

23 MR. FOSS:  I'm John Foss, F-o-s-s.  I'm 

24 just here as a citizen, a lifelong county 

25 resident.  I've lived here for 50 years, born and 
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1 raised-in Oxnard, currently a resident of Somis, 

2 California, which is also the approach pattern to 

3 Point Mugu, and also, I believe, the holding 

4 pattern.  So we get a lot of C-130 traffic and 

5 that kind of thing for the international guard. 

6 Not very noisy, as a C-130 which has a much 

7 larger noise impact.  I welcome the E-2's.  I 

8 think they're going to be a great addition to 

9 Ventura County.  I welcome the personnel.  I 

10 think they're going to be a great addition, good 

11 neighbors.  I just want to express my full 

12 support for the E-2's. 

13 CAPTAIN CHAMBERLAIN:  Thank you. 

14 Mr. Gordon Birr. 

15 MR. BIRR:  Thank you, Captain.  The name is 

16 Birr, B-i-r-r, Gordon. 

17 I'm here this evening to address 

18 some of the inadequacies in the EIS.  I, too, am 

19 involved as an analyst in reviewing of this 

20 document.  I would encourage all members of this 

21 audience and some of the groups in our community 

22 to go to the libraries, to look at this document 

23 and review it, and determine what the impacts are 

24 to our environment and our economic associate 

25 environment as so stated. 
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1 .     .   I, too, have not taken a position 

2 yet on whether or not it's an acceptable 

3 procedure or not, but the E-2's, I think, need to 

4 go somewhere.  They're very -- they fulfill a 

5 mission that we can't do without.  They're the 

6 forward eyes of the fleet.  And I've sailed with 

7 the Navy in the Gulf of Tonkin,  I've been aboard 

8 the aircraft carrier.  Of course, we don't hear 

9 many airplanes on the deck, because you're 

10 wearing bunny ears.  The noises are not all that 

11 loud up on deck.  However, I think my ears are 

12 failing me in recent years, and maybe when this 

13 other gentleman reaches my age, he'll start to 

14 see his ears start to deteriorate somewhat, 

15 also. 

16 With the noise issues, it's a bit 

17 dissettling to see a lot of the aircraft noise 

18 involvement measured in the term of the CNEL's 

19 which appear in the community noise equivalent 

20 levels.  That's a level that's established over a 

21 24-hour period.  I would shoot a gun off in this 

22 room, and according to CNEL's, oh, it didn't 

23 happen.  That noise was no noisier than a fan 

24 being turned on in your living room, because that 

25 sound would average over a 24-hour period.  So a 
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1 more descriptive method should be employed, and 

2 the equivalent levels that are provided for 

3 wildlife, for birds and animals, is totally 

4 different than that for the communities.  There's 

5 a term in those studies referred to as "startle 

6 and flee."  With the human environment, that term 

7 is never applied.  A lot of us have left the 

8 inner cities for quieter communities, and somehow 

9 the various community noise equivalent levels are 

10 supposed to be around 65 DB, even though our 

11 community is at, say, 50 or 45 DB levels.  All 

12 communities must be as noisy as every other 

13 community.  Somehow that issue needs to be 

14 addressed, because you are raising the noise 

15 level within a community anytime an aircraft flys 

16 over.  This is a disturbing factor that needs to 

17 be addressed.  And I just can gloss over this as 

18 to presenting contours over a 24-hour period.  It 

19 really doesn't address that issue.  The flight 

20 patterns are completely void in this document.  I 

21 know in some previous documentation we received a 

22 few months ago, the patterns were delineated as a 

23 turnout from east to west, and I believe they are 

24 passing over the Orman Beach Power Plant.  From 

25 time to time, they do overshoot that area.  The 
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1 F-18's when they're on carrier approach, they 

2 come up to the Channel Island Marina for some 

3 reason.  I don't know why.  And when they're in 

4 that power turn, of course, they throttle back 

5 their engines, and you hear the whining and 

6 screeching at all hours of the night.  Somehow we 

7 need a method to provide some feedback to the 

8 Navy in regards to those types of apparent over 

9 flights.  The patterns are not even addressed 

10 within this document, and that needs to be 

11 addressed, as well. 

12 My final point is that in terms of 

13 some hazardous conditions related to various 

14 activities in the -- nowhere in this document is 

15 the emergency preparedness of the Ventura County 

16 Operational Emergency Services addressed in 

17 here.  In their present plan, they have 

18 identified the various areas, namely Point Mugu 

19 and the Ceebee Center, as a military operational 

20 area, which is a vulnerable, I guess you'd call 

21 it a target area, target area for any 

22 hostilities, and therefore, is required to 

23 provide some type of an emergency response in 

24 that eventuality.  They talk about nuclear 

25 attack.  They talk about conventional warfare, as 
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1 well.  So just to raise the economic standard of 

2 this region is not sufficient.  You need to        32-R 

3 address these other areas of disaster 

4 preparedness, as well. 

5 I believe that's the extent of my 

6 comments.  Thank you. 

7 CAPTAIN CHAMBERLAIN:  Thank you, sir.' 

8 Mr. Richard Messina. 

9 MR. MESSINA:  Here's a copy. 

10 CAPTAIN CHAMBERLAIN:  Oh, thank you. 

11 MR. MESSINA:  The name is Messina, 

12 M-e-s-s-i-n-a. 

13 I'm Richard Messina.  I live in 

14 Thousand Oaks.  I've lived in the same house on 

15 the same street for more than 30 years.  Point 

16 Mugu was here before I moved here and was here 

17 before probably any one of you ever moved here or 

18 were born here or anything else.  It was here -- 

19 you know, this is not Operation Flowers here, 

20 okay, so you know, let's get real. 32-S 

21 I thought the Executive Summary was 

22 pretty good, except that I think you could make 

23 some very good points in support of Point Mugu. 

24 I am very much for bringing those E-2 Sea 

25 Hawkeyes to Point Mugu.  This is the logical 
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1 place.  Lemoore and El Centro -- I wrote a letter 

2 to Admiral Clemmons last year, and I've just 

3 given you a copy of that. 

4 CAPTAIN CHAMBERLAIN:  Thank you. 

5 MR. MESSINA:  I am quasi - retired.  I have 

6 nothing to do with the Navy.  I, however, was 

7 involved in the design of most of the systems 

8 that are in E-2C's or anything else.  I also have 

9 been hearing a lot of words about the global 

10 positioning system. 

11 I happen to be one of six people at 

12 the Rand Corporation in 1957 and '58 who 

13 conceptualized and designed that system, so I'm 

14 way ahead of where these people are. 

15 Let me point out from the standpoint 

16 I think you can strengthen the Executive Summary 

17 by pointing out in addition to the savings by 

18 locating here at Point Mugu, that you also could 

19 have continuous savings by not having to fly 100 

20 miles or so over land to get to the ocean, so you 

21 can really start finding out how your systems 

22 work, and so on.  And we're talking about wear 

23 and tear- on the personnel, and the aircraft, and 

24 the equipment, and so on, because you cannot 

25 realistically get the kinds of, let's say, 
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1 distortions of radar signals or communication 

2 signals over land that occur over water. 

3 From an environmental impact 

4 standpoint, because I was born with a lousy 

5 stomach, when the Korean War started, I decided I 

6 would join the Air Force, because I didn't want 

7 to get sick on the ship.  Unfortunately, after 

8 going through radar and electronic warfares and 

9 equipment schools, I spent two years out here on 

10 San Clemente Island doing a lot of top secret 

11 stuff.  Then, of course, the way it works in the 

12 military, since we were the Air Force, we took a 

13 boat from San Pedro to go out to San Clemente, 

14 and I got sick every damn time going to and from, 

15 okay, whereas the Navy used to fly out from San 

16 Diego, so I have a special feel for the personnel 

17 and their families. 

18 As I said to Admiral Clemmons last 

19 year, there's a great quality of life situation 

20 here at Point Mugu.  I talked primarily about the 

21 operational and the technological aspects of the 

22 thing, but I also said on the human side, okay, 

23 there's a great quality of life in Ventura 

24 County, and I said there's not much quality to 

25 life in Lemoore.  I didn't mention El Centro.  I 
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1 didn't even think that was --as far as 

2 environmental impacts, I think if you put a 

3 nuclear dump site in the middle of El Centro, you 

4 couldn't make it worse than it is.  Okay.  And 

5 Lemoore is not much better.  So this is the right 

6 place for personnel.  This is the right place for 

7 the operational and technological aspects of the 

8 hawkeye systems.  There is nothing -- those 

9 E-2C's, they can fly and make, you know, come in 

10 and make a land right -- turn right over the 

11 runway to land.  They're incredible aircraft. 

12 But I hope that if you -- I have nothing to 

13 gain.  I'm not in any business.  I have a 

14 contract with the federal government, but it has 

15 nothing to do with this stuff, it's for stuff way 

16 the heck in the future, but I will be happy to 

17 help as much as I can to bring those squadrons 

18 here. 

19 CAPTAIN CHAMBERLAIN:  Thank you. 

2 0           MR. MESSINA:  Thank you. 

21 CAPTAIN CHAMBERLAIN:  Vicki Finan -- 

22 Finan. 

2 3 MS. FINAN:  Finan. 

24 CAPTAIN CHAMBERLAIN:  Did I get that right? 

25 MS. FINAN:  It's Finan. 
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1 CAPTAIN CHAMBERLAIN:  Okay. 

2 MS. FINAN:  F-i-n-a-n. 

3 I'm Vicki Finan, and I'm here to 

4 represent my two children.  One goes to the 

5 Hueneme -- Elementary School district, and one is 

6 in the Oxnard High School district.  I think that 

7 this DEIS for the E-2 squadron relocation does 

8 not address adequately the impact to our 

9 schools.  This report states that all the schools 

10 operating in this district are over capacity.  In 

11 three of the schools, the teachers are in lunch 

12 rooms.  The lunch rooms have been converted to 

13 classrooms.  And our school --in one, the 

14 library has been eliminated to create another 

15 classroom.  It also states that the Oxnard School 

16 District where my older daughter goes has 1640 

17 students over their capacity.  The Ventura County 

18 Star this morning has a reporting in it about two 

19 new sites looking for school.  It says there in 

20 the next two years they anticipate 700 additional 

21 students.  I would like to know if these 700 

22 students are the 790 students. 

2 3 CAPTAIN CHAMBERLAIN:  The same. 

24 MS. FINAN:  That are included, and the 18 

25 million dollars that are required for this 
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1 school, if this is included in the school bonds 

2 that were passed.  I would like to know what 

3 impacts this will have in the interim period of 

4 time, and how my children and the children that 

5 go to all the schools here outside of the E-2 

6 squadrons would be affected and impacted.  And I 

7 do not believe -- this report -- further in the 

8 report, in the cumulative impact, states that 

9 there is a -- it concludes that there's no 

10 significant cumulative impact.  They anticipate 

11 no mitigation.  It states in there that there's 

12 additional housing units that are anticipated by 

13 the City of Oxnard, and those fees will offset 

14 school fees for the children, that they -- the 

15 790 they anticipate.  We heard earlier from the 

16 Superintendent of the Port Hueneme School 

17 District that that is not adequate, and I think 

18 that all of you should consider the children and 

19 what impact it will have on them.  They do 

20 deserve more, and you cannot expect to wait until 

21 August, and whenever this decision is made, and 

22 then bring in 10 times the amount of students 

23 that the school district can accept. 

24 Thank you. 

25 CAPTAIN CHAMBERLAIN:  Well stated. 
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1 Jsannette Jennett. 

2 MS. JENNETT:  My name is Jeannette Jennett, 

3 J-e-n-n-e-t-t. 

4 I also wear two hats, because first 

5 I'd like to speak on behalf of the Oxnard Union 

6 High School District, and thank you for being an 

7 involved parent. 

8 We have been involved from -- well, 

9 at least from the first hearing last May, and we 

10 have welcomed the squadron.  It's very seldom 

11 that we get an influx of new students who also 

12 come with willing partners in our classrooms, 

13 with both military and civilian personnel who 

14 come and act as tutors, which happens with the 

15 Navy, they are in all of our high schools, who 

16 provide opportunities for our students to come 

17 out and work in engineering and scientific 

18 environment so they can explore those careers. 

19 Yes, our schools are overcrowded, 

20 also.  We are going to open a new high school in 

21 the year 2000.  It will be full.  It will be full 

22 if it opened tomorrow.  But we can't build up the 

23 fences around this wonderful place called Ventura 

24 County, and we're going to continue to have an 

25 influx of students.  We're very grateful that 
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1 this influx, and fortunately all 790 aren't going 

2 into one school, elementary or high school. 

3 We're very fortunate that this group of students 

4 that will be coming into our school come in with 

5 all the support that we have known to expect in 

6 our longstanding partnership with the Navy.  We 

7 do welcome the squadrons, and we look forward to 

8 working with these Navy personnel as we have with 

9 the Navy of all of our commands in the past. 

10 As an individual, I also live in 

11 Camarillo.  I have lived here longer than Point 

12 Mugu by about four years.  I've lived here since 

13 1943.  I also am concerned about the environment 

14 and the noise and so forth, that I'm glad that we 

15 have citizen groups who look at it very 

16 carefully, but I also look at the reduction in 

17 jobs that we've had at our military facilities 

18 over the past few years.  I think we're again 

19 very fortunate that we have the opportunity to 

2 0 add jobs to this economy both immediately with 

21 the squadrons and in the future, because this is 

22 another activity that can help us maintain these 

23 valuable assets at Point Mugu and Port Hueneme 

24 and -- that not only have so little environmental 

25 impact, but that come with the opportunity for us 
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1 to work with them to mitigate the negative impact 

2 that might be there.  If we lost our basis, if 

3 the impact in our economy was so bad that many of 

4 us who aren't retired, as I am, might have to 

5 move away, or might be taking much lower paid 

6 jobs, quality of life went down, we might be in 

7 the position of grasping at anyone who came along 

8 no matter how noisy, no matter what they added to 

9 the air.  We're lucky.  That's not happening 

10 here. 

11 I did go down to Miramar.  I have 

12 heard the hummers.  And I'm not only willing to 

13 live with them, I look forward to it, so 

14 welcome. 

15 CAPTAIN CHAMBERLAIN:  Us, too. 

16 Mr. Don Dodd. 

17 MR. DODD:  D-o-d-d.  There's one other Dodd 

18 in the audience, maybe we're related, so we 

19 have - - we at least have a majority of the two of 

20 us. 

21 MR. DODD (IN AUDIENCE):  It depends on what 

22 you say. 

23 MR. DODD:  I would like to restrict my 

24 comments just to a couple items.  I read most of 

25 the document.  I hope everybody in this room has 
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1 really read the document so that we agree with 

2 the -- understand what they're agreeing to or not 

3 agreeing to.  I have not made my mind up 

4 completely.  There are a couple items I'm kind of 

5 interested in. 

6 This lady that just talked said the 

7 new jobs that are coming into the County because 

8 of this thing.  I believe that the report shows 

9 eight new jobs in two years, eight new hires, and 

10 they're secretarial hires.  There's 40 people 

11 moving up from Miramar, and I have and 

12 understood -- I don't understand what kind of 

13 people those are.  Are they civil or - - are they 

14 civil servants or are they contracted people? 

15 CAPTAIN CHAMBERLAIN:  Both. 

16 MR. DODD:  And that should be identified, 

17 because the contractor people may or may not be 

18 here full time.  They may be on call.  Maybe part 

19 of the four people who are technical 

20 representatives are based on your base.  I don't 

21 know.  Having worked for the Air Force for 36 

22 years, they do things slightly different, but 

23 they do contract similar ways for support.  I 

24 think that ought to be really clarified.  And 

25 if -- I just can't believe that you're going to 
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1 move that whole -- all those people up here and 

2 only hire eight people.  It just doesn't ring 

3 true to me, because you're going to have to hire 

4 more people than that, because some of the people 

5 aren't going to come, especially the civilians. . 

6 But that's all I have. 

7 CAPTAIN CHAMBERLAIN:  Okay.  Thank you. 

8 Our last speaker is Mr. Roger 

9 Rains. 

10 MR. RAINS:  Rains, R-a-i-n-s, like the 

11 stuff from the sky.  You've had enough of me, I 

12 think, the last week or so, haven't you, rains. 

13 MEMBER OF AUDIENCE:  Bring it on. 

14 MR. RAINS:  I'm a longtime resident of 

15 Camarillo.  I've lived there 38 years.  I had the 

16 joy of living in Camarillo when Point Mugu was 

17 at - - in terms of aircraft assigned and flight 

18 hours.  At the same time, the Oxnard Air Force 

19 Base was fully active with its fighter 

20 interceptors flying in and out, plus the drills 

21 we used to have at least four times a year when 

22 they would fly B-52's in there, Oxnard Air Force 

23 Base.  I've got to tell you, it's a joy to live 

24 here now as compared to those days.  I mean, 

25 we're in a bed of roses compared to those days. 
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1 When I moved here, I knew the Navy was here, and 

2 I welcome the opportunity to live adjacent to 

3 activities supporting our national defense.  I 

4 suspect that, Jeannette Jennett aside, most of us 

5 knew the Navy was here when you moved here.  So 

6 I'm sure plenty -- the Navy is here. 

7 Let me just comment on one thing, 

8 though.  I'm excited about the potential of the 

9 E-2C squadrons being assigned to Point Mugu 

10 hawkeyes.  From the perspective of national 

11 defense, I've got to confess to you now that I'm 

12 a retired civil servant.  I spent 35 years 

13 working for the Navy.  The reason I'm excited is 

14 because at Port Hueneme, there's a large 

15 engineering organization that used to be referred 

16 to as Nemesis.  Now, it's called the Port Hueneme 

17 Naval Service Warfare Center.  It's very much 

18 involved in one of the most exciting new projects 

19 that the Navy has.  It's called Cooperative 

20 Engagement Capability.  And it gives the Navy, 

21 the Service Navy, in particular, the ability to 

22 pick up threats coming towards the bell view from 

23 a variety of sources, and to be able to correlate 

24 those, and to allow a ship that can't even see 

25 the threat to fire against that incoming missile 
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1 and gun. 

2 Now, there's a very important 

3 component to this overall capability.  It's 

4 called the hawkeyes.  They are all scheduled to 

5 acquire that same capability.  So the synergism 

6 between an active operational group at Point Mugu 

7 who has its capability, they will acquire it, and 

8 what is going on at Port Hueneme engineering wise 

9 is very, very exciting to me, and I think it's a 

10 big, big step in the best interest of the 

11 national defense in these United States of 

12 America, so I welcome you. 

13 CAPTAIN CHAMBERLAIN:  Thank you. 

14 Ladies and gentlemen, that pretty 

15 much wraps it up for the oral comments.  And I'd 

16 say, again, remember that we can receive comments 

17 up until the 5th of January.  And I encourage you 

18 if you have anything you heard tonight or you 

19 thought of you want to expand on or think of 

20 later, send us a letter.  Here's the address. 

21 It's on the handouts that we've handed out back 

22 on the back.  Ms. Kelly Knight, this is her right 

23 here, will receive the mail. 

24 MS. KNIGHT:  I won't answer it. 

2 5 CAPTAIN CHAMBERLAIN:  That's true.  She 
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Comment and Responses 

Letter 32 

Oxnard Public Hearing December 9, 1997 

32-A      Thank you for your support of relocating the E-2 Squadrons to NAWS Point Mugu. 

32-B      Thank you for your support of relocating the E-2 Squadrons to NAWS Point Mugu. 

32-C      Thank you for your support of relocating the E-2 Squadrons to NAWS Point Mugu. 

32-D      The number of additional students generated as a result of the Navy action addressed in this EIS has 
been extrapolated for each potential site and is discussed in Section 4.9 of the EIS. New information 
indicates the Navy action would result in 116 additional students, which would not create critical 

utilization and fiscal impact when spread throughout the affected school districts. 

See also Responses to Comment Letters 12,19, and 28. 

32-E      As discussed in response to the Beacon's written comments (Comments 27-A and 27-H), the E-2 aircraft 
provides high altitude radar support. The aircraft will be flying in excess of 3,000 feet. Air pollutant 
emissions from airborne aircraft are too low and subject to too much dispersion to have any measurable 
impact on ambient air quality. 

An increase in air pollutant emissions is a significant impact only if it produces emissions that violate 
ambient air quality standards or that produce emissions that have not been anticipated and accounted 
for in regional air quality plans designed to achieve ambient air quality standards in a timely manner. 

CEQ NEPA 40 CFR §§ 1500-1508 regulations define mitigation as: 
• avoiding impacts by not taking certain actions; 
• minimizing impacts by modifying an action; 
• rectifying impacts by restoring or rehabilitating the affected environment; 
• reducing impacts by preservation or maintenance activities during the life of the action; or 
• compensating for impacts by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments. 

Emission offsets are a form of mitigation through compensation. 

The EIS labeled the incremental emissions associated with the E-2 action as an impact and the net 
reductions from SIP baseline emissions as a mitigation. This format for presenting the issue is consistent 
with the EPA conformity regulations, which require the incremental emissions change to be calculated 
and compared to de minimis thresholds in order to identify whether the Clean Air Act conformity rules 
apply. Once applicability of the conformity rules is established, then a demonstration of Clean Air Act 

conformity must be made (40 CFR § 51.(W)). 

Within a NEPA context, the issue of compliance with conformity requirements also could be presented 
as a cumulative comparison to SIP emission forecast levels. In this case, the net change from SIP 
baseline emission forecasts would be labeled as a less than significant impact requiring no mitigation. In 
either case, the substantive result of the analysis is the same. The format for presenting the discussion is 
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a matter of semantics. The E-2 action does not interfere with the SIP, does not contribute to new 
violations of ambient air quality standards, and does not delay timely attainment of those standards. 

32-F      As discussed in response to the Beacon's written comments (Comments 27-F and 27-G), there are no 
deficiencies in the analysis of aircraft noise impacts as presented in the EIS. The noise contour modeling 
analysis used the current version of the NOISEMAP program developed by the US Air Force. 
NOISEMAP is the standard modeling package used for AICUZ and other noise studies at military 
airfields around the country. A similar modeling package is used to develop noise contours for airport 
land use planning studies at commercial airports. The discrete flyover event noise analyses provide an 
additional evaluation of anticipated aircraft noise impacts. There is no reason to expect significant noise 
impacts from the proposed action and no need to conduct special noise monitoring programs as part of 

the EIS. 

Aircraft noise data used for the EIS are based on direct measurements of real aircraft flyover noise. The 

computer program used to generate noise contours for NAWS Point Mugu merely performs all the 
mathematical calculations necessary to transform a database of real noise measurements into a spatial 
distribution of decibel levels at various distances from assumed flight paths. The flyover event noise 
analysis uses the same aircraft noise database but converts the noise measurement data from one system 
of units into an approximate history of flyover events. 

It is true that the aircraft noise database used for the analyses presented in the EIS does not include the 

E-2 aircraft. Noise testing of E-2 aircraft has had a low priority because these aircraft are not a 
significant noise source at any military airfield and because the acoustically similar P-3 aircraft has been 

tested. The measured noise data for P-3 aircraft provide a good basis for estimating noise levels from E-2 
aircraft operations. 

The use of P-3 aircraft noise data to estimate noise levels from E-2 aircraft is not arbitrary. Both aircraft 
are powered by Allison T56-A series engines rated at 4,910 electric horsepower. The E-2 aircraft has 
two of these engines and the P-3 aircraft has four. Except for the tail structure, the P-3 and E-2 have 
similar fuselage shapes, although the P-3 fuselage is twice as long as the E-2 fuselage (116.8 feet for the P- 
3; 57.6 feet for the E-2). The P-3 has a low wing attachment to the fuselage while the E-2 has a high 
wing attachment configuration. Wing attachment positions and tail configurations have little if any 
effect on aircraft noise. 

With nearly identical engines, similar fuselage shapes, similar engine power settings, and similar takeoff 
and landing speeds, the P-3 is clearly the appropriate choice for estimating noise levels from the E-2. 
The dominant factor in noise differences between P-3 and E-2 aircraft will be the number of engines. As 
a point of information, the P-3 is about 3.7 dBA noisier than the C-130 during takeoffs and about 2.7 

dBA quieter than the C-130 during landing approaches. 

The 3 dB adjustment for E-2 aircraft versus P-3 aircraft is based on physics and fundamental principles 

of acoustics. Two aircraft engines generate half the total acoustic energy of four similar engines. 
Acoustical energy is additive and will generate physical pressure fluctuations proportional to the energy 
levels. The mathematics of converting energy and pressure units into decibel units means that a factor 
of 2 change in acoustic energy translates into a noise level change of 3 decibel units (10 times the 
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logarithm of 2). The human auditory system will interpret a 3 decibel reduction in noise levels as a one- 

fifth reduction in apparent loudness not a reduction by one half. 

The noise model used to generate the noise contour maps accomplishes the noise level adjustment by 
modeling E-2 flight activities as P-3 aircraft flying half the number of anticipated E-2 flight operations. 
This is mathematically equivalent to the 3 dBA adjustment used for the discrete flyover noise analysis. 

Both adjustment approaches are standard procedures for airport noise analyses. 

32-G      As discussed in response to the Beacon's written comments (Comment 27-N), NAWS Point Mugu does 
not meet the screening criteria used to identify candidate bases associated with the F/A-18E/F action. 
The alternative bases addressed in the EIS for the F/A-18E/F action are NAS Lemoore and NAF El 

Centro, published for public review in December 1997. 

32-H    ' As discussed in response to the Beacon's written comments (Comment 27-0), the Ventura County 

Parks Department has proposed developing an amphitheater and golf course in Camarillo Regional 

Park. Camarillo Regional Park is east of Camarillo Drive on the north side of the Camarillo State 

Hospital site. This location is outside the 60 dB CNEL contour for NAWS Point Mugu. Noise from 
aircraft overflights associated with NAWS Point Mugu, Camarillo Airport, and Oxnard Airport should 
not interfere with use of the amphitheater and golf course facilities. Events at the proposed 
amphitheater should not have adverse noise impacts on NAWS Point Mugu. Event-related traffic 
should not cause significant increases in traffic noise levels for NAWS Point Mugu. 

Proposals for reuse of the Camarillo State Hospital site include a combination of public and private 
developments centered on a California State University campus. The Camarillo State Hospital site is 
outside the 60 dB CNEL contour for NAWS Point Mugu. However, the site would be exposed to 
aircraft overflights from NAWS Point Mugu, Camarillo Airport, and Oxnard Airport. Proposed 
campus, office, research, housing, and educational uses are compatible with existing and anticipated 
noise levels. Proposed uses would not have adverse noise impacts on NAWS Point Mugu. 

32-1 Thank you for your support of relocating the E-2 Squadrons to NAWS Point Mugu. 

32-J Thank you for your support of relocating the E-2 Squadrons to NAWS Point Mugu. 

32-K Thank you for your support of relocating the E-2 Squadrons to NAWS Point Mugu. 

32-L Thank you for your support of relocating the E-2 Squadrons to NAWS Point Mugu. 

32-M     In response to this comment and other similar comments, additional text has been included on page 2-2 
to further explain proposed E-2 flight activity. The E-2 squadrons addressed by the EIS are existing 
aircraft currently based in San Diego County. Squadron personnel conduct most of their training 
activities off the coast of southern California or at facilities such as NAWS China Lake. Relocating 
these squadrons will not alter the types, scale, or general locations of training programs in which these 
aircraft participate. The only change will be the location for these aircraft between training 
assignments. Except for FCLPs, no other aircraft flight activities are expected to increase due to E-2 
squadron relocation to NAWS Point Mugu. See also responses to comments 2-C and 4-B. 
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32-N     Thank you for your support of relocating the E-2 Squadrons to NAWS Point Mugu. 

32-0     Thank you for your support of relocating the E-2 Squadrons to NAWS Point Mugu. 

32-P      As discussed in response to Comment 27-F, two separate types of noise analyses are presented in the 
EIS: CNEL contour maps for overall aircraft activity (Figure 3-33 and Figure 4-4) and discrete flyover 
event analyses (Table 4-29). Both types of analyses show that the E-2 aircraft will have minimal noise 
impacts. The CNEL contour modeling shows only minor changes in noise contour positions for off- 
base locations. The individual flyover event analyses show that peak noise levels below off-base flight 

tracks will be comparable to or less than noise levels caused by individual cars and trucks on local 

surface streets. 

32-Q     As discussed in response to comment 27-D, fixed-wing aircraft and helicopters use a number of different 
flight tracks at NAWS Point Mugu. The 1992 AICUZ for NAWS Point Mugu identifies 40 flight 
tracks for fixed wing aircraft: 13 flight tracks for departures, 21 flight tracks for arrivals, and 6 flight 
tracks for landing practice patterns. The 1992 AICUZ also identifies 22 flight tracks for helicopters: 15 
flight tracks for departures and arrivals and 7 flight tracks for landing practice patterns. Flight tracks for 
NAWS Point Mugu are established by the Federal Aviation Administration to minimize conflicts with 
other airports in Ventura County and with commercial air traffic corridors to and from Los Angeles 

International Airport. 

The noise contour maps presented in the EIS (Figure 3-31 and Figure 44) are based on annual flight 
activity distributed appropriately among all flight paths in and out of NAWS Point Mugu. The overall 
shape of the noise contours presented in the EIS clearly indicates the predominant flight tracks at 
NAWS Point Mugu. Accident potential zones (Figure 3-15) also help identify the predominant flight 
tracks. As would be expected, the predominant flight tracks are aligned with the main runway. E-2 

flight operations, including FCLPs, will use both runways. 

32-R      NAWS Point Mugu has been an important missile test and evaluation center for nearly 50 years. The 
addition of 16 E-2 aircraft will not alter the targeting character of the base. 

32-S       Thank you for your support of relocating the E-2 Squadrons to NAWS Point Mugu. 

32-T      The number of additional students generated as a result of the Navy action addressed in this EIS has 
been extrapolated for each potential site and is discussed in Section 4.9 of the EIS. New information 
indicates the Navy action would result in 116 additional students, which would not create critical 
utilization and fiscal impact when spread throughout the affected school districts. See Appendix C and 

also responses to comment letters 12,19, and 28. 

32-U     Thank you for your support of relocating the E-2 Squadrons to NAWS Point Mugu. 

32-V     Table 4-7 in the EIS shows the estimated personnel needed for the E-2 realignment at each receiving 
base. In addition to military personnel, 40 civilian personnel are anticipated at each base. To generate 
extra support needed at some bases, it is anticipated that eight auxiliary civilian personnel would be 

hired at NAWS Point Mugu and 65 auxiliary civilian personnel would be hired at NAF El Centro. 
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32-W     Thank you for your support of relocating the E-2 Squadrons to NAWS Point Mugu. 
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Letter 33 

Lemoore Public Hearing 

1 other folks here, and my experience is when you do an oral 

2 comment more than four minutes, it's probably better 

3 presented in writing. If you could do that, we'd appreciate 

4 it. 

5 We'll take written comments any time tonight, 

6 tomorrow, mail, pony express, any way at all and wrap it up 

7 on the 5th. We need to cut it off on the 5th of January so 

8 that we can get busy, as I said, and get going on this 

9 thing. 

10 I talked about the court reporter. When you make 

11 your comments, please speak so that she can hear you.  I've 

12 asked her to wave her hand or shout at us. She needs you to 

13 be clear and slow, so don't take offense. 

14 If you would kick it off by please providing your 

15 name. Once again, this is for her benefit so we can get it 

16 right.  I promise, now, I'll shut up and let you do the 

17 talking. Thank you, very much. 

18 MS. HIGAREDA: My name is Laura Higareda.  I'm 

19 representing Congressman Dooley's office, and he regrets not 

20 being able to be here, but he strongly suggested that we 

21 come to present our feelings or his feelings, and I'm going 

22 to read what he has basically written. 

23 I'm writing to express my strong support for the 

24 selection of Naval Air Station Lemoore as a site for 

25 relocation of the E-2 Squadron from NAS Miramar. 

26 I believe that among the bases being considered, 

23 
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1 NASL is the most environmentally sound and operationally 

2 prepared to receive the E-2 squadrons and their support 

3 functions. The Navy has often documented the fact that NASL 

4 is an ideal site of expansion. 

5 The 1993 BRAC recommendation to designate this 

6 space as a receiver of numerous squadrons from NAS Miramar 

7 is evidence of its capability to accommodate more 

8 activities. Although that decision was reversed in BRAC 

9 1995, it stands as a strong statement in support of NASL. 

10 In addition to being" an ideal site for the 

11 expansion, Kings County and the City of Lemoore remain 

12 dedicated to provide an excellent home to the members of the 

13 Armed services. You will find abundant affordable housing 

14 and wholesome family environments throughout the area. 

15 Lemoore has long prided itself on its close relationship 

16 with the Navy and its residents welcome additional personnel 

17 and their families. 

18 During the last year's public hearing, numerous 

19 business and community members told of their significant and 

20 sincere support of the expansion of NASL. The community has 

21 pooled its efforts under the banner of the CALNAS (Committee 

22 sort for the Advancement of NASL), a public, private 

23 partnership created to meeting the needs of the Navy, always 

24 a participating partner with our community. The community 

25 support is, perhaps, the biggest reason for the Navy to 

26 select Lemoore as the E-2 transfer. 
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1 As a fourth generation Tulare/Kings County. 

2 resident, I am strongly committed to assisting the Navy and 

3 community in landing the E-2 Squadron at NAS Lemoore. 

4 Thank you for the opportunity to bring you 

5 up-to-date on all we have to offer the Navy. Please do not 

6 hesitate to contact me or my staff to provide additional 

7 information to this important issue. 

8 Sincerely, Congressman Dooley. 

9 if I may personally add some comments that were 

10 not included in this letter is that recently the City of 

11 Lemoore has applied for a grant to reduce emissions.  It's 

12 an environmental grant. It's a State grant, and looking at 

13 the different criteria, it's something that the City is 

14 working towards, and I just thought that was appropriate to 

15 mention. 

16 CAPTAIN CHAMBERLAIN:  Thank you.  Please give our 

17 respects to Congressman Dooley. Anyone else? 

18 Okay. Thank you. Let me say one thing.  I 

19 promised I'd do a conclusion. As many of you no doubt 

20 know -- 

21 MR. BOWEN: Before you go on, may I make a 

22 statement, please.  I'm Bill Bowen.  I'm a member of the 

23 Planning Commission for the City of Lemoore.  I attended the 

24 last meeting, well, a year and a half ago at the high school 

25 cafeteria, and I heard all of the people from the City here 

26 very much try to welcome this whole thing with open arms, 
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and I would like to express the views of the planning 

commission and of the City Counsel, that we're all for it, 

and we want to encourage you to come here. 

Little disappointed that you prefer Mugu.  I was 

wondering how much flying time it takes to travel from 

Lemoore to get on the station compared to from Mugu to 

arrive on station? There's a difference of flying time, and 

as far as I know, that would be the only advantage Mugu 

would have. 

CAPTAIN CHAMBERLAIN:  Well, Sir, that's one of the 

considerations, and as I was trying to explain, with Mugu's 

central location where the airplanes need to go both south, 

as well as to go north, saves a little time as if they were 

at one end or the other, and over the long-term, years and 

years of doing that, there's significant differences, and 

those operational demands, wear and tear on the airplane, 

not to mention the cost of the fuel, things like that. 

In respect to what Congressman Dooley said, he 

said it all.  That's all right there.  We understand that 

completely, and you can rest assure that the Navy is fully 

behind NAS Lemoore.  There is nobody that even considers not 

supporting NAS Lemoore, but in this particular case, it 

appears, after a year and a half of analysis, that we're all 

a little bit cross-eyed in deciding it would be better for 

this type. That's our recommendation. Now, the Secretary 

may say, "Chamberlain, what are you doing?" That's what we 

26 
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Letter 33 
Lemoore Public Hearing December 10,1997 

33-A      Thank you for your support of relocating the E-2 Squadrons to NAS Lemoore. 

33-B      Thank you for your support of relocating the E-2 Squadrons to NAS Lemoore. 
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