
8. Related Projects and Cumulative Impacts 

The California Environmental Quality Act and the CEQA Guidelines §15130(b)(l) and 
§15126 require the assessment of cumulative impacts of a project in an EIR. This assess­
ment may occur as a separate section or may be discussed in the "Impacts" section of the 
EIR. CEQA Guidelines § 15130(b )(1) suggests a list of projects contributing to cumulative 
impacts, an identification of the expected effects of those projects with reference to 
additional information, and, where that information is available, a reasonable analysis of 
the cumulative impacts of the relative projects. All traffic, air quality, noise, and other data 
in this EIR has been compiled based on the existing County of Orange General Plan and 
zoning designations as well as appropriate County of Orange regulatory documents. In 
cases where it was possible to refine data even further, this was done in the "Impacts" 
section of the EIR. Therefore, in reading this EIR as a whole the reader will gain a clear 
understanding not only of the effects of this proposal, but of the cumulative changes as 
well. 

The El Toro Reuse Plan EIR has just been released at the time of this writing. It is 
incorporated herein by reference pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15150. Its location is 
found in the Bibliography. The pertinent relationships between this plan and the Musick 
Jail expansion have been discussed in this EIR's topical sections. Traffic - the most 
suspect impact in the comparison of the two projects - is tiny for the jail when compared 
to any alternative of the Reuse Plan, to the extent that it can be considered to have no 
effect. For example, when comparing the total trip ends for Musick Jail to the mid-range 
Reuse Plan Alternative (Alternative A), the jail represents l/100th of the traffic generated 
by Alternative A of the Reuse Plan, an imperceptible impact. Noise and air quality 
cumulative impact conclusions are also findings of no significant individual or cumulative 
impact. Since all County data has been assembled in the model form for traffic, noise and 
air quality, there is no possibility that any significant impacts would have been overlooked. 

The only other consideration is with respect to agricultural land. On the one hand, the Joss 
of a net of 33 acres of land on the Musick site (55 acres offset by 22 relocated acres) is 
a small regional loss, and is also offset by the recommended conveyance of 40 acres of 
agricultural land through the Reuse Plan. On the other hand, all but 12 acres of the 40 
acres are actively farmed now. Therefore, there is a net cumulative Joss of 21 acres for the 
Musick site. The Reuse Plan proposes the development of much of the currently farmed 
land on the base, In contrast, the Joss of farmland on the Musick site is quite small, 
individually and cumulatively, to that experienced under the Reuse Plan. The Reuse Plan 
EIR discusses this Joss and does not find that the Musick acreage Joss contributes 
significantly to the overall loss of agricultural land. Therefore, while a loss, this impact is 
not considered cumulatively significant. 

Therefore, not only is the impact of the Musick Jail expansion individually insignificant 
under CEQA, it is cumulatively insignificant as well. 
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