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RESOLUTION NO. 2010-0058R ALUC

A RESOLUTION OF THE AIRPORT LAND USE
COMMISSION FOR SAN DIEGO COUNTY
APPROVING AN AMENDMENT TO THE GILLESPIE
FIELD AIRPORT LAND USE COMPATIBILITY PLAN
AND ADOPTING AN ADDENDUM TO THE
PREVIOUSLY ADOPTED NEGATIVE
DECLARATION.

WHEREAS, on January 25, 2010, the Board of the San Diego County
Regional Airport Authority, acting it its capacity as the Airport Land Use
Commission (ALUC) for San Diego County, pursuant to Section 21670.3 of the
Public Utilities Code, adopted an Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP)
for Gillespie Field; and

WHEREAS, the ALUC concurrently adopted the Negative Declaration
(ND) (State Clearinghouse No. 2009051033) prepared for the adopted Gillespie
Field ALUCP, which concluded that there was no substantial evidence that the
ALUCP would result in significant environmental impacts (Resolution No. 2010-
0006R ALUC); and

WHEREAS, the ALUC is required to prepare, adopt, and amend (as
necessary) an ALUCP for each of the airports in its jurisdiction (Public Utilities
Code, §§21674, subd. (c); 21675, subd. (a)); and

WHEREAS, the adopted Gillespie Field ALUCP, as required by State law,
is based on the Airport Layout Plan (ALP) and airport-related forecast and
background data approved by the California Department of Transportation,
Division of Aeronautics, which reflects the anticipated growth of the airport for the
next 20 years; and

WHEREAS, the amendment to the adopted Gillespie Field ALUCP is
consistent with the primary objectives of the State Aeronautics Act (Cal. Pub. Util.
Code §§21001, et seq.) and the California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook
and does not diminish the protection provided by the previously adopted ALUCP
for Gillespie Field; and

WHEREAS, on November 4, 2010, ALUC staff presented a list of issues
and concerns to the ALUC that have been encountered when applying the
Gillespie Field ALUCP to land use projects requiring consistency determination
review; and
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WHEREAS, on November 9, 2010, ALUC staff held a meeting with all of
the affected local agencies to inform them about the proposed revisions to the
Gillespie Field ALUCP as well as to solicit their input; and

WHEREAS, the ALUC finds it appropriate to amend the adopted Gillespie
Field ALUCP, as requested by ALUC staff, so as to provide clarity on the
following: 1) revise the Regional Shopping Center and Community/Neighborhood
Shopping Center categories in the safety matrix so that they better correspond to
the policy language already included in the Gillespie Field ALUCP; 2) clarify the
applicability of the Gillespie Field ALUCP to nonconforming structures for
upgrades that are necessary in order to comply with life/safety requirements; 3)
clarify how to calculate Floor Area Ratio (FAR) for mixed-use projects; 4) clarify
how to evaluate new uses within existing structures for compatibility with the
Gillespie Field ALUCP; 5) clarify the need for ALUC review of certain projects
that are within Review Areas 1 and 2; 6) quantify how much change would be
considered “substantive” with respect to project changes and the need for new or
subsequent ALUC review; and

WHEREAS, the amendment to the adopted Gillespie Field ALUCP will
ensure that the ALUC and the affected local agencies have the most accurate
technical data regarding the proposed clarifications and revisions before them
when rendering consistency determinations and/or implementing the Gillespie
Field ALUCP to reflect these clarifications; and

WHEREAS, ALUC staff has prepared and revised the safety matrix and
affected policies; and

WHEREAS, in compliance with the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA; Pub. Resources Code, §2100, et seq.), the
CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, §15000 et seq.), and the Airport
Authority's own CEQA Procedures, ALUC staff has evaluated the environmental
ramifications of the proposed amendment to the adopted Gillespie Field ALUCP;
and

WHEREAS, ALUC staff has prepared an Addendum to the previously
adopted ND (State Clearinghouse No. 2009051033); and

WHEREAS, the Addendum concludes the previously adopted ND
addresses all impacts associated with the implementation of the proposed
amendment to the adopted Gillespie Field ALUCP; and
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WHEREAS, the Addendum also concludes that any potential
environmental impacts associated with the corrections to the safety matrix and
revisions to the affected policies were identified within the scope of the previously
adopted ND, and that the environmental ramifications associated with the
proposed amendment is the same as or less than that identified in the previously
adopted ND; and

WHEREAS, the Addendum further finds that no new or substantially more
severe environmental effects would result from the ALUC's decision to amend
the adopted Gillespie Field ALUCP; and

WHEREAS, the Addendum concludes that no new information has been
presented regarding the adopted Gillespie Field ALUCP's environmental effects
that gives rise to any new or more severe environmental effects than were
previously identified in the adopted ND; and

WHEREAS, the ALUC considered the Addendum for the proposed
amendment to the adopted Gillespie Field ALUCP, along with the previously
adopted ND, and the ALUC, based on its independent judgment and analysis,
agrees with the conclusions reached in the Addendum.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the ALUC adopts the
Addendum (Attachment A) to the previously adopted ND (State Clearinghouse
No. 2009051033), as described therein, and orders that ALUC staff prepare and
file a Notice of Determination within five (5) days of the certification of this
Resolution; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the ALUC approves an amendment to
the Gillespie Field ALUCP, as previously adopted by the ALUC on January 25,
2010, so as to include corrections to the safety matrix and revisions to affected
policies, as outlined within the Staff Report, with the exception of items 3 and 8,
to be effective immediately upon certification of this Resolution; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that this ALUC action is not a
“development” as defined by the California Coastal Act, Pub. Res. Code Section
30106.
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PASSED, ADOPTED AND APPROVED by the ALUC at a special meeting
this 20" day of December, 2010, by the following vote:

AYES: Commissioners:

NOES: Commissioners:

ABSENT: Commissioners:

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Boland, Cox, Finnila, Gleason, Panknin,
Robinson, Smisek, Young

None

Desmond

ATTEST:

TONY R. RUSSELL
DIRE , CORPORATE SERVICES/

AUTHORITY CLERK

BRETON K. LOBNER
GENERAL COUNSEL
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RESOLUTION NO. 2010-0007R ALUC

A RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF THE SAN
DIEGO COUNTY REGIONAL AIRPORT AUTHORITY
ADOPTING THE  AIRPORT  LAND USE
COMPATIBILITY PLAN FOR GILLESPIE FIELD.

WHEREAS, the Board of the San Diego County Regional Airport Authority
(Airport Authority) has been designated as the Airport Land Use Commission
(ALUC) for each public use and military airport in San Diego County, effective
January 1, 2003 (Pub. Util. Code, §21670.3); and

WHEREAS, the ALUC is required to prepare and adopt an airport land
use compatibility plan (ALUCP) for each public use airport and the areas
surrounding such airport within its jurisdiction in order to provide for the orderly
growth of that airport and safeguard the general welfare of the public (Pub. Util.
Code, §§21674(c); 21675(a)); and

WHEREAS, ALUCPs are the fundamental tool used by ALUCs in fulfilling
their purpose of promoting airport land use compatibility; and

WHEREAS, the ALUC is required to be guided by information in the
California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook, State of California, Department
of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics (“Caltrans Handbook”) in preparing
ALUCPs (Pub. Util. Code, §21674.7(a)); and

WHEREAS, to be “guided by” the Caltrans Handbook in preparing
ALUCPs, “the ALUC must at least have examined and duly considered the
material contained” in the Caltrans Handbook, and the Caltrans Handbook is not
regulatory in nature and does not take precedence over locally adopted
compatibility plans (Caltrans Handbook, Summary-3); and

WHEREAS, a Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP) for Gillespie Field
was adopted in 1974 and later amended on July 28, 1989 by the San Diego
Association of Governments (SANDAG), the predecessor of the Airport Authority
with respect to the ALUC role for the County, and then subject to amendment in
2004 by the Airport Authority; and

WHEREAS, following an extensive public outreach, community
involvement and collaboration effort between the ALUC, ALUCP Technical
Advisory Group (ATAG), affected land use jurisdictions and general public, the
ALUC has prepared an ALUCP for Gillespie Field that is consistent with the
overall objectives of the State Aeronautics Act and the guidance provided by the
Caltrans Handbook; and
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WHEREAS, to the extent that the policies in the ALUCP for Gillespie Field
deviate from the guidance provided in the Caltrans Handbook, the policies
remain consistent with the purposes of the State Aeronautics Act by:

(i) providing for the orderly development of Gillespie Field by considering
the long range development plans for the Airport over the next 20 years,

(i) providing for the orderly development of the area surrounding Gillespie
Field so as to promote the overall goals and objectives of the California airport
noise standards by maintaining land use compatibility policies that are consistent
with the state’s noise standards,

(iii) providing for the orderly development of the area surrounding Gillespie
Field so as to prevent the creation of new noise and safety problems and
ensuring that the land use compatibility policies fall within the level of acceptable
risk considered to be a community norm in the environs of the Airport,

(iv) protecting the public, health, safety, and welfare by ensuring the
orderly expansion of Gillespie Field, and

(v) protecting the public health, safety, and welfare by the adoption of land
use measures that minimize the public’s exposure to excessive noise and safety
hazards within areas around public airports to the extent that these areas are not
already devoted to incompatible uses; and

WHEREAS, the ALUC provided opportunity to comment on the proposed
Gillespie Field ALUCP for 60 days, beginning on May 8, 2009 and concluding on
July 7, 2009; and

WHEREAS, the ALUC provided notice of the opportunity to comment on
the proposed ALUCP to interested individuals, organizations, agencies, and the
affected land use jurisdictions (i.e., the County of San Diego, and the cities of
San Diego, El Cajon, Santee, and La Mesa); and

WHEREAS, the ALUC also held a community workshop on June 1, 2009,
in order to provide additional opportunity for public comment on the proposed
ALUCP; and

WHEREAS, the ALUC received comments on the proposed ALUCP from
state agencies, local agencies, private businesses/companies, organizations and
individuals, as well as a number of general, non-ALUCP specific comments; and

WHEREAS, the ALUC prepared written responses to all comments
received on the proposed ALUCP during the comment period; and


ksheredy
Rectangle

ksheredy
Rectangle

ksheredy
Rectangle


Resolution No. 2010-0007R ALUC
Page 3 of 5

WHEREAS, on October 23, 2009, the ALUC made available for public
review (i) minor revisions to the proposed ALUCP (as necessary and/or in
response to comments received) depicted in strikeout/underline format, (ii) a
memorandum identifying revisions to the proposed ALUCP exhibits that could not
be displayed in strikeout/underline format, (iii) comments received during the
public comment period that were bracketed by issue, and (iv) draft responses to
public comments on the ALUCP, including topical responses, which relate to
recurring concerns or issues that were raised in numerous public comments; and

WHEREAS, the ALUC, the lead agency for the proposed Gillespie Field
ALUCP, also prepared and circulated an Initial Study and proposed Negative
Declaration for the Gillespie Field ALUCP in accordance with the requirements of
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), which is set forth in the Public
Resources Code, section 21000 et seq., the CEQA Guidelines (which are set
forth in the California Code of Regulations, Title 14, section 15000 et seq.), and
the Airport Authority’s own CEQA Procedures; and

WHEREAS, the ALUC held a duly noticed public workshop on December
3, 2009, to receive and consider public testimony with respect to the proposed
Gillespie Field ALUCP policies and provide further direction to ALUC staff
regarding the draft policies; and

WHEREAS, the ALUC held a duly noticed public meeting on January 25,
2010, to receive and consider public testimony with respect to the proposed
Gillespie Field ALUCP and the completeness and adequacy of the Initial Study
and proposed Negative Declaration for the proposed ALUCP; and

WHEREAS, although the preparation and adoption of ALUCPs for each of
the airports in the County of San Diego may be similar in nature, each ALUCP is
a separate project with its own utility, not interrelated with or contingent upon the
adoption of other ALUCPs, and implemented independently; and

WHEREAS, the ALUCP for Gillespie Field has its own independent utility
due to its regulation of future incompatible land uses specific to the environs of
Gillespie Field; and

WHEREAS, Gillespie Field and the surrounding environs have unique and
distinct characteristics that were considered by the ALUC; and

WHEREAS, the ALUC finds there is sufficient evidence in the record to
support an increase in the maximum acceptable intensity limits in Safety Zones 2
through 5 of the proposed Gillespie Field ALUCP, thereby resulting in the
following intensity limits:
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Safety Zone 2 — 70 people per acre
Safety Zone 3 — 130 people per acre
Safety Zone 4 — 130 people per acre
Safety Zone 5 — 200 people per acre; and

WHEREAS, the ALUC finds there is sufficient evidence in the record to
support an amendment to the infill policy set forth in the Gillespie Field ALUCP,
thereby allowing the average maximum intensity to not exceed 110% of the
intensity and/or 110% of the density for all similar uses within the boundary of the
area to be considered for infill, as well as an increase to 110% of the density
when there are no similar or comparable use(s) within the infill boundary; and

WHEREAS, the ALUC finds there is sufficient evidence in the record to
support an amendment to the noise matrix and noise policies set forth in the
Gillespie Field ALUCP, whereby the land use categories for zoos, animal
shelters/kennels, nature preserves/wildlife preserves and hotels/motels are made
consistent with the City of San Diego’s noise element of its General Plan; and

WHEREAS, the ALUC finds there is sufficient evidence in the record to
support a reduction in the size of Safety Zone 2 by 450 feet for Runway 17/35;
and

WHEREAS, the above-described revisions to the maximum acceptable
intensity limits, infill policy, noise matrix and policies, and Safety Zone 2 would
reduce the amount of potential displacement of future development identified in
the Negative Declaration for the proposed Gillespie Field ALUCP, such that the
Negative Declaration overstates the potential displacement effect; and

WHEREAS, the ALUC has reviewed all of the CEQA documentation for
the Gillespie Field ALUCP, including staff's analysis of the environmental effects
of the above-described revisions, and, using its independent judgment and
analysis, has determined that, on the basis of the whole record before it, there is
no substantial evidence that the proposed ALUCP may have a significant impact
on the environment; and

WHEREAS, on January 25, 2010, the Airport Authority approved
companion Resolution No. 2010-0006R ALUC adopting the Negative Declaration
prepared for the proposed Gillespie Field ALUCP on the basis of the findings
summarized above and more extensively detailed in the companion Resolution;
and
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board, acting as the
ALUC for San Diego County, approves and adopts for implementation the
ALUCP for Gillespie Field, as described in this Resolution and in the companion
Resolution for the Negative Declaration (Resolution No. 2010-0006R ALUC), to
be effective immediately from the date of this Resolution.

BE IT FUTHER RESOLVED that this Board action is not a “development”
as defined by the California Coastal Act, Pub. Res. Code Section 30106.

PASSED, ADOPTED AND APPROVED by the Board of the San Diego
County Regional Airport Authority, acting in its capacity as the ALUC for San
Diego County, at a special meeting this 25" day of January, 2010, by the
following vote:

AYES: Board Members:  Gleason, Panknin, Smisek, Watkins, Young
NOES: Board Members:  Boland, Davies, Finnila
ABSENT: Board Members:  Desmond

ATTEST:

TONY R RUSSELL
DIRE R, CORPORATE SERVICES/
AUTHORITY CLERK

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Aruey (e

BRETON K. LOBNER
GENERAL COUNSEL
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Introduction

1.1 OVERVIEW OF THE PLAN

The basic function of airport land use compatibility plans (compatibility plans) is to promote
compatibility between airports and the land uses that surround them *“to the extent that these areas are not
already devoted to incompatible uses” (Pub. Util. Code §21674(a)). With limited exception, California
law requires preparation of compatibility plans for each public-use and military airport in the state. Most
counties have established an Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC), as provided for by law, to prepare
compatibility plans for the airports in that county and to review land use plans, development proposals,
and certain airport development plans for consistency with the compatibility plans. In San Diego County,
the ALUC function rests with the Board of the San Diego County Regional Airport Authority (SDCRAA),
in accordance with section 21670.3 of the California Public Utilities Code.

1.1.1 Function and Applicability of the Compatibility Plan

This Compatibility Plan, prepared for Gillespie Field (the Airport), is the fundamental tool used by the
SDCRAA, acting in its capacity as the San Diego County ALUC, in fulfilling its purpose of promoting
airport land use compatibility. Specifically, this Compatibility Plan: (1) provides for the orderly growth
of the Airport and the area surrounding the Airport; and (2) safeguards the general welfare of the
inhabitants within the vicinity of the Airport and the public in general (Pub. Util. Code §21675(a)). In
essence, this Compatibility Plan serves as a tool for the ALUC to use in fulfilling its duty to review land
use plans and development proposals within the Airport Influence Area (AIA) at the Airport. In addition,
this Compatibility Plan provides compatibility policies and criteria applicable to local agencies in their
preparation or amendment of general plans and to landowners in their design of new development.
(Please note that this Compatibility Plan defines general plans to include any general plan, community
plan, specific plan, zoning ordinance, building regulation, land use policy document, or implementing
ordinance. See Policy 2.2.21.)

Details regarding the purpose, scope, and applicability of this Compatibility Plan are provided in Chapter
2, which also includes the procedural requirements for the review of development proposals. These
procedures, together with the compatibility criteria, maps, and other policies in Chapter 3, comprise the
tools the ALUC uses in reviewing proposed land use plans, development proposals, and airport
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development actions. Finally, Chapter 4 provides background information on the Airport, including
information regarding its existing and planned facilities; existing and future conditions; and local
agencies affected by this Compatibility Plan in the Airport environs.

Use of the Compatibility Plan is not solely limited to the ALUC. As noted above, the compatibility
criteria included in this Compatibility Plan must be used by local agencies during their preparation or
amendment of general plans. The AIA at the Airport encompasses lands within the cities of San Diego,
El Cajon, La Mesa, Santee, and unincorporated areas of San Diego County. State law requires each local
agency to modify its general plan to be consistent with the Compatibility Plan or to take special steps to
overrule the ALUC. Furthermore, this Compatibility Plan applies not just to San Diego County and the
cities listed above, but to school districts, community college districts, special districts, and other local
agencies when these entities consider the siting and design of new facilities or expansion of existing ones.
Finally, private parties are subject to this Compatibility Plan either directly or as required in the general
plans of San Diego County and the cities of San Diego, EI Cajon, La Mesa, and Santee.

This Compatibility Plan replaces the Gillespie Field Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan adopted in July
1989 by the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) when it served as the San Diego County
ALUC. The 1989 Comprehensive Land Use Plan was amended in October 2004 and renamed the Airport
Land Use Compatibility Plan by the SDCRAA, which assumed the responsibilities of the ALUC in
January 2003.

This Compatibility Plan is based on the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) approved Airport Layout
Plan (ALP), as amended by the updated January 2008 airport diagram, and as accepted for airport
compatibility planning purposes by the California Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics
(Division of Aeronautics) in July 2005, and June 2008, respectively. The ALP and updated 2008 airport
diagram reflect the anticipated growth of the Airport during at least the next 20 years and depict both
existing and planned facilities at the Airport, including the airfield, runway protection zones, and the
Airport property boundary. A copy of the Division of Aeronautics letter determining that the ALP and
updated airport diagram are appropriate and acceptable for use in preparing this Compatibility Plan for
the Airport and the SDCRAA’s request for written acceptance are provided in Appendix | of this
Compatibility Plan.

1.1.2 Statutory Requirements
Powers and Duties

Requirements for creation of ALUCSs were first established in 1967 under the California State Aeronautics
Act (Pub. Util. Code 821670 et seq.). The text of the statute is in Appendix A. Although the law has
been amended numerous times since its enactment, the fundamental purpose of ALUCs has remained
unchanged. The ALUC has the responsibility to “assist local agencies in ensuring compatible land uses in
the vicinity of ... airports to the extent that the land in the vicinity of those airports is not already devoted
to incompatible uses...” The ALUC is also empowered to “coordinate planning at the state, regional, and
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local levels so as to provide for the orderly development of air transportation, while at the same time
protecting the public health, safety, and welfare” (Pub. Util. Code §21674).

The law defines the powers and duties of ALUCSs in terms that parallel the ALUC’s purpose:

« To assist local agencies in ensuring compatible land uses in the vicinity of airports to the extent that
land is not already devoted to incompatible uses.

« To prepare and adopt an airport land use compatibility plan for each airport within its jurisdiction.

« To review the plans, regulations, and certain other actions of local agencies and airport operators for
consistency with that plan.

« To coordinate planning at the state, regional and local levels, so as to provide for the orderly
development of air transportation, while at the same time protecting the public health, safety and
welfare (Pub. Util. Code §21674).

Limitations

The above fundamental purpose and the powers and duties notwithstanding, the Aeronautics Act cites
three important limitations on an ALUC’s authority: (1) ALUCs have no authority over “existing land
uses” regardless of whether such uses are incompatible with airport activities (Pub. Util. Code §21670
(a)(2) and 821674(a)); (2) ALUCs have no jurisdiction over the “operation of airports” (Pub. Util. Code
821674(e)); and (3) ALUCs have no jurisdiction over federal lands, such as military bases and lands
controlled by the U.S. Forest Service, U.S. Bureau of Land Management, or lands under the authority of
American Indian tribes and bands (Pub. Util. Code §21675(b)). The term existing land use is defined, for
purposes of this Compatibility Plan, in Chapter 2.

A fourth, less absolute, limitation on ALUC authority concerns the types of land use actions that are
subject to ALUC review. The law emphasizes that local general plans are the primary mechanism for
implementing the compatibility policies of an ALUC’s compatibility plan. Thus, each local agency with
land located within the AIA for an airport is required to make its general plan consistent with the
compatibility plan, or to take special steps to overrule all or part of an ALUC’s compatibility plan (Pub.
Util. Code 8821675.1(d), 21676, 21676.5(a)). If a local agency fails to take either action, then it is
required to submit all land use development actions involving property located within the AIA to the
ALUC for review (Pub. Util. Code §21676.5(a)). Once the ALUC has determined that the local agency's
general plan is consistent with the compatibility plan, or the local agency overrules the ALUC’s
compatibility plan, the ALUC’s authority to review projects within that agency’s jurisdiction is limited.
After this point, submittal of individual projects for ALUC review is voluntary, and ALUC
determinations on these projects are advisory and are not subject to the overruling provisions associated
with mandatory reviews (Pub. Util. Code 821676.5(b)). However, ALUC review remains mandatory for
the proposed adoption or amendment of general plans affecting land within the AlA.
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1.1.3 San Diego County Airport Land Use Commission

As noted earlier in this chapter, the SDCRAA serves as the ALUC in San Diego County. The SDCRAA
designation as the San Diego County ALUC is written into state law (Pub. Util. Code §21670.3), and
SDCRAA assumed the ALUC duties from SANDAG when the SDCRAA came into existence on January 1,
2003. (SANDAG had served as the San Diego County ALUC since December 1970 when the ALUC
function was first established.)

The SDCRAA is also the operator of San Diego International Airport, the sole major domestic and
international airport in the county. In addition, the SDCRAA is responsible for leading the comprehensive
planning effort directed at meeting the long-term air transportation service demands of the region. In
connection with this responsibility, the SDCRAA must complete a Regional Aviation Strategic Plan
(RASP) by June 30, 2011. The goal of the RASP is to evaluate the aviation needs of San Diego County.
While these three functions are housed within a single organization, the ALUC’s role is largely
independent of the others because ALUCs legally have no authority over airport operations.

1.1.4 Relationship of the ALUC to Local Agencies

The fundamental relationship between the San Diego County ALUC and the local agencies that may be
affected by this Compatibility Plan is set forth in the Aeronautics Act. The ALUC does not need approval
of the County or any city in order to adopt this Compatibility Plan or to carry out the ALUC project
review responsibilities; however, the ALUC must coordinate its activities with local agencies. In one
particular respect, this coordination is mandatory. State law requires “hearing and consultation with the
involved agencies” with regard to establishment and modification of AIA boundaries (Pub. Util. Code
§21675(c)).

Another aspect of the relationship between the ALUC and local agencies concerns implementation of the
Compatibility Plan. Although the ALUC has the sole authority to adopt this Compatibility Plan and to
conduct compatibility reviews, the authority and responsibility for implementing the compatibility
policies rests with the local agencies that control land uses within the AIA. Actions that these local
agencies can take to implement the Compatibility Plan's policies are outlined later in this chapter.

1.2 POLICY FRAMEWORK

The policies in Chapters 2 and 3 of this Compatibility Plan are based on the following primary sources:
the Aeronautics Act, the ALP and the updated airport diagram for the Airport, and other state laws,
regulations, and guidelines, including those in the California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook
(Handbook) published by the Division of Aeronautics in January 2002. The Handbook is available on the
websites of both the Division of Aeronautics (www.dot.ca.gov/hg/planning/aeronaut/) and the SDCRAA
(www.san.org/airport_authority).
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1.2.1 State Laws and Guidelines

Many of the procedures that govern how ALUCs operate are defined by state law. Statutory provisions in
the Public Utilities Code require ALUC adoption of compatibility plans for each public-use and military
airport, and establish certain steps to be taken during the plan adoption process (see Pub. Util. Code
821675). The law also dictates the requirements for airport land use compatibility reviews by ALUCs
and the types of actions that local agencies must submit to ALUCs for consistency reviews (see Pub. Util.
Code 8821675.2, 21676, 21676.5).

When preparing compatibility plans for individual airports, ALUCs must be guided by the information in
the Handbook (Pub. Util. Code §21674.7). To be guided by the Handbook, ALUCs must have at least
examined and duly considered the material contained in it. The burden is presumed to be on ALUCs to
demonstrate their reasons for deviating from the guidance that the Handbook provides. These
requirements notwithstanding, ALUCs have a significant degree of flexibility and discretion to make
planning decisions they deem appropriate for the airports within their jurisdiction. The Handbook is not
regulatory in that it does not constitute formal state policy, except to the extent that it explicitly refers to
state laws. The Handbook provides guidance and is intended to serve as the starting point for
compatibility planning around individual airports. When in doubt regarding the Handbook’s guidance,
ALUCs are encouraged to contact the Division of Aeronautics staff. The policies and maps in this
Compatibility Plan take into account the guidance provided by the current edition of the Handbook, dated
January 2002.

An additional function of the Handbook is established elsewhere in California state law. The Public
Resources Code creates a tie between the Handbook and California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
documents. Public Resources Code section 21096 requires that CEQA lead agencies use the Handbook as
“a technical resource” when assessing airport-related noise and safety impacts of projects located in the
vicinity of airports.

1.2.2 Relationship to Airport Master Plans

Compatibility plans are distinct from airport master plans in function and content. In simple terms, the
issues addressed by airport master plans are primarily on-airport, whereas those of concern in a
compatibility plan are generally off-airport. The purpose of airport master plans is to assess the demand
for airport facilities and to guide the development necessary to meet those demands. An airport master
plan is prepared for, and adopted by, the agency that owns and/or operates the airport. In contrast, the
major purpose of a compatibility plan is to ensure that incompatible development does not occur on land
surrounding the airports.

This distinction notwithstanding, the relationship between the two types of plans is close. State law
requires that compatibility plans be based on a long-range airport master plan or ALP, as determined by
the Division of Aeronautics, which reflects the anticipated growth of the airport for at least the next 20
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years. The relationship between a compatibility plan and an airport master plan or ALP centers on the
current and future airport layout and existing and projected airport activity.

The responsibility for the Airport’s master plan lies with the airport proprietor, the County of San Diego,
Department of Public Works. The County of San Diego has not prepared a master plan for the Airport;
however, the Gillespie Field Airport Layout Plan Narrative Report approved by the County of San Diego
in June 2006 contains long-range future aircraft activity forecasts, information regarding future planned
facilities, and information regarding the future role of the Airport. County of San Diego policies with
regard to the development and operation of the Airport are reflected in this Compatibility Plan.

1.3 FORECASTING METHODOLOGY

State law requires that a compatibility plan reflect “the anticipated growth of the airport during at least the
next 20 years” (Pub. Util. Code 821675(a)). In addition, as discussed above, the compatibility plan is to
be based on the airport operator’s adopted airport master plan, where one exists, or an ALP that has been
accepted by the Division of Aeronautics for airport compatibility planning. ALUC planning assumptions
regarding future aircraft activity at an airport must be consistent with the role of the airport as identified
in an airport master plan or ALP.

Frequently, unless the airport master plan is recent, the forecasts cannot be used directly because they do
not cover the requisite 20-year period. This issue is addressed in the Handbook:

[M]ost airports presumably will remain in operation for more than 20 years. This factor combined
with the characteristic uncertainty of forecasting suggests that, for the purpose of airport land use
compatibility planning, using a high estimate of long-range activity levels is generally preferable
to underestimating the future potential. This strategy especially applies with respect to
assessment of noise impacts. Too low of a forecast may allow compatibility conflicts that cannot
later be undone.

The caveat to this methodology, as also stated in the Handbook, is that “activity projections must also be
reasonable” and remain consistent with the role of the airport as envisioned by the airport owner.

Policies in this Compatibility Plan are based on projected airport activity levels located in the ALP, and
have been developed in accordance with the forecasting methodology guidance in the Handbook.
Specific factors considered when determining the 20+ year future activity levels for the Airport are
described in Chapter 4. Consistent with the Handbook, the forecast is at the high end of the range of
activity likely to be reached during the 20+ year horizon that state law requires.
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1.4 PLAN IMPLEMENTATION

1.4.1 General Plan Consistency

As noted previously, state law requires each local agency having jurisdiction over land uses within an
ALUC’s influence area to modify its general plans to be consistent with the compatibility plan. The
other option is to take steps to overrule all or part of an ALUC’s compatibility plan within 180 days of
when the ALUC adopts or amends it. If a local agency fails to take either action, it is required to submit
all land use development actions involving property within the AIA to the ALUC for review (Pub. Util.
Code §21676.5 (a)).

The local agency may propose to overrule an ALUC’s compatibility plan after a hearing by a two-thirds
vote of its governing body if it makes specific findings that the local agency’s plans are consistent with
the intent of state airport land use planning statutes. The local agency must provide both the ALUC and
the Division of Aeronautics a copy of the local agency’s proposed decision and findings at least 45 days
in advance of its decision to overrule the ALUC and must hold a public hearing on the proposed
overruling (Pub. Util. Code §21676(a) and (b)). If the ALUC and the Division of Aeronautics choose to
provide comments to the local agency, they must do so within 30 days of receiving the proposed decision
and findings. All comments received from the ALUC or Division of Aeronautics must be included in the
public record of the local agency’s final decision to overrule the ALUC (Pub. Util. Code 8821676,
21676.5 and 21677). Similar requirements apply to a local agency’s decision to overrule the ALUC’s
consistency determinations for individual development proposals for which ALUC review is mandatory
(Pub. Util. Code 821676.5(a)) and airport master plans (Pub. Util. Code §21676(c)).

General plans do not need to be identical to an ALUC’s compatibility plan to be consistent. To meet the
consistency test, general plans must do two things:

« Eliminate direct conflicts with compatibility planning criteria.
« Establish procedures that implement and ensure compliance with compatibility policies.

To do this, general plans must:

« Delineate the compatibility criteria to be applied to individual land use actions.

. ldentify the mechanisms to be used to tie the applicable criteria to a particular development.

« Indicate the procedures to be followed in review and approval of development actions affecting lands
within the AIA.

Policy 2.9 in Chapter 2 contains additional information, including the methods local agencies can employ
to make general plans consistent with an ALUC’s compatibility plan.
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1.4.2 Project Referrals

The types of land use actions for which referral to the ALUC are mandatory include the adoption and
amendment of general plans if land within an AIA, as defined by the ALUC, is impacted. This
requirement to refer land use actions to the ALUC for review should be indicated in the general plans of
all affected local agencies.

Beginning with adoption of the compatibility plan by the ALUC and continuing until each affected local
agency has made the necessary modifications to its general plan or overruled the ALUC’s compatibility
plan, all subsequent land use actions, regulations and permits within the AIA must be submitted to the
ALUC for review. After the local agency has made its general plan consistent with the compatibility plan
or has overruled the ALUC’s compatibility plan, submittal of individual actions, regulations, and permits
generally is not required. The ALUC and the local agency, however, can agree on continued submittal of
certain actions on an informal basis.

Proposed airport master plans, expansion of an existing airport, and plans for construction of a new
airport (or heliport) also must be submitted to the ALUC for review in accordance with Public Utilities
Code sections 21676 (c), 21664.5, and 21661.5, respectively. This referral requirement is independent of
whether the local agency has taken action with regard to the consistency of its general plan.

1.5 PLAN CONTENTS

This Compatibility Plan is complete unto itself and is separate and independent from compatibility plans
adopted by the ALUC for other airports in San Diego County. This Compatibility Plan is organized into
four chapters and nine appendices. The intent of this introductory chapter is to set the general overall
context of airport land use compatibility planning, and for the Airport and the San Diego County ALUC,
in particular.

Chapters 2 and 3 contain the policies by which the ALUC operates and conducts compatibility reviews of
proposed land use and airport development actions. The policies in Chapter 2 are written broadly, so as
to address overarching compatibility concerns. The compatibility criteria and other policies applicable to
the Airport are described in Chapter 3. Chapter 4 presents a variety of background data on the Airport
and its environs, and documents the data and assumptions on which the compatibility policies for the
Airport are based.

The appendices contain copies of state and Federal statutes pertaining to airport and airport land use
compatibility planning and other supporting information.
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2.1 CHAPTER OVERVIEW

2.1.1 Purpose: The policies set forth in this chapter and Chapter 3 of this Compatibility Plan serve two
functions:

(a) To articulate the procedures to be used by the SDCRAA, acting in its capacity as the San
Diego County ALUC, and affected local agencies to fulfill the airport land use
compatibility review requirements set forth in the Aeronautics Act (Pub. Util. Code 821670
et seq.). Specifically, these procedures define:

(1) The steps to be taken by local agencies, specifically the County of San Diego, the Cities
of San Diego, El Cgon, Santee, and La Mesa, special districts, school districts, and
community college districts, in submitting certain land use actions to the ALUC for
review in accordance with Policies 2.6.1 and 2.6.2 of this Compatibility Plan.

(2) The steps to be taken by the City of San Diego, as operator of the Airport, in submitting
airport master plans and other certain airport-related plans to the ALUC for review in
accordance with Policies 2.6.1(b) and 2.6.1(c) of this Compatibility Plan.

(3) The process, as stated in Policies 2.7 through 2.10 of this Compatibility Plan, to be used
by the ALUC in reviewing the above actions for compliance with the compatibility
criteria set forth in this Compatibility Plan.

(b) Toidentify compatibility criteriato be utilized by:

(1) The ALUC in review of land use actions within the Airport’s AIA and airport master
plans and other development plans for the Airport.

(2) Local agencies in modifying their respective general plans for consistency with this
Compatibility Plan.

2.1.2 Relationship to Chapter 3 Policies. The policies in this chapter address ALUC review procedures
and overarching compatibility considerations. Compatibility criteria and other policies applicable
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to the Airport are set forth in Chapter 3. For purposes of this Compatibility Plan, as listed in
Policy 2.1.1, adherence to the policiesin both chaptersis required.

DEFINITIONS

The following defined terms are used throughout this Compatibility Plan and are shown in italics. The
local agencies may have adopted alternative definitions for some of the terms presented below.
However, for purposes of this Compatibility Plan, the terms shal be defined as presented below.
Definitions for other commonly used aviation terms are provided in Appendix H.

221

222

223

224

225

226

2.2.7

2.2.8

229

2-2

Aeronautics Act: Except as indicated otherwise, the article of the California Public Utilities Code
section 21670 et seq., as amended, pertaining to ALUCs.

Airport: Gillespie Field.

Airport Influence Area (AIA): The AlA defines the jurisdiction of the ALUC and is the area where
airport-related noise, safety, airspace protection, and overflight factors may significantly affect
land use compatibility or necessitate restrictions on certain land uses as determined by the ALUC.
Land use actions that affect property within the AIA are subject to the compatibility policies and
criteriain this Compatibility Plan.

Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC): The San Diego County Regional Airport Authority,
acting in its capacity as the San Diego County Airport Land Use Commission.

Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) staff: The President/CEO (Chief Executive Officer) of the
San Diego County Regional Airport Authority or person(s) designated by the President/CEO, with
the approval of the ALUC chairperson.

Airport Layout Plan: A scale drawing of existing and proposed airport facilities, their location on
an airport, and the pertinent clearance and dimensional information required to demonstrate
conformance with applicable standards.

Airport Master Plan: A long-range plan for development of an airport, including descriptions of
the data and analyses on which the plan is based.

Airspace Protection Area: The area beneath the airspace protection surfaces for the Airport.
Airspace Protection Surfaces: Imaginary surfaces in the airspace surrounding airports, as defined

for an individual airport in accordance with criteria set forth in Part 77 and the U.S. Standard for
Terminal Instrument Procedures (TERPS). These surfaces establish the maximum height that
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objects on the ground can reach without potentially creating constraints or hazards to the use of
the airspace by aircraft approaching, departing, or maneuvering in the vicinity of an airport.

2.2.10 Aviation-Related Use: Any facility or activity directly associated with the air transportation of

persons or cargo or the operation, storage, or maintenance of aircraft at an airport or heliport.
Such uses specifically include runways, taxiways, and their associated protection areas defined by
the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), together with aircraft aprons, hangars, fixed-base
operations facilities, terminal buildings, and related facilities.

2.2.11 Avigation Easement: An easement that transfers certain property rights from a property owner to

an airport owner.

2.2.12 California Building Code (CBC): The CBC islocated in Title 24, Part 2, of the California Code

of Regulations and governs general building construction standards.

2.2.13 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA): Statutory scheme adopted to maintain a quality

environment for the people of the state now and in the future. CEQA establishes a process for
state and local agency review of projects, as defined in the implementing guidelines, that may
adversely affect the environment (Pub. Resources Code 82100 et seq.; Cal. Code Regs,, tit. 14,
815000 et seq.).

2.2.14 Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL): The noise metric adopted by the State of California

for land use planning and describing airport noise impacts. This noise metric compensates for the
increase in people's sengitivity to noise during evening and nighttime hours. Community noise
equivalent levels are typically depicted on maps by a set of contours, each of which represents a
series of points having the same CNEL value.

2.2.15 Compatibility Plan: This document, the Gillespie Field Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan,

also referred to as “this Compatibility Plan.”

2.2.16 Development Proposal: See Project.
2.2.17 Division of Aeronautics: A Division of the State of California, Department of Transportation.

2.2.18 Existing Land Use: A project shall be considered an “existing land use” when:

(a) A “vested right” isobtained, asfollows:

(1) A vesting tentative map has been approved pursuant to California Government Code
section 66498.1, and has not expired; or
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(2) A development agreement has been executed pursuant to California Government Code
section 65866, and remains in effect; or

(3 A valid building permit has been issued, substantial work has been performed, and
substantial liabilities have been incurred in good faith reliance on the permit, pursuant to
the California Supreme Court decision in Avco Community Developers, Inc. v. South
Coast Regional Com. (1976) 17 Cal.3d 785,791, and its progeny.

(1) A proposed modification to an existing land use that will result in an increase in
height, a change of use, or an increase in density or intensity of use that is not in
substantial conformance with the project entitled by the local agency shall be subject to
this Compatibility Plan (see Policy 2.10.4).

(i) Any proposed reuse or reinitiation of an existing land use, even if the
reuse/reinitiation of the existing land use will not modify the previously existing land use,
will be subject to this Compatibility Plan if the previously existing land use has been
discontinued for more than 24 months.

(iii) The determination of whether a project meets the criteria of an “existing land
use” shall be made by the local agency and the ALUC.

(b) A new occupancy is proposed within an existing building, provided the new occupancy
remains within the same or reduced level of occupancy as the most recent one. A new
occupancy which increases intensity shall not qualify as an existing land use.

2.2.19 Floor Area Ratio (FAR): For this Compatibility Plan, this term means the gross building square
footage (excluding parking garages) divided by the entire site’ s square footage (site area).

2.2.20 General Plan: For this Compatibility Plan, this term means any general plan, community plan, or
specific plan, zoning ordinance, building regulation, land use policy document, or implementing
ordinance or any change thereto, and any amendment thereto (see Pub. Util. Code §21676 and
Policy 2.9).

2.2.21 Handbook: The California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook, published by the Division of
Aeronautics (January 2002).

2.2.22 High Terrain Zone: Areas of land in the vicinity of an airport where the ground lies above a Part
77 surface. In addition, any location where the ground level reaches to within 100 feet of an
instrument approach or departure surface defined by TERPS.

2223 Infill:  Development of vacant or underutilized land within established communities or

neighborhoods that is: (a) already served with streets, water, sewer, and other infrastructure; and
(b) comprised of existing land uses inconsistent with the compatibility criteria in this
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Compatibility Plan (see Policy 2.11.1 for criteriato be used by local agencies to identify potential
infill areas for compatibility planning purposes).

2.2.24 Land Use Action: See Project.

2.2.25 Local agency: For this Compatibility Plan, the County of San Diego, the the Cities of San Diego,
El Caon, Santee, and La Mesa, and other local governmental entities, such as a specia district,
school district, or community college district, having jurisdiction over land uses within the AIA
defined in this Compatibility Plan. These entities are subject to the provisions of this
Compatibility Plan; the ALUC does not have authority over land use actions of federal agencies
or Indian tribes.

2.2.26 Lot Coverage: The ratio between the ground floor area of a building (or buildings) and the area
of alot/parcel.

2.2.27 Nonconforming Use: A land use or building that does not comply with this Compatibility Plan
(see Policies 2.11.2 and 2.11.3 for criteria applicable to land use actions involving nonconforming
uses.).

2.2.28 Object Free Area (OFA): An area on the ground, measured from a runway, taxiway, or taxilane
centerline, which is provided to safeguard aircraft operations by having the area free of objects,
except for objects that are needed for air navigation or aircraft ground maneuvering purposes (see
FAA Advisory Circular 150/5300-13, “Airport Design”).

2.2.29 Overflight Notification: An overflight notification is a buyer awareness tool designed to ensure
that prospective buyers of property near an airport, particularly residential property, are informed
about the airport's potential impact on the property. An overflight notification is recorded in the
property's chain of title and indicates that the property may be subject to some of the annoyances
or inconveniences associated with proximity to an airport and aircraft operations (such as noise,
vibration, overflights, or odors). Unlike an avigation easement, an overflight notification does not
convey property rights from the property owner to the airport and does not restrict the height of
objects. It simply documents the existence of conditions that may affect the property.

2.2.30 Part 77: The part of the Federal Aviation Regulations (Title 14 of the Code of Federal
Regulations) that deals with objects affecting navigable airspace in the vicinity of airports. Part
77 establishes standards for identifying obstructions to navigable airspace, sets forth requirements
for notice to the FAA of certain proposed construction or alteration, and provides for aeronautical
studies of obstructions to determine their effect on the safe and efficient use of airspace (see
Appendix B).

2.2.31 Permit: See Project.
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2.2.32 Project: Any land use matter, either publicly or privately sponsored, that is subject to the
provisions of this Compatibility Plan. For this Compatibility Plan, this term means any action,
regulation, or permit (see Pub. Util. Code §21676.5).

2.2.33 Real Estate Disclosure: A real estate disclosure is required by state law as a condition of the sale
of most residential property if the property is located in the vicinity of an airport and within its
AlA (see Bus. & Prof. Code §11010; Civ. Code 881102.6, 1103.4, 1353). The disclosure notifies
the prospective purchaser of potential annoyances or inconveniences associated with airport
operations prior to completing the purchase. Unlike the avigation easement and overflight
notification, the real estate disclosure in not recorded in the chain of title. Typically, areal estate
disclosure is provided at the real estate sales or leasing offices.

2.2.34 Reconstruction: The rebuilding of an existing nonconforming structure that has been fully or
partially destroyed as aresult of a calamity (not planned construction or redevelopment).

2.2.35 Redevelopment: Development of a new use (not necessarily a new type of use) to replace an
existing use at a density or intensity that may vary from the existing use. Redevelopment projects
are subject to the provisions of this Compatibility Plan to the same extent as other forms of
proposed development (see Palicy 2.6.2(c)).

2.2.36 Runway Protection Zone: An area immediately off the end of an airport runway. Runway
protection zones have the greatest potential for aircraft accidents and should remain undevel oped.

2.2.37 San Diego County Regional Airport Authority (SDCRAA): The ALUC for the County of San
Diego.

2.2.38 Sensitive Land Uses: Land uses for which the associated primary activities, whether indoor or
outdoor, are susceptible to disruption by aircraft operations and require specia protection from
hazards (e.g., potential aircraft accidents) because of, for example, the low effective mobility of
occupants or the presence of hazardous materials. The most common types of sensitive land uses
include residential neighborhoods, hospitals, nursing facilities, intermediate care facilities,
educational facilities, outdoor assembly uses, libraries, museums, places of worship, and child-
care facilities.

2.2.39 TERPS (U.S. Standard for Terminal Instrument Procedures): Standardized criteria adopted by
the FAA, U.S. military branches, and the U.S. Coast Guard for designing airport area and en route
instrument flight procedures. The criteria are predicated on normal aircraft operations for
considering obstacle clearance requirements.
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2.3 EFFECTIVE DATE

2.3.1 Plan Adoption: The paliciesin this Compatibility Plan shall become effective on the date that the
ALUC adopts this Compatibility Plan.

(@) The compatibility plan for the Airport adopted in 1981 (amended in 2004) shall remain in
effect until adoption by the ALUC of this Compatibility Plan, and shall again become
effective if the entirety of this Compatibility Plan should be rendered invalid by court
action.

(b) If any portion of this Compatibility Plan should be invalidated by court action, it shall not
invalidate the portions of this Compatibility Plan that are not invalidated by the court
action.

(c) Any action to invalidate all or portions of a compatibility plan adopted by the ALUC for
any other airport within its jurisdiction shall not invalidate this Compatibility Plan.

2.3.2 Applicability to Projects Not Yet Completed: The compatibility policies, if any, that will be used
to perform a consistency review for a proposed project, and any subsequent implementing
action(s) associated with that project, shall be determined according to the following, as provided
in Paragraphs (a) through (f) below. However, in no instance shall the ALUC apply any
Compatibility Plan rules, regulations, and policies to any land use action, or to any subsequent
discretionary or ministerial implementing permit or action for that project, that are inconsistent
with the provisions of Part 77, California Airport Noise Regulations (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 21,
85000 et seq.), or any other state or federal laws.

() Airport Plans. Notwithstanding any provision of this Section, the ALUC shall apply this
Compatibility Plan's rules, regulations, and policies to any land use action, and any
subsequent discretionary or ministerial implementing permit or action for that project, that
have been approved based upon:

(1) Anairport master plan, or amendments or modifications to an airport master plan (Pub.
Util. Code §21676(c)); or

(2) Any airport expansion project that requires amendment of the Airport Permit issued by
the Division of Aeronautics, including the construction of a new runway, the extension or
realignment of an existing runway, the acquisition of runway protection zones, or the
acquisition of any interest in land for the purpose of any airport expansion project (Pub.
Util. Code §21664.5), that has been submitted to the ALUC for review by the public
agency owning the Airport.
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(b) General Plan Consistent with Prior Compatibility Plan: A project, and any subsequent
implementing action(s) for that project, that is located within an area in which the local
agency has modified its general plan to be consistent with the compatibility plan in effect
prior to approval of this Compatibility Plan, or within an area in which a local agency has
taken the special steps necessary to overrule the prior compatibility plan, shall not be
subject to ALUC review under this Compatibility Plan, provided that the local agency:

(1) Has deemed the project application to be complete prior to the effective date of this
Compatibility Plan;

(2) The project is consistent with the local agency’s ALUC-approved general plan (or the
local agency has overruled the prior compatibility plan); and

(3) The project and any subsequent implementing land use action(s) have not changed in a
substantive manner that would potentially invalidate any original approval of the project
by the local agency and require a subsequent review, as determined by the local agency
and the ALUC based on the criteria provided in Policy 2.10.4.

(c) General Plan Not Consistent with Prior Compatibility Plan: A project that is within the
AlA defined in this Compatibility Plan, is not an existing land use, and any subsequent
implementing action(s) for that project, that is located within an area in which a local
agency has not modified its general plan to be consistent with the compatibility plan in
effect prior to approval of this Compatibility Plan, or taken the specia steps necessary to
overrule the prior compatibility plan, shall be submitted to the ALUC to be reviewed in
accordance with the compatibility plan in effect at the time the application was deemed
complete by the local agency, except where such application is materially deficient
pursuant to Paragraph (1) below. In this case, the project shall be reviewed in accordance
with the compatibility plan in effect at the time the application is deemed complete by the
ALUC, as specifically provided in Paragraphs (2) through (4) below.

(1D If an application for a project has been submitted to the local agency and the application
has been deemed complete by the local agency, the information contained in this
application may be used to submit a consistency determination application and shall
constitute a complete application for purposes of a consistency review by the ALUC,
unless the ALUC determines that the application is not complete because it lacks one or
more of the components required in Policy 2.7.2.

(2) If an application for consistency is determined by the ALUC to be incomplete pursuant to
Paragraph (1) above, then not later than 30 calendar days after the ALUC has received an
application for a determination of consistency, the ALUC shall respond in writing as to
why the application is not complete and shall immediately transmit the information to the
local agency. The ALUC shall specify those parts of the application that are incomplete
and indicate how they can be made complete by including alist and thorough description
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of the specific information needed to complete the application for a determination of
consistency.

(3) If the written response as to the completeness of the application is not made by the
ALUC within 30 calendar days after receipt of the consistency application, and/or after
receipt of any additional information requested, the project will be evaluated using the
compatibility plan in effect on the date of expiration of the 30 calendar day time limit for
determining completeness of the application materials submitted.

(4) Nothing in this policy precludes a local agency and the ALUC from mutually agreeing,
with the concurrence of the project applicant, to an extension of any time limit provided
by this palicy.

(d) Subsequent Review of Project(s) Found Consistent: A project previously reviewed by the
ALUC and found to be consistent with the compatibility plan in effect at the time of the
project review shal not be subject to further review under a subsequently adopted
compatibility plan unless the project changes in a substantive manner at any point—as
determined by the local agency or by the ALUC when the ALUC concludes that further
review is warranted based on criteria provided in Policy 2.10.4(b)—that potentially would
invalidate the original ALUC consistency findings.

(1) Any project requiring subsequent ALUC review will be evaluated using the compatibility
plan in effect at the time the resubmittal was deemed complete by the local agency
unless the ALUC determines that such resubmittal lacks one or more of the components
required in Policy 2.7.2. In this case, the project will be evaluated in accordance with
Paragraphs 2.3.2 (¢)(2) through (c)(4), inclusive, above.

(2) Any project requiring subsequent ALUC review need not be resubmitted for ALUC
review if prior to resubmittal the general plan of the local agency in which the project is
situated has been reviewed by the ALUC and found to be consistent with this
Compatibility Plan and the revised project is consistent with that ALUC-approved
general plan.

(e) ALUC Review Not Required: A project application that was deemed complete by the local
agency prior to the effective date of this Compatibility Plan, and which did not require
ALUC review because it was located beyond the boundary of the AIA defined by the
compatibility plan in place at the time the application was deemed complete shall not
require subsequent ALUC review under this Compatibility Plan unless the project changes
in a substantive manner.

(f) Long-Term Project: Except as otherwise provided in Paragraphs (a) through (€) above, a
long-term project, such as a master plan, large subdivision which consists of severa
phases, or functionally comparable discretionary permit or action (“origina long-term
project”), and any subsequent discretionary or ministerial implementing permit or action
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2.4

for that original long-term project, shall be governed by the compatibility plan in effect at
the time the first such permit or action for the original long-term project was issued by the
local agency, provided all of the following exist:

(1)

)

3)
(4)

©)

(6)

()

The project applicant obtained from a local agency final approval of the original long-
term project prior to the effective date of this Compatibility Plan;

The local agency obtained a consistency determination for the original long-term
project’s approval where the general plan was not consistent with the compatibility plan
in effect at the time of the original long-term project's fina approval;

The original long-term project approval(s) remain(s) in effect;

Final approval of the origina long-term project was obtained not more than 15 years
prior to the effective date of this Compatibility Plan;

The project applicant used reasonable good faith efforts in proceeding with the original
long-term project including, without limitation, processing any other governmental
permits and approvals necessary to implement the original long-term project’s approval
(such as preparing and processing any subsequent or additional CEQA documents or
resource agency permits), preparing architectural or engineering plans, or constructing
infrastructure for the origina approval(s), such as roadways, storm drains, parks, sewer,
water or other utilities;

The local agency approved arelated implementing permit or action for the original long-
term project’s approval within 5 years prior to the effective date of this Compatibility
Plan, or the project applicant has an application on file that has been deemed complete
by the local agency for any related implementing permit or action as of the effective date
of this Compatibility Plan; and

The original long-term project has not changed in a substantive manner, as determined
by the local agency or the ALUC (see Policy 2.10.4).

TYPES OF AIRPORT IMPACTS

24.1 Principa Compatibility Concerns: As established by state law (Pub. Util. Code §21670), the
ALUC has the responsibility both “to provide for the orderly development of airports” and “to
prevent the creation of new noise and safety problems.” ALUC policies thus have the dual
objectives of: (1) protecting against constraints on airport expansion and operations that can result
from encroachment of incompatible land uses, and (2) minimizing the public’'s exposure to
excessive noise and safety hazards.
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(@) To meet these objectives, this Compatibility Plan addresses potential airport compatibility
impacts related to four specific airport-related factors/layers;

(1) Noise—Exposure to aircraft noise
(2) Safety—Land use that affects safety both for people on the ground and in aircraft
(3) Airspace Protection—Protection of airport airspace

(4) Overflight—Annoyance and other general concernsrelated to aircraft overflights

(b) Compatibility policies concerning each of these factors/layers are enumerated in Chapter 3.
Each factor/layer is addressed separately. Proposed land use actions must comply with the
compatibility policies and maps for each compatibility factor/layer, as well as al other
policiesin this Compatibility Plan.

2.4.2 Policy Objectives: For each compatibility factor/layer, specific policy objectives are as follows:

(&) Noise: The purpose of noise compatibility policies is to avoid the establishment of new
incompatible land uses and exposure of the users to levels of aircraft noise that can disrupt
the activities involved. The characteristics of the Airport and the surrounding community
are taken into account in determining the level of noise deemed acceptable for each type of
land use.

(b) Safety: The purpose of safety compatibility policies is to minimize the risks of an off-
airport aircraft accident or emergency landing. Risksto people and property on the ground
in the vicinity of the Airport and to people on board aircraft are considered.

(c) Airspace Protection: The purpose of airspace protection compatibility policiesisto ensure
that structures and other uses of the land do not cause hazards to aircraft in flight within
the Airport vicinity. Hazards to flight include but are not limited to:

(1) Physical obstructions to the navigable airspace
(2) Wildlife hazards, particularly bird strikes

(3) Land use characteristics that create visual or electronic interference with aircraft
navigation or communication

(d) Overflight: Given that sensitivity to aircraft overflights varies from one person to another,
the purpose of overflight compatibility policiesis to help notify people about the presence
of overflights near airports so that they can make informed decisions regarding acquisition
or leasing property in the affected areas. Noise from aircraft overflights, especially by
comparatively loud aircraft, can be intrusive and annoying in locations beyond the limits of
the mapped noise contours.
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2.4.3 Airport Impacts Not Considered: Other impacts sometimes created by airports (e.g., air pollution
or automobile traffic) are not addressed by these compatibility policies and are not subject to
ALUC review. Also, in accordance with state law (Pub. Util. Code 821674(€)), neither this
Compatibility Plan nor the ALUC have authority over the operation of the Airport (e.g., where
and when aircraft fly or airport security).

2.5 GEOGRAPHIC SCOPE

The geographic scope of this Compatibility Plan is established though an AlA delineated as follows:

25.1 The AIA for the Airport is the area in which current and projected future airport-related noise,
safety, airspace protection, or overflight factors/layers may significantly affect land use or
necessitate restrictions on land use. The AlA is presented on Exhibit 111-5 in Chapter 3 of this
Compatibility Plan.

25.2 The AIA for the Airport is divided into two subareas, Review Area 1 and Review Area 2.
Descriptions of each area and the basis for their delineation are provided in Chapter 3.

2.6 TYPES OF ACTIONS REVIEWED

2.6.1 Actions that Always Require ALUC Review: As required by state law, even if a local agency’s
general plan is consistent with the current compatibility plan, the following types of actions shall
be referred to the ALUC for determination of consistency with this Compatibility Plan prior to
their approval by the local agency:

(@) The adoption, approval or amendment of any general plan (Pub. Util. Code §21676(b))
that affects lands within the AIA and involves:

(1) Noise or safety concerns within Review Area 1; or

(2) Land use actions that have been determined to be a hazard by the FAA in accordance
with Part 77 within Review Areas 1 and 2.

(b) Adoption or modification of the airport master plan for the Airport (Pub. Util. Code
§21676(c)).

(c) Any proposal for expansion of the Airport if such expansion will require an amended
Airport Permit from the State of California (Pub. Util. Code §21664.5).
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(d) Any proposal for construction of anew airport or heliport (Pub. Util Code §21661.5).

2.6.2 Other Land Use Actions Subject to ALUC Review: Other types of land use actions are subject to
review under these circumstances:

(@) Until such time asthe ALUC finds that alocal agency’s general plan is consistent with this
Compatibility Plan, or the local agency has overruled the ALUC’s determination of
inconsistency, state law allows ALUCs to require that local agencies submit al land use
actions involving land within an AIA to the ALUC for review (Pub. Util. Code
§21676.5(a)). Only those actions that an ALUC elects not to review are exempt from this
requirement.

(1)

)

©)

(4)

Within Review Area 1, all land use actions are subject to ALUC review, except as
provided in Section 2.6.3.

Within Review Area 2, only the following land use actions require ALUC review:

(1) Any object which has received a final notice of determination from the FAA that
the project will constitute a hazard or obstruction to air navigation, to the extent
applicable.

(i) Any proposed object in an area of terrain penetration to airspace surfaces which
has a height greater than 35 feet above ground level.

(iii)  Any project having the potential to create electrical or visual hazards to aircraft
in flight, including: electrical interference with radio communications or navigational
signals; lighting which could be mistaken for airport lighting; glare or bright lights
(including laser lights) in the eyes of pilots or aircraft using the Airport; certain colors of
neon lights- especialy red and white- that can interfere with night vision goggles; and
impaired visibility near the Airport. The local agency should coordinate with the airport
operator in making this determination.

(iv)  Any project having the potential to cause an increase in the attraction of birds or
other wildlife that can be hazardous to aircraft operations in the vicinity of the Airport.
Thelocal agency should coordinate with the airport operator in making this decision.

On Airport property, proposed nonaviation development shall also be subject to ALUC
review (see Section 2.2 for definition of aviation-related use).

Any project located in the runway protection zone.

(b) After alocal agency has revised its general plan to be consistent with this Compatibility
Plan or has overruled the ALUC’s Compatibility Plan, the ALUC no longer has authority
under state law to require that al land use actions be submitted for review. Some land use
actions still require mandatory review. Moreover, the ALUC and the local agency can
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(©

agree that the ALUC should continue to review and comment upon individual projects
(Pub. Util. Code §21676.5(b)). Because the ALUC reviews are discretionary and advisory
under these circumstances, local agencies are not required to adhere to the overruling
process if they elect to approve a project without incorporating design changes or
conditions recommended by the ALUC.

Proposed redevelopment of property for which the existing land use is consistent with the
general plan (including a general plan that has been reviewed by the ALUC and found to
be consistent with this Compatibility Plan or a prior compatibility plan for the Airport), but
nonconforming with the compatibility criteria set forth in this Compatibility Plan, shall be
subject to ALUC review. This policy isintended to address circumstances that arise when
a general plan land use designation does not conform to ALUC compatibility criteria, but
is deemed consistent with this Compatibility Plan because the designation reflects an
existing land use. Proposed redevelopment of such land voids the consistency status and is
to be treated as new development subject to ALUC review even if the proposed use is
consistent with the local general plan (also see Policies 2.3.2, 2.11.2 and 2.11.3).

2.6.3 Land Use Actions Subject to Discretionary ALUC Staff Review: ALUC staff has the authority
and discretion to make a consistency determination without formal ALUC review of the project if
the land use action:

(@) Is"“compatible” with both noise and safety compatibility policies; and

(b) Hasreceived afinal notice of determination from the FAA that the project will not congtitute
ahazard or obstruction to air navigation, to the extent applicable; and

(c) Has been conditioned by the local agency to require an overflight notification consistent with
the requirements of Policy 3.6.3, to the extent applicable.

GENERAL REVIEW PROCESS FOR LAND USE ACTIONS

2.7.1 Timing of Project Submittal: The precise timing of ALUC review of a proposed land use action
may vary depending upon the nature of the project.

2-14

(a) General plans and projects should be referred to the ALUC at the earliest reasonable time

so that the ALUC’s review can be duly considered by the local agency before formalizing
its actions. Depending upon the type of general plan or project and the normal scheduling
of meetings, ALUC review can be completed before, after, or concurrently with the review
by the local planning commission and other advisory bodies, but must be accomplished
before final action by the local agency.
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(b) Although the most appropriate time for a proposed land use action to be referred to the
ALUC for review is once an application has been deemed complete by the local agency,
the completion of an application is not required for a local agency to refer a proposed land
use action to the ALUC staff for preliminary review. Rather, the local agency may refer a
proposed land use action with potential policy significance to the ALUC staff for a
preliminary review so long as the local agency is able to provide the ALUC with the
project submittal information for the proposed land use action, as specified in Policy 2.7.2
of this Compatibility Plan. The ALUC staff's review under these circumstances is
discretionary and, if completed, is preliminary and not binding on subsequent ALUC
determinations.

(c) If the project changes in a substantive manner during the local agency’s review/approval
process, the project must be resubmitted for a consistency determination.

2.7.2 Project Submittal Information: A proposed land use action submitted to the ALUC (or to the
ALUC staff) for review that requires a new or amended general plan in accordance with Policy
2.6.1 or other land use actions submitted to the ALUC in accordance with Policy 2.6.2 shall
include this information:

(@) Property location data (assessor’ s parcel number, street address, subdivision lot number).

(b) An accurately scaled map showing the relationship (distance and direction) of the project
site to the Airport boundary and runways. When available, a digital version of the exhibit
shall be provided on a CD-ROM along with a paper copy. The map shall not exceed 24 x
36 inches.

(c) A description of the existing use(s) of the land in question, including current general plan
and zoning designations, height of structures, maximum intensity limits, floor area ratio,
and other applicable information.

(d) A description of the proposed use(s) and the type of land use action being sought from the
local agency (e.g., zoning change, building permit).

(e) For residential uses, the proposed number of dwelling units per acre (excluding any
secondary units on a parcel); or, for nonresidential uses, the number of people potentially
occupying the total site or portions of it at any one time, the proposed floor area ratio, and
lot coverage of the project.

(f) If applicable, as determined by ALUC staff, a detailed site plan showing ground elevations;

location of structures, open spaces, and water bodies; and the heights of structures and
trees above mean sea level and above ground level. A profile view of proposed features
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()

(h)

0)

()

(k)

V)

and all relevant information provided in connection with a Part 77 submittal. When
available, adigital version of the drawings shall be provided on a CD-ROM aong with the
paper version.

Identification of any features that would increase the attraction of birds or cause other
wildlife hazards to aircraft operations on the Airport or in its environs.

Identification of any characteristics that could create electrical interference, confusing or
bright lights, glare, smoke, or other electrical or visual hazards to aircraft flight.

Any draft or final environmental document (initial study, negative declaration, mitigated
negative declaration, environmental assessment, environmental impact statement, or
environmental impact report) that has been prepared for the project.

Any staff reports regarding the project that may have been presented to local agency
decision makers.

Any project submittal information and final airspace determination that has been obtained
from the FAA in accordance with Part 77.

Other relevant information that the ALUC determines to be necessary to enable a
comprehensive review of the project.

(m) The project submittal information aso shall include applicable review fees, as established

(n)

by the ALUC (Pub. Util. Code §21671.5(f)).

The documents submitted to the ALUC (or to the ALUC staff) shall not exceed 24 x 36
inches.

2.7.3 Public Input: Where applicable the ALUC shall provide public notice and obtain public input in

2.8

281

accordance with Public Utilities Code section 21675.2(d) before acting on any proposed project
under consideration.

REVIEW PROCESS FOR GENERAL PLANS, SPECIFIC PLANS,

ZONING ORDINANCES, AND BUILDING REGULATIONS

Initial ALUC Review of General Plan Consistency: Along with the adoption or amendment of
this Compatibility Plan, the ALUC shall review the general plans of affected local agencies to
determine their consistency with this Compatibility Plan.
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(@) Within 180 days of the ALUC’s adoption or amendment of this Compatibility Plan, each
local agency affected by the plan must amend its general plan to be consistent with the
ALUC’s Compatibility Plan or, alternatively, provide required notice, adopt findings, and
overrule the ALUC’s Compatibility Plan by two-thirds vote of the local agency’s
governing body in accordance with Public Utilities Code sections 21675.1(d), 21676(b),
and 21676.5(a) (Gov. Code 865302.3). If alocal agency fails to take either action, then it
is required to submit all land use actions involving property located within the AIA to the
ALUC for review (Pub. Util. Code §21676.5(q)).

(b) Before taking action on a proposed general plan amendment, the local agency shall submit
the draft of the general plan to the ALUC for review and a consistency determination.

(c) Along with its submittal of a general plan to the ALUC, alocal agency shall identify areas
that the local agency requests the ALUC to consider as infill in accordance with Policy
2.11.1if it wishes to take advantage of the infill policy provisions. The ALUC will include
a determination on the infill designation/identification as part of its action on the
consistency review of the general plan or other enabling documents.

2.8.2 Subsequent Reviews of Related Land Use Actions: As indicated in Policy 2.6.1, before taking
action on the adoption or amendment of a general plan affecting property located within the AIA
defined in this Compatibility Plan, local agencies must submit the proposed general plan to the
ALUC for review and a consistency determination. Once the general plan has been made
consistent with this Compatibility Plan, subsequent land use actions that are consistent with the
general plan, are subject to ALUC review only under the conditions indicated in Policy 2.6.2 and
Policy 2.10.4. When subsequent review is required:

(@) Copies of the complete text and maps of the proposed general plan and any supporting
materials documenting that the land use action is consistent with this Compatibility Plan

shall be submitted.

(b) If the amendment is required as part of a proposed land use action, then the applicable
information listed in Policy 2.7.2 shall aso be included.

2.8.3 ALUC Action Choices. When reviewing a general plan for consistency with this Compatibility
Plan, the ALUC has three choices:

(@) Find the general plan consistent with this Compatibility Plan. The conditionsidentified in
Policy 2.9 must be met.

(b) Find the general plan conditionally consistent with this Compatibility Plan, subject to
conditions and modifications that the ALUC may require. Any such conditions should be
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limited in scope, consistent with the policy provisions and requirements of this
Compatibility Plan, and described in a manner that allows compliance to be clearly
assessed.

(c) Find the general plan inconsistent with this Compatibility Plan. In making a finding of
inconsistency, the ALUC shall note the specific conflicts or shortcomings upon which its
determination of inconsistency is based.

284 Response Time: The ALUC must respond to a local agency’s request for a consistency

determination on a general plan within 60 days from the date of submittal (Pub. Util. Code
§21676(d)). However, this response period does not begin until the ALUC staff has determined
that all information necessary for accomplishment of the project review has been submitted to the
ALUC (Handbook at page 4-12; Pub. Util. Code §21675.2 (a) and §21676 (d)).

(d) The 60-day review period may be extended if the submitting local agency agreesin writing
or so states at an ALUC public hearing on the action.

(b) The date of submittal is deemed to be the date on which all applicable project information
is received by ALUC and the ALUC determines that the application for a consistency
determination is complete (see Policy 2.10.2).

(c) If the ALUC fails to make a determination within the time required or agreed upon, the
proposed action shall be deemed consistent with this Compatibility Plan (Pub. Util. Code
§21676(d)).

(d) Regardless of any action or failure to act on the part of the ALUC, the proposed action still
must comply with other applicable local, state, and federal laws and regulations.

(e) The submitting local agency shall be notified of the ALUC’s determination in writing.

2.8.5 ALUC Response to Natification of Proposed Overruling: If alocal agency proposes to overrule
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an ALUC, it must provide a copy of the proposed decision and findings to both the ALUC and the
Division of Aeronautics at least 45 days prior to taking action. The ALUC and Division of
Aeronautics have 30 days in which to provide the local agency with their comments (Pub. Util.
Code 821676(a)-(b)). The ALUC authorizes the ALUC staff to respond to any notification of
proposed overruling. The comments of the Division of Aeronautics and the ALUC are advisory,
but must be made part of the record of final decision to overrule the ALUC (Pub. Util. Code
8821676, 21676.5).
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2.9 GENERAL PLAN CONSISTENCY WITH COMPATIBILITY PLAN

This section discusses the requirements that need to be met for ageneral plan to be considered consistent
with this Compatibility Plan. Appendix E provides additional guidance in the form of a General Plan
Consistency Checklist.

2.9.1 Elimination of Conflicts: No direct conflicts can exist between the two plans.

@

(b)

(©

Direct conflicts primarily involve general plan land use designations that do not meet the
density (number of dwelling units per acre for residential uses) or intensity (number of
people per acre for nonresidential uses) criteria or height limitations as specified in
Chapter 3 of this Compatibility Plan.

A general plan cannot be found inconsistent with this Compatibility Plan because of land
use designations that reflect existing land uses even if those designations conflict with the
compatibility criteria of this Compatibility Plan. General plan land use designations that
reflect the existing uses are exempt from requirements for general plan consistency with
this Compatibility Plan. This exemption derives from state law that proscribes ALUC
authority over existing land uses. However, proposed redevelopment or other changes to
existing land uses are not exempt from compatibility policies and are subject to ALUC
review in accordance with Policy 2.6.2 (f). General plans must include policies setting
limitations on the expansion and reconstruction of nonconforming uses located within the
AlA, consistent with Palicies 2.11.2 and 2.11.3, to prevent an increase in the number of
nonconforming uses.

To be consistent with this Compatibility Plan, a general plan also must include provisions
ensuring long-term compliance with the compatibility criteria  Therefore, an
implementation process must be defined in the general plan. Compatibility planning can
be reflected in ageneral plan in several ways:

(1) Incorporate Policies into Existing General Plan Elements—One approach for achieving

the necessary planning consistency is to modify existing general plan elements. For
example, airport land use noise policies could be inserted into the noise element, saf ety
policies could be provided in the safety element, and the primary compatibility criteria
and associated maps, in addition to the procedural policies, might fit into the land use
element. With this approach, direct conflicts would be eliminated and most of the
mechanisms and procedures to ensure compliance with, and implementation of, the
compatibility criteria could be fully incorporated into the local agency’s general plan.

(2) Adopt a General Plan Airport Element—Another approach is to prepare a separate

airport element as part of the general plan. Such aformat may be advantageous when
the local agency's general plan also needs to address on-airport development and
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operational issues. Modification of other plan elements to provide cross-referencing and
eliminate conflicts would still be necessary.

(3) Adopt a Compatibility Plan as Stand-Alone Document—Local agencies could also
adopt, as a loca policy document, the relevant portions of this Compatibility Plan—
specifically, the policies and maps in Chapters 2 and 3. Background information from
Chapter 4 could be included as well, if applicable. Changes to the local agency's
existing general plan would be minimal. Policy reference to this Compatibility Plan
would need to be added and direct land use or other conflicts with compatibility planning
criteria would have to be removed. Limited discussion of compatibility planning issues
could be included in the general plan, but the substance of most compatibility policies
would appear only in the stand-alone document.

(4) Adopt Airport Combining District or Overlay Zoning Ordinance—This approach is
similar to the stand-alone document except that the local agency would not explicitly
adopt this Compatibility Plan as policy. Instead, the compatibility policies would be
restructured as an airport combining district or overlay zoning ordinance. A combining
district or overlay zoning ordinance serves as an overlay to standard community-wide
land use zones and modifies or limits the uses permitted by the underlying zone. Flood
hazard combining zoning is a common example. An airport combining district or
overlay zoning ordinance can be a convenient means of bringing various airport
compatibility criteria into one place. The airport-related height-limit zoning that many
local agencies have adopted for protecting airport airspace is a form of combining
district zoning. Noise and safety compatibility criteria, together with procedural policies,
would need to be added to create a complete airport compatibility zoning ordinance.

Other than where direct conflicts need to be éiminated from the general plan,
implementation of the compatibility policies would be accomplished solely through the
combining district or overlay zoning ordinance. To be consistent with this Compatibility
Plan, the general plan can simply state it supports the ALUC by implementing its
policies through the combining district or overlay zoning ordinance. An outline of topics
which could be addressed in a combining district or overlay zoning ordinance is included
in Appendix F.

2.9.2 ldentification of Mechanisms for Compliance: Local agencies must define the mechanisms by
which applicable compatibility criteria will be tied to an individual development and continue to
be enforced.

2.9.3 Establishment of Review and Approval Process. Local agencies must define the process they will

follow when reviewing and approving land use actions within an AlA to ensure that the
development will be consistent with the policiesin this Compatibility Plan.
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(@) The process established must ensure that the proposed development is consistent with the
land use or zoning designation indicated in the local agency’s general plan that the ALUC
has previously found consistent with this Compatibility Plan and that the development’s
subsequent use or reuse will remain consistent over time. Consistency with other
applicable compatibility criteria—e.g., maximum density and intensity limits, height
limitations, sound attenuation, avigation easement dedication, and overflight notification—
must be assessed.

(b) This review process may be described either within land use plans themselves or in
implementing ordinances. Local agencies satisfy the review process requirement through
choosing one or more of these means:

(1) Sufficient detail can be included in the general plan to enable the local agency to assess
whether a proposed development fully meets the compatibility criteria specified in the
applicable compatibility plan. These details should identify the compatibility criteria
and describe project review and approval procedures,

(2) The ALUC’s Compatibility Plan can be adopted by reference. In this case, the general
plan must describe the project review and approva procedures in a separate policy
document or memorandum of understanding that is presented to the ALUC for its
approval;

(3) The general plan can indicate that all land use actions, or a list of land use actions
agreed to by the ALUC, shall be submitted to the ALUC for review in accordance with
the palicies in this Compatibility Plan.

2.10 REVIEW PROCESS FOR OTHER LAND USE ACTIONS

2.10.1 ALUC Consistency Determinations: When reviewing land use actions other than general plans,
the ALUC shall make one of the following determinations:

(@) Find the project consistent with this Compatibility Plan.

(b) Find the project conditionally consistent with this Compatibility Plan, subject to
compliance with conditions and/or modifications that the ALUC may require. Any such
conditions should be consistent with the policy provisions and requirements of this
Compatibility Plan, and described in a manner that allows compliance to be clearly
assessed.
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Find the project inconsistent with this Compatibility Plan. In making a finding of
inconsistency, the ALUC shall note the specific conflicts on which it based its
determination of inconsistency.

2.10.2 Response Time: In responding to land use actions other than general plans submitted for review,
the policy of the ALUC isthat:

@

(b)

(©

(d)

(€)

Reviews of projects forwarded to the ALUC for a consistency determination shall be
completed within 60 days of the date of “project submittal,” as defined in Paragraph (b)
below. This response period does not begin until a complete application and all
information necessary for accomplishment of the project review have been submitted to the
ALUC (Pub. Util. Code §21675.2(a) and 21676(d)).

The date of “project submittal” shall be the date on which all applicable project submittal
information, as listed in Policy 2.7.2, is received by the ALUC staff and the ALUC staff has
determined the application to be complete (also see Policy 2.3.2). Not later than 30
calendar days after the ALUC has received an application, the ALUC staff shall determine
in writing whether the application is complete and shall immediately transmit the
determination to the local agency. If the written determination of completeness of the
application is not made within 30 days after receipt of the application, and the application
includes a statement that it is an application for a consistency determination, the
application shall be determined complete. Upon receipt of any resubmittal of the
application, a new 30-day period shall begin, during which the ALUC staff shall determine
the completeness of the application. If the application is determined not to be complete, the
ALUC staff’s determination shall specify those parts of the application that are incomplete
and indicate the manner in which the application can be made complete by providing alist
and thorough description of the specific information needed to complete the application for
a determination of consistency.

If the ALUC fails to make a determination within 60 days after ALUC staff has determined
the application to be complete, the proposed land use action shall be deemed consistent
with this Compatibility Plan unless the local agency agrees in writing to an extension
beyond 60 days or so states at an ALUC public hearing on the action.

Regardless of any action or failure to act on the part of the ALUC, the proposed land use
action still must comply with other applicable local, state, and federal laws and
regulations.

The local agency shall be notified of the ALUC’s determination in writing.
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2.10.3 ALUC Response to Natification of Proposed Overruling: If alocal agency proposes to overrule
an ALUC decision regarding a land use action for which ALUC review is mandatory under this
section, then the local agency must provide a copy of the proposed decision and findings to both
the ALUC and the Division of Aeronautics at least 45 days prior to taking action. The ALUC and
Division of Aeronautics have 30 days to provide the local agency with their comments (Pub. Util.
Code §821676(a)-(b)). The ALUC may authorize the ALUC staff to respond to any notification of
proposed overruling. The comments of the Division of Aeronautics and the ALUC are advisory,
but must be made part of the record of final decision to overrule the ALUC (Pub. Util. Code
8821676, 21676.5).

2.10.4 Subsequent Review: Even after a project has been found consistent or conditionally consistent
with this Compatibility Plan, it may still need be submitted for review in later stages of the
planning processif any of the following are true:

(@) At the time of the originad ALUC review, the project information available was only
sufficient to determine consistency with compatibility criteria at a planning level of detail,
not at the project design level. For example, the proposed land use designation indicated in
a general plan may have been found consistent, but information on site layout, maximum
density and intensity limits, building heights, and other such factors may not have yet been
known that affect the consistency determination for a project.

(b) The design of the project subsequently changes in a manner that affects previously
considered compatibility issues and could raise questions as to the validity of the earlier
finding of consistency. Proposed changes warranting a new review may include, but are
not limited to, the following:

(1) Anincrease in the density of use (number of dwelling units) or intensity of use (more
people on the site);

(2) Any cumulative increase in the total building area or lot coverage for non-residential
uses in excess of 10% of the previous project;

(3 Anincreasein the height of structures which has been deemed a hazard by the FAA; and

(4) Magjor site design changes (such as incorporation of clustering or modifications to the
configuration of open land areas proposed for the site).

(c) Thelocal agency concludes that further review is warranted.

(d) At the time of the original ALUC review, conditions are placed on the project that require
subsequent ALUC review.
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211  SPECIAL COMPATIBILITY CONSIDERATIONS

2.11.1 Infill: Where land uses not in conformance with the criteria set forth in this Compatibility Plan
exist in one area at the time of this Compatibility Plan’s adoption, infill development of a similar
land use may be allowed in that area even if the proposed new land use is otherwise incompatible
within the factor/layer.

(@) Except as specifically provided below, all policies provided in this Compatibility Plan
shall apply to infill.

(b) Infill development is not permitted in the following locations.

(1) No type of infill development shall be permitted in Safety Zone 1 (the runway protection
Z0nes).

(2) Residentia infill development shall not be permitted within Safety Zone 2 or Safety
Zone 5, except as provided for in Policy 2.11.4.

(3) Residentia infill development shall not be allowed where the dwellings would be
exposed to noise levels of more than 70 dB CNEL.

(4) Infill is not applicable within Review Area 2 as land uses are not restricted in this area,
other than with respect to height limits, related airspace protection policies, and
overflight notification requirements.

(c) Inlocations within Safety Zones 2 and 5 (nonresidential development) and Safety Zones 3,
4 and 6 (residential and nonresidential development), development can be considered for
infill if it meets any one of the following criteria.

(1) The parcdl or parcels on which the project isto be situated is part of an areaidentified by
the local agency on a map as appropriate for infill development, the local agency has
submitted the map to the ALUC for infill identification and processing, and the ALUC
has concurred with the infill identification. Theintent isthat all parcels eligible for infill
be identified at one time by the local agency. This action may take place along with the
process of amending a general plan for consistency with this Compatibility Plan or may
be submitted by the local agency for consideration by the ALUC at the time of initial
adoption of this Compatibility Plan.

(2) The project application submitted by the local agency to the ALUC for a consistency
determination identifies the site as an area appropriate for infill development and the
ALUC concurs with the infill identification. This situation may apply if a map has not
been submitted by the local agency for infill identification consistent with the
requirements of Policy 2.11.1 (c)(1), above.
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(3) The ALUC determines that the parcel is part of an identifiable area of existing
development, and:

o At least 65% of the identifiable area was developed prior to adoption of this
Compatibility Plan with land uses not in conformance with this
Compatibility Plan;

o The proposed development of the parcel would not extend the perimeter of
the area defined by the surrounding, already devel oped, incompatible uses;

e The proposed development of the parcel would be consistent with zoning
regulations governing the existing, already developed, surrounding area;

e The areato be developed cannot previously have been set aside as open land
in accordance with policies contained in this Compatibility Plan unless
replacement open land is provided within the same compatibility zone.

(d) Inlocations within Safety Zones 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 that qualify as infill in accordance with the
criteria in Paragraphs (b) and (c) above, the average maximum intensity (the number of
people per acre) or density (the number of dwelling units per acre) of the site’s proposed
use shall not exceed the following:

(1) 110% of the intensity and/or 110% of the density of all similar uses that lie fully or
partially within the boundary of the areaidentified by the local agency as appropriate for
infill development, as specified in Paragraph (c)(1) above, or the boundary of the area
determined by the ALUC to be part of an identifiable area of existing development as
specified in Paragraph (c)(3) above; or

(2) 110% of the intensity and/or 110% of the density of all similar existing uses that are
fully or partialy within a distance of 0.25 mile from the boundary of the proposed
development and within the identified safety zone, as specified in Paragraph (¢)(2)
above.

(e) Inlocations within Safety Zones 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 that qualify as infill in accordance with the
criteria in Paragraphs (b) and (c) above, and where there is no similar or comparable use
within the infill boundary or within 0.25 miles from the boundary of the proposed
development and within the identified safety zone, the average maximum intensity of the
site’s proposed use shall not exceed 110% of the intensity and/or 110% of the density as
specified in the safety policies for the specific safety zone where the project is located (see
Tablel11-2 in Chapter 3).

2.11.2 Nonconforming Uses: Existing uses (including a parcel or building) not in conformance with this
Compatibility Plan are subject to the following restrictions:
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(@) Except as specifically provided below, all policies provided in this Compatibility Plan
shall apply to nonconforming uses.

(b) Nonconforming residential uses:

(1) A nonconforming single-family residence may be reconstructed (see Policy 2.11.3) or
expanded in building size if the reconstruction or expansion does not increase the
number of dwelling units. For example, a bedroom could be added to an existing
residence, but an additional dwelling unit could not be built unless that unit is a
secondary dwelling unit as defined by state law (Gov't Code 88 65852.150, 65852). A
new single-family residence may be constructed.

(2) A nonconforming multi-family use may be reconstructed in accordance with Policy
2.11.3(b), but not expanded in number of dwelling units, floor area of the building, or
height of the previously existing building.

(3) No ALUC review of these improvements is required; however, the sound attenuation,
avigation easement dedication, overflight notification, and height requirements set by
Policies 3.3.5, 3.5.3, and 3.6.3 in Chapter 3 and Policy 2.11.5 in this chapter shall apply.

(c) Nonconforming nonresidential uses:

(2) A nonconforming nonresidential use may be continued, leased, or sold, and the facilities
may be maintained, altered, or reconstructed subject to the conditions below.

(2) Any maintenance, alteration, or reconstruction must not result in expansion of either the
portion of the site or the floor area of the building devoted to the nonconforming usein a
manner that would increase the maximum intensity limits (number of people per acre) or
the floor area ratios to levels above those existing at the time of adoption of this
Compatibility Plan.

(3) No ALUC review of these changes is required when they meet the conditions for sound
attenuation, avigation easement dedication, overflight notification, and height
requirements set by Policies 3.3.5, 3.5.3, and 3.6.3 in Chapter 3 and Policy 2.11.5 in this
chapter.

(4) Exceptions to the expansion limitation apply with respect to schools, hospitals, and
certain other uses. The criteria applicable to these uses are listed in Policy 3.4.6 of
Chapter 3.

(d) ALUC review is required for any proposed expansion of a nonconforming use that would
increase the number of dwelling units, increase the number of people on the site for
nonresidential uses, or increase the height of the structure such that it would be deemed a
hazard by the FAA.
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2.11.3 Reconstruction:  An existing nonconforming development that has been fully or partialy
destroyed as the result of a calamity (not planned reconstruction or redevelopment) may be rebuilt
only under the following conditions:

(d) Except as specifically provided below, all policies provided in this Compatibility Plan
shall apply to reconstruction.

(b) Nonconforming residential uses may be rebuilt provided that the reconstruction does not
result in either more dwelling units than existed on the parcel at the time of the damage
(e.g., anincrease in density) or an increase in the floor area of the building or the height of
the structure. Addition of a secondary dwelling unit to a single-family residence is
permitted if in accordance with state law. (Gov't Code 88 65852.150, 65852.)

(c) A nonconforming nonresidential development may be rebuilt if the reconstruction does not
increase the floor area or height of the previous structure or result in an increased intensity
of use (i.e., more people per acre).

(d) Reconstruction is only permitted under Paragraphs (b) or (c) above when these conditions
are also met:

(1) A permit deemed complete by the local agency must be on file within 24 months of the
date the damage occurred.

(2) The project shall incorporate sound attenuation features, to the extent required by Policy
3.3.5 of Chapter 3 and consistent with the California Noise Standards.

(3) Anavigation easement shall be dedicated to the airport operator, if required under Policy
2.115.

(4) The project shall comply with Part 77 requirements.

(e) Reconstruction in accordance with Paragraphs (b), (c), and (d) above shall not be permitted
in Safety Zone 1 (see Policy 3.4.12 of Chapter 3 for exceptions).

(f) Nothing in the above policies is intended to preclude work required for normal
maintenance and repair.

2.11.4 Development by Right:

() Except as specifically provided below, al policies provided in this Compatibility Plan
shall apply to development by right.

(b) Nothing in these policies prohibits:
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(1) Other than in Safety Zone 1 (the runway protection zone), construction of a single-family
home, including a second dwelling unit as defined by state or local law, on alegal lot of
record if such useis permitted by local land use regulations.

(2) Construction of other types of uses if local agency approvals qualify the development as
an existing land use.

(3) Lot line adjustments provided that new developable parcels would not be created and the
resulting density or intensity of the affected property would not exceed the applicable
criteriaindicated in Table I11-2 of Chapter 3.

(c) The sound attenuation, avigation easement dedication, overflight notification, and height
requirements set by Policies 3.3.5, 3.5.3, and 3.6.3 in Chapter 3 and Policy 2.11.5 in this
chapter shall apply to development by right permitted under this policy.

2.11.5 Avigation Easement Dedication: As a condition for approval of the types of projects listed in
Paragraph (a) below, the owner of the property involved shall be required to dedicate an avigation
easement to the entity owning the airport. See Exhibit I11-7 in Chapter 3 for applicable avigation
easement and overflight notification areas.

(@) Anavigation easement isrequired for any project:

(1) Where proposed structures, trees, or other objects would constitute an obstruction as
defined by the FAA;

(2) Located on asite where the ground level penetrates a Part 77 surface; or

(3) Situated on property lying within the projected 65 dB CNEL noise contour of the
Airport, as depicted on Exhibit 111-7 in Chapter 3, that has been designated as a
conditional land usein Tablel11-1.

(4) Located partialy or entirely within Safety Zone 1. For projects where the property lies
only partialy within Safety Zone 1, and where (1), (2), and (3) above are not applicable
to the project, the avigation easement shall be required only over the portion of the
property within Safety Zone 1.

(b) The avigation easement shall:

(1) Providetheright of flight in the airspace above the property;
(2) Allow the generation of noise and other impacts associated with aircraft overflight;
(3) Redtrict the height of structures, trees, and other objects;

(4) Permit access to the property for the removal or aeronautical marking of objects
exceeding the established height limit; and
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(5) Prohibit electrical interference, glare, and other potential hazards to flight from being
created on the property.

(c) Anexample of an avigation easement isin Appendix F.

2.12 REVIEW OF AIRPORT MASTER PLANS AND DEVELOPMENT
PLANS

2.12.1 Actions for which ALUC Review is Required: State law requires that prior to modifying an
airport master plan, the public agency owning the airport must submit the proposed modification
to the ALUC for review (Pub. Util. Code 821676(c)).)). Additionally, for any airport expansion
that entails modification or amendment of the Airport Permit issued by the Division of
Aeronautics, the public agency owning the airport must also submit the proposal to the ALUC
(Pub. Util. Code §21664.5). Airport expansion is defined to include the construction of a new
runway, the extension or realignment of an existing runway, and the acquisition of runway
protection zones or the acquisition of any interest in land for the purposes identified above.
Finally, any construction plans for a new airport must be submitted to the ALUC (Pub. Util. Code
§21661.5).

(@) Beyond these mandatory reviews, the ALUC has no authority over airport operations and
other types of aviation-related development on airport property (see Section 2.2 for a
definition of aviation-related use).

(b) Nonaviation development of airport property, however, is subject to ALUC review either
on an individual project basis or, in a manner comparable to ALUC review of general
plans, as part of an airport master plan.

2.12.2 Project Submittal Information: Any proposed new or amended airport master plan, airport
expansion plan, or development plan for the Airport submitted to the ALUC for review shall
contain sufficient information to enable the ALUC to assess the noise, safety, airspace protection,
and overflight impacts of airport activity upon surrounding land uses.

(@ Ataminimum, information to be submitted shall include:
(1) A layout plan drawing of the proposed facility showing these locations:

e Property boundaries
¢ Runways or helicopter takeoff and landing areas

e Runway or helipad protection zones
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e Aircraft or helicopter approach/departure flight routes.

(2) A map of the proposed airspace surfaces as defined by Part 77, if the proposal would
result in changes to these surfaces.

(3) Activity forecasts, including the number of operations by each type of aircraft proposed
to use the facility, the percentage of day versus night operations, and the distribution of
takeoffs and landings for each runway direction.

(4) Existing and proposed flight track locations, current and projected noise contours, and
other supplementary noise impact datathat may be relevant.

(5) An exhibit showing existing and planned land uses in the areas affected by aircraft
activity associated with implementation of the proposed master plan or development
plan.

(6) Any environmental document (initial study, negative declaration, mitigated negative
declaration, environmental assessment, draft environmental impact report, draft
environmental impact statement, etc.) that may have been prepared for the project.

(7) Identification and proposed mitigation of impacts on surrounding land uses.

(b) Applicable review fees, as established by the ALUC.

2.12.3 ALUC Action Choices: When reviewing airport master plans or expansion plans for the Airport,
the ALUC’s basic choices are to determine whether the proposal is consistent or inconsistent with
this Compatibility Plan. However, there are also associated actions the ALUC may wish to take in
connection with this determination.

(& When an inconsistency exists between an airport master plan and this Compatibility Plan,
the ALUC has the option of first modifying this Compatibility Plan to reflect the
assumptions and proposals in the airport master plan.

(b) Plans for expansion of a runway system at an airport normally will be based on a long-
range airport master plan previously reviewed by the ALUC. The consistency review
therefore involves only a comparison of the proposed expansion project with the airport
master plan.

2.12.4 Response Time: The ALUC must respond to submittal of an airport master plan, airport
expansion plan/development plan, or plan for a new airport/heliport within 60 days from the date

of project submittal (Pub. Util. Code §21676(d)).

(@) The 60-day review period may be extended if the submitting agency agrees in writing or so
states at an ALUC public hearing on the action.
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(b) The date of submittal is deemed to be the date on which all applicable project information
is received by the ALUC and the ALUC determines that the application for a consistency
determination is complete.

(c) If the ALUC fails to make a determination within the time required or agreed upon, the
proposed action shall be deemed consistent with this Compatibility Plan (Pub. Util. Code
§21676(d)).

(d) Regardless of action or failure to act on the part of the ALUC, the proposed action must
comply with other applicable local, state, and federal regulations and laws.

(e) The submitting agency shall be notified of the ALUC’s action in writing.

2.12.5 ALUC Response to Notification of Proposed Overruling: If the agency owning the Airport
proposes to overrule an ALUC action regarding the airport master plan or airport
expansion/devel opment plan, it must provide a copy of the proposed decision and findings to both
the ALUC and the Division of Aeronautics at least 45 days prior to taking action. The ALUC and
the Division of Aeronautics then have 30 days to respond to the agency with their comments (Pub.
Util. Code §21676(c)). The ALUC may authorize the ALUC staff to respond to any notification of
proposed overruling. The comments of the Division of Aeronautics and the ALUC are advisory,
but must be made part of the record of final decision to overrule the ALUC.

2.12.6 Substance of Review: When reviewing airport master plans or airport expansion/development
plans for airports, the ALUC shall determine whether activity forecasts or proposed facility
development identified in the plans differ from the forecasts and development assumed for that
airport in this Compatibility Plan. Attention should specifically focus on:

() Activity forecaststhat are:
(1) Significantly higher than those in this Compatibility Plan, or
(2) Include ahigher proportion of larger or noisier aircraft.

(b) Proposalsto:
(1) Construct anew runway or helicopter takeoff and landing area;

(2) Change the length, width, or landing threshold location of an existing runway; or

(3) Establish an instrument approach procedure.
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Gillespie Field
Policies and Maps

3.1 CHAPTER OVERVIEW

The policies and maps presented in this chapter of the Compatibility Plan function together with the
basic policies outlined in Chapter 2. While the policies in Chapter 2 establish the procedures by which
the ALUC conducts compatibility reviews for certain proposed land use actions and airport-related
actions within the AIA for the Airport, the policies and maps in this chapter identify the substantive
compatibility criteria and policies used for the compatibility reviews.

The following portions of this chapter summarize the physical and operational data about the Airport that
were relied upon in development of the compatibility policy maps. Specific factors considered in
delineation of each map are noted. A more detailed presentation of the data used to develop the
compatibility policy maps is included in Chapter 4. The remaining portion of this chapter contains the
Airport compatibility criteriaand policies.

3.2 COMPATIBILITY ZONE DELINEATION

3.2.1 Underlying Airport Data

« Airport Master Plan Status; State law (Pub. Util. Code, §21675(a)) with guidance from the Handbook
require an airport land use compatibility plan for a civilian airport to be based upon a long-range
airport master plan. If no such plan has been approved by the airport proprietor, or if the plan is
outdated, the Compatibility Plan may be based on an ALP drawing accepted for compatibility planning
purposes by the Division of Aeronautics. An airport master plan has not been completed for the
Airport.

« Airport Layout Plan: This Compatibility Plan is based on the FAA-approved ALP that was accepted
for airport compatibility planning purposes by the California Department of Transportation, Division
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of Aeronautics (Division of Aeronautics) in June 2008. The ALP and the airport diagram, which was
amended in January 2008, reflect the anticipated growth of the Airport during at least the next 20 years
and depict both existing and planned facilities at the Airport, including the airfield, runway protection
zones, and the Airport property boundary. A copy of the Division of Aeronautics letter determining
that the ALP and updated airport diagram are appropriate and acceptable for use in preparing this
Compatibility Plan for the Airport and the SDCRAA's request for written acceptance are provided in
Appendix | of this Compatibility Plan.

Airfield Configuration: The Airport has three runways and several helipads. There are two parallel
runways (9L-27R and 9R-27L) oriented in an east/west alignment and a crosswind runway (17-35)
oriented in a north/south alignment. Runway 9L-27R is the longest runway at the Airport at 5,342
feet, followed by the crosswind runway (17-35) at 4,147 feet. The shorter parallel runway (9R-27L) is
currently 2,737 feet long. Runways 9L-27R and 17-35 are lighted. Runway 17 has a GPS approach
procedure. A circle-to-land approach (LOC-D), which relies on the localizer antenna, is also available
to the Airport. The LOC-D approach provides aircraft with direct alignment to Runway 27R, which is
marked as a nonprecision runway. Due to high visibility minimums, however, aircraft must circle to
land. Planned improvements to the Airport include: (1) extending Runway 9R-27L to the west to a
length of 3,160 feet , (2) extending Taxiway C to the west, (3) installing a precision approach path
indicator (PAPI) for Runway 27L and runway end identifier lights (REIL) on Runway 27R, (4)
expanding the transient ramp south of Taxiway D at the west end of Runway 9L-27R, (5) constructing
a helicopter parking area, (6) relocating and upgrading the airport traffic control tower, (7) expanding
aircraft storage and parking areas, (8) constructing a general aviation terminal/Airport administration
building, (9) acquiring avigation easements in runway protection zones for Runway 9L-27R, and (10)
acquiring land at each end of Runway 17-35 for future approach protection.

Airport Activity Forecast: The ALP Narrative Report contains the most recent FAA-approved airport
activity forecast for the Airport. The airport activity forecast contained in the ALP Narrative Report
indicates that annual aircraft operations will increase from 188,000 annual operations in the base year
(2000) to 294,250 annual operations in 2025. These figures represent an increase of 57 percent over
the forecast period. In 2006 there were 959 based aircraft at the Airport. A total of 283,355 annual
operations were performed at the Airport in 2006, which is approaching the aircraft operations level
that was forecast for 2025. The ALP Narrative Report indicates that the runway system is capable of
accommodating approximately 355,000 annual operations at full capacity. Therefore, to be consistent
with assumptions in the ALP Narrative Report, for the purpose of this Compatibility Plan the annual
capacity figure of 355,000 operations is utilized. Further discussion is provided in Chapter 4. This
Airport activity forecast was accepted by the Division of Aeronautics for use in the preparation of this
Compatibility Plan, as acknowledged in aletter dated June 19, 2008 (see Appendix I).

3.2.2 Compatibility Policy Maps

As indicated in Chapter 2, this Compatibility Plan addresses four types of airport land use compatibility
factors: noise, safety, airspace protection, and overflight. Each factor represents a separate “layer” for
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the purpose of assessing the compatibility of proposed land use actions. The policies and maps
applicable to each factor/layer are found in this chapter. In accordance with state law, the combination of
the four factorg/layers determines the boundary of the AIA (see Bus. & Prof. Code, 811010(b)(13)(b).

Noise (see Section 3.3 for noise compatibility policies)

The noise contours established for the purpose of evaluating the noise compatibility of land use actions
in the AlA of the Airport are depicted on Exhibit 111-1.

As required by state law (Pub. Util. Code, 821675(a)), the noise contours reflect the anticipated growth
of the Airport for at least the next 20 years. The activity forecast described above was used in the noise
contour calculations. Aircraft operational data used in the noise contour calculations are summarized in
Chapter 4 of this Compatibility Plan.

Safety (see Section 3.4 for safety compatibility policies)

The safety zones established for the purpose of evaluating the safety compatibility of land use actionsin
the AIA of the Airport are depicted on Exhibit I11-2. The zone boundaries are based on general aviation
aircraft accident location data contained in the Handbook and data regarding the runway configuration
and aircraft operational procedures at the Airport. This information is described in Chapter 4 of this
Compatibility Plan.

To depict the relative risks of aircraft accidents near runway ends, the Handbook provides both a series
of risk contours and a set of generic safety zones. The contours are derived directly from the accident
location database described in the Handbook and show the relative concentrations of arrival and
departure accidents near the ends of runways of different lengths. The generic safety zones are based on
the same data and are depicted for different runway lengths and operational characteristics, but
additionally consider aeronautical factors that affect where aircraft accidents are likely to occur. Unlike
the contours, these zones have regular geometric shapes. Also, the generic safety zones assume an equal
distribution of takeoffs and landings at each runway end. More information regarding the risk contours
and generic safety zones is presented in Appendix C of this Compatibility Plan and in the Handbook
itself.

When applying the generic safety zones to a particular airport runway, it is important to recognize that
not every runway will fit neatly into one of the categories of safety zones presented on Figure 9K in the
Handbook. Factors such as runway length, approach visibility minimums, single-sided traffic patterns,
and aircraft activity levels must be taken into account and the safety zone geometry adjusted accordingly.
It may be appropriate to establish different safety zone geometry at opposite ends of arunway.
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The risk contours and generic safety zones that apply to Runway 9L-27R at the Airport are those for
runway lengths of 4,000 feet to 5,999 feet, while the risk contours and generic safety zones that apply to
Runways 9R-27L and 17-35 are those for runway lengths of less than 4,000 feet and 4,000 feet to 5,999
feet, respectively. Generic safety zones from the Handbook were adjusted to reflect the runway
configuration and operational characteristics at the Airport. Additional information is provided in
Chapter 4 of this Compatibility Plan.

Airspace Protection (see Section 3.5 for airspace protection compatibility policies)

The airspace protection surfaces established for the purpose of evaluating the airspace compatibility of
land use actions in the AlA of the Airport are depicted on Exhibit 111-3. The zones represent imaginary
surfaces defined for the Airport in accordance with Part 77, TERPS, and the FAA's height notification
requirements as defined in Part 77, Subpart B. Exhibit 111-3 reflects the areas that should be protected
for the safe use of the Airport’s airspace. Additional information regarding airspace protection surfaces
is provided in Chapter 4.

Overflight (see Section 3.6 for overflight compatibility policies)

The overflight notification area established for the Airport, within which developers of new residential
development projects shall record an overflight notification document as a condition of development
approval, is depicted on Exhibit 111-4. Note that the overflight notification area shown on the map
reflects traffic patterns including the circling approach procedure to Runway 27R and closed-pattern
flight training activity. The traffic patterns used in this analysis are based on previous noise analyses
conducted at the Airport that provide a representative modeling of arrival and departure operations and
information provided by airport traffic control personnel. Additional information regarding the
overflight notification areais provided in Chapter 4.

Avigation Easement Areas

Exhibit 111-6 depicts the areas within which developers of selected projects shall be required to dedicate
avigation easements to the airport operator. The avigation easement requirement is described in Policy
2.11.5in Chapter 2.

Exhibit 111-6 also depicts the overflight notification area presented in Exhibit 111-4. Within this area
developers of selected projects shall be required to record overflight notification documents as a
condition of approval of selected projects. The overflight notification requirement is described in
Section 3.6.3 of this chapter.
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Airport Influence Area

In accordance with guidance from the Handbook and as defined in the California Business and
Professions Code §11010(b)(13)(b), the Airport’s AlA is established as “the area in which current or
future airport-related noise, overflight, safety, or airspace protection factors may significantly affect land
uses or necessitate restrictions on those uses.” The AlA is divided into Review Area 1 and Review Area
2. The composition of each areais determined as follows:

« Review Area 1 consists of locations where noise and safety concerns may necessitate limitations on
the types of land uses actions. Specifically, Review Area 1 encompasses |ocations exposed to aircraft
noise levels of 60 dB CNEL or greater together with all of the safety zones depicted on the associated
maps in this chapter.

. Review Area 2 consists of locations beyond Review Area 1 but within the airspace and/or overflight
notification areas depicted on the associated mapsin this chapter. Limits on the heights of structures,
particularly in areas of high terrain, are the only restrictions on land uses within Review Area2. The
recordation of overflight notification documentsis also required in locations within Review Area 2.

The boundaries of Review Area 1 and Review Area 2 are shown on Exhibit 111-5. The boundary of
Review Area 1 of the AIA encompasses lands within the City of El Cgjon, the City of Santee, the City of
San Diego, and unincorporated San Diego County. Review Area 2 includes the same local agencies, in
addition to the City of LaMesa.

3.3 NOISE COMPATIBILITY POLICIES FOR GILLESPIE FIELD

3.3.1 Evauating Acceptable Noise Levels for New Development: The noise compatibility of proposed
land use actions within the AIA of the Airport shall be evaluated in accordance with the policies
set forth in this section, including the criteria listed in Table I11-1 and the noise contours
depicted on Exhibit 111-2.

3.3.2 Measures of Noise Compatibility: The criteriain Table I11-1 indicate the maximum acceptable
airport-related noise levels, measured in terms of CNEL, for residential and a range of
nonresidential land uses. Factors considered in setting the criteriainclude the following:

(a) Established federal and state regulations and guidelines.

(b) The ambient noise levels in the community. Ambient noise levels influence the potential
intrusiveness of aircraft noise upon a particular land use and vary greatly between rural,
suburban, and urban communities. For the purposes of this Compatibility Plan, the Airport
vicinity is considered an urban community.
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(c) The extent to which noise would intrude upon and interrupt the activity associated with a
particular use.

(d) The extent to which the activity itself generates noise.
(e) The extent of outdoor activity associated with a particular land use.

(f) The extent to which indoor uses associated with a particular land use may be made
compatible with application of sound attenuation in accordance with Policy 3.3.5.
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333

334

335

Acceptable Noise Levelsfor Specific Types of Land Use Actions:

(& The threshold for evaluation is the projected 60 dB CNEL contour. This contour defines the
noise impact area of the Airport. All land uses located outside this noise contour are
consistent with the noise compatibility policies.

(b) The maximum airport-related noise level considered compatible for new residential
development in the environs of the Airport is 65 dB CNEL.

(c) The compatibility of new nonresidential development with noise levels generated by the
Airportisindicatedin Tablel11-1.

(1) Buildings associated with land uses listed as “conditional” in Table I11-1 must be
capable of attenuating exterior noise levels to meet the interior noise level standards
indicated in Tablel11-1 and Policy 3.3.5.

(2) Land uses not specifically listed shall be evaluated using criteriafor similarly listed uses,
as determined by the ALUC.

(d) Dedication of an avigation easement in accordance with Policy 2.11.5 of Chapter 2 is a
requirement for compatibility of any type of development within the 65 dB CNEL contour
that is designated as a conditional land usein TableI11-1.

Application of Noise Contours to Individual Project Sites to Determine Compatibility: Projected
noise contours are inherently imprecise because, especialy at general aviation airports, flight
paths and other factors that influence noise emissions are variable and activity projections are
aways uncertain. Given this imprecision, noise contours shal be utilized, as follows, in
assessing the compatibility of a proposed use at a specific development site.

(@) In general, the highest CNEL to which a project site is anticipated to be exposed shall be
used in evaluating the compatibility of development over the entire site.

(b) An exception to this policy is where no part of the building(s) or residential units proposed
on the site fall within the higher CNEL range; the criteria for the CNEL range where the
buildings are located shall apply.

Interior Noise Levels. Land uses for which indoor activities may be easily disrupted by noise
shall be required to comply with the interior noise level criteria, asindicated in Tablel11-1.

(@) The noise contours depicted on Exhibit [11-2 shall be used in calculating compliance with
these criteria. The calculations should assume that windows are closed. When structures are
part of a proposed land use action submitted to the ALUC for review, evidence that proposed
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structures will be designed to comply with the sound attenuation requirements specified in
Tablel11-1 must be provided, when applicable.

(b) When a proposed building lies within multiple CNEL ranges, the 5 dB range within which
75% or more of the building is located shall apply for purposes of determining sound
attenuation requirements.

(c) Exceptions to the sound attenuation requirements specified in Table I11-1 may be allowed,
as determined by the ALUC, where evidence is provided that the indoor noise generated by
the use itself exceeds the indoor noise level criteria

3.3.6 Engine Run-Up and Testing Noise: ALUC consideration of noise from aircraft engine run-ups
and testing activities shall be limited as follows:

() Aircraft noise associated with pre-flight engine run-ups, taxiing of aircraft to and from
runways, and other operation of aircraft on the ground is considered part of airport
operations and therefore is not subject to ALUC authority.

(1) Noise from these sources can be, but normally is not, represented in airport noise
contours. These sources are not included in the noise contours prepared for this
Compatibility Plan. Nevertheless, when reviewing the compatibility of proposed land
use actions in locations near the Airport where such noise may be significant, the ALUC
may seek additional data and may take into account noise from these ground-based
Sources.

(2) Noise from aircraft ground operations also should be considered by the ALUC when
reviewing airport master plans or development plans in accordance with Policy 2.12 of
Chapter 2 of this Compatibility Plan.

(b) Noise from the testing of aircraft engines on airport property is not deemed an activity
inherent in the operation of an airport and thus it is not an airport-related impact addressed
by this Compatibility Plan. Noise from these sources should be addressed by the noise
policies of local agencies in the same manner as noise from other industrial sources (engine
testing noise is not included in the noise contours prepared for the Airport).
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Table lll-1
Noise Compatibility Criteria
Land Use Category ! Exterior Noise Exposure (dB CNEL
Note: Multiple categories may apply to a project 60-65 65-70 70-75 75-80

Agricultural and Animal-Related

horse stables; livestock breeding or farming

nature preserves; wildlife preserves

interactive nature exhibits

Z00s

agriculture (except residences and livestock); greenhouses; fishing

Recreational

children-oriented neighborhood parks; playgrounds

campgrounds; recreational vehicle/motor home parks

community parks; regional parks; golf courses; tennis courts; athletic fields; outdoor
spectator sports; fairgrounds; water recreation facilities

recreation buildings; gymnasiums; club houses; athletic clubs; dance studios

Public

outdoor amphitheaters

children’s schools (K-12); day care centers (>14 children)

libraries

auditoriums; concert halls; indoor arenas; places of worship

adult schoals; colleges; universities 2

prisons; reformatories

public safety facilities (e.g., police, fire stations)

cemeteries; cemetery chapels; mortuaries

Residential, Lodging, and Care

residential (including single-family, multi-family, and mobile homes); family day care
homes (<14 children)

extended-stay hotels; retirement homes; assisted living; hospitals; nursing homes;
intermediate care facilities

hotels; motels; other transient lodging 2

Commercial and Industrial

office buildings; office areas of industrial facilities; medical clinics; clinical laboratories;
radio, television, recording studios

retail sales; eating/drinking establishments; movie theaters; personal services

wholesale sales; warehouses; mini/other indoor storage
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Table lll-1 Continued

Noise Compatibility Criteria

Land Use Category ! Exterior Noise Exposure (dB CNEL

Note: Multiple categories may apply to a project 60-65 65-70 70-75 75-80
industrial; manufacturing; research & development; auto, marine, other sales & repair 50

services; car washes; gas stations; trucking, transportation terminals C

extractive industry; utilities; road, rail rights-of-way; outdoor storage; public works 50
yards;automobile parking; automobile dismantling; solid waste facilities ©
animal shelters/kennels 50 50 50

Land Use Acceptability Interpretation/Comments

Indoor Uses: Standard construction methods will sufficiently attenuate exterior noise to an acceptable
indoor community noise equivalent level (CNEL)

Compatible
Outdoor Uses: Activities associated with the land use may be carried out with essentially no interference
from aircraft noise
45 Indoor Uses: Building structure must be capable of attenuating exterior noise to the indoor CNEL indicated
Conditional 4 by the number; standard construction methods will normally suffice
£l Outdoor Uses: CNEL is acceptable for outdoor activities, although some noise interference may occur.
Indoor or Outdoor Uses:
A A Caution should be exercised with regard to noise-sensitive outdoor uses; these uses are likely to be

5 Conditional * disrupted by aircraft noise events; acceptability is dependent upon characteristics of the specific use 5
onditiona

B Outdoor dining or gathering places incompatible above 70 dB CNEL

C Sound attenuation must be provided for associated office, retail, and other noise-sensitive indoor spaces

sufficient to reduce exterior noise to an interior maximum of 50 dB CNEL

- Incompatible Use is not compatible under any circumstances.

Notes:
1 Land uses not specifically listed shall be evaluated, as determined by the ALUC, using the criteria for similar uses.

2 Applies only to classrooms, offices, and related indoor uses. Laboratory facilities, gymnasiums, outdoor athletic facilities, and other uses
to be evaluated as indicated for those land use categories.

3 Lodging intended for stays by an individual person of no more than 25 days consecutively and no more than 90 days total per year;
facilities for longer stays are in the extended- stay hotel category.

4 An avigation easement is required for any project situated on a property lying within the projected 65 dB CNEL noise contour. See Policy
2.11.5 and Policy 3.3.3(d).

5  Noise-sensitive land uses are ones for which the associated primary activities, whether indoor or outdoor, are susceptible to disruption by
loud noise events. The most common types of noise-sensitive land uses include, but are not limited to, the following: residential,
hospitals, nursing facilities, intermediate care facilities, educational facilities, libraries, museums, places of worship, child-care facilities,
and certain types of passive recreational parks and open space.

Source: San Diego County Regional Airport Authority, October 2009.
Prepared by: Ricondo & Associates, Inc., January 2010.
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3.4

341

34.2

343

SAFETY COMPATIBILITY POLICIES FOR GILLESPIE FIELD

Evaluating Safety Compatibility for New Development: The safety compatibility of proposed
land use actions within the AlA of the Airport shall be evaluated in accordance with the policies
set forth in this section and the safety zones depicted on Exhibit [11-2. Table I11-2 shows each
listed land use type as being either “incompatible,” “conditionally compatible,” or “compatible’
within each safety zone. The meaning of these termsis as follows:

(8) Incompatible: The use should not be permitted under any circumstances.

(b) Conditionally Compatible: The use is compatible if the floor area ratio (FAR), maximum
intensity, maximum lot coverage, and/or other conditions listed at the right side of Tablel11-
2, and as further described in the policiesin this section, are satisfied. If these conditions are
not met, the useis “incompatible.”

(c) Compatible: The use is compatible if the basic usage intensity and maximum lot coverage
criteriaare met. Noise, airspace protection, and/or overflight compatibility criteria still need
to be considered.

Measures of Safety Compatibility: To minimize risks to people and property on the ground and
to people on board aircraft, the safety compatibility criteria set limits on:

(@) The density of residential development, as measured by the number of dwelling units per
acre. Theresidential density limitations cannot be equated to the usage intensity limitations
for nonresidential uses. Further, as suggested by the Handbook, a greater degree of
protection iswarranted for residential uses.

(b) The intensity of nonresidential development, as measured by the number of people per acre
in areas most susceptible to aircraft accidents.

(c) The development or expansion of certain uses that represent special safety concerns
regardless of the number of people present.

(d) The extent to which development covers the project site and thus limits the options of where
an aircraft in distress can attempt an emergency landing.

Factors Considered in Setting Safety Compatibility Criteriaz The principal factors considered in
setting criteria applicable within each safety zone are:

(@) The proximity to a general aviation airport within which aircraft accidents typically occur.
The most stringent land use controls shall be applied to the areas with the greatest potential
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risks. The risk information utilized is the general aviation accident data and analyses
contained in the Handbook.

(b) The volume and type of aircraft operations, runway length, and runway instrumentation are
the primary factors used in adjusting the sizes of the safety zones.

(c) The existing land use characteristics of the Airport environs were aso used to determine the
appropriate safety compatibility criteriafor new residential and non-residential devel opment.
Generaly, more intense/dense development is considered acceptable within the areas
surrounding the Airport than in the areas surrounding the rural airports in San Diego County
because the costs of avoiding future development are greater than in rural areas. Table 9C of
the Handbook provides a range of intensity and density levels by safety zone that make a
distinction between settings which are heavily urbanized versus ones in suburban or rural
areas where much of the land remains undeveloped. Due to the heavily urbanized nature of
the Airport environs, it is appropriate to set the base-level density at a higher range than
indicated in Table 9C for all safety zones and to set the base-level intensity for non-
residential development at the highest end of the range indicated in Table 9C for all safety
zones (e.g., the base level intensity for Safety Zone 2 is 60 people per acre rather than 40).

3.4.4 Residentia Development Criteria: Criteria applicable to proposed residential development in the
vicinity of the Airport are asfollows:

(@) In Safety Zone 1, no new residential development shall be constructed under any
circumstances.

(b) In Safety Zones 2 and 5:

(1) New residential development at a density greater than 4 dwelling units per gross acre is
“incompatible.”

(2) New residential development at a density less than or equal to 4 dwelling units per gross
acre on parcels where only a portion of the parcel is located in Zone 2 or 5 is
“conditionally compatible” if the residential dwelling is built on the portion of the parcel
located outside of Zone 2 and 5. Accessory buildings, however, may be located in Safety
Zones2or 5.

(c) In Safety Zones 3:

(1) New residential development at a density greater than 16 dwelling units per gross acre is
“incompatible.”

(2) New residential development at a density of 4 dwelling units per gross acre or less is
“compatible.”
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(3) New residential development at a density of more than 4 dwelling units per gross acre
but not more than 13 dwelling units per gross acre is “conditionally compatible”
provided that the development complies with the clustering requirements indicated in
Paragraph (f) below. The clustering of residential development must not result in the
density within any single 1-acre area exceeding 20 dwelling units per net acre.

(4) New residential development at a density of more than 13 dwelling units per gross acre
but not more than 16 dwelling units per gross acre is “conditionally compatible”
provided that the devel opment meets the following conditions:

o Fifteen percent of the site meets the “ open land” criteria (see Policy 3.4.9).

e One of the following exists within 1,650 feet of the geographic center of the
site a four-lane divided highway; a golf course; or other public land
qualifying as “open land” in accordance with Policy 3.4.9.

e Ultility lines on and along the perimeter of the site are underground or will be
placed underground in conjunction with the proposed project.

o Development is clustered if required in accordance with Paragraph (f) below.
The clustering of residential development must not result in the density
within any single 1-acre area exceeding 20 dwelling units per net acre.

(d) In Safety Zone 4:

(1) New residential development at a density greater than 20 dwelling units per gross acre is
“incompatible.”

(2) New residential development at a density of 4 dwelling units per gross acre or less is
“compatible.”

(3) New residential development at a density of more than 4 dwelling units per gross acre
but not more than 13 dwelling units per gross acre is “conditionally compatible” based
upon compliance with the clustering requirements indicated in Paragraph (f) below. The
clustering of residential development must not result in the density within any single 1-
acre area exceeding 25 dwelling units per net acre.

(4) New residential development at a density of more than 13 dwelling units per acre but not
more than 16 dwelling units per gross acreis “conditionally compatible” only if:

o Fifteen percent of the site meetsthe “open land” criteria (see Policy 3.4.9).

¢ One of the following exists within 1,650 feet of the geographic center of the
site a four-lane divided highway; a golf course; or other public land
qualifying as “open land” in accordance with Policy 3.4.9.
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345

(€)

e Utility lines on and along the perimeter of the site are underground or will be
placed underground in conjunction with the proposed project.

o Development is clustered, if required in accordance with Paragraph (f)
below. The clustering of residential development must not result in the
density within any single 1-acre area exceeding 25 dwelling units per net
acre.

In Safety Zone 6, new residential development is “compatible.”

(f) Whereindicated in Paragraphs (c) and (d) above, residential building sites are to be clustered

(9)

(h)

(i)

in a manner that maximizes the “open land” on which an aircraft could execute an emergency
landing. The criteriafor minimum contiguous “open land” area are listed in Policy 3.4.9.

(1) Clustering is mandatory for projects of 10 or more acres with one “open land” areato be
dedicated per each 10 acres of the site.

(2) For projects of less than 10 acres, compliance with the clustering conditions is desirable,
but not required as a condition for project approval.

The following factors shall be taken into account in measuring densities indicated in the
above paragraphs:

(1) The acreage evaluated equal s the project site size, which may include multiple parcels.

(2) The maximum allowable residential densities indicated in Table 111-2 and Paragraphs
(a) through (e) above are intended to include any density bonuses that local agencies
may provide for affordable housing developed in accordance with the provisions of state
and/or local law. Residential densities above those indicated are not alowed irrespective
of whether the increase in density is provided for affordable housing in connection with
the density bonus or other alowance provisions. Therefore, local agencies must include
any density bonus allowances for a project when determining whether a project meets
the allowable densities indicated in Table | 11-2 and Paragraphs (a) through (e) above.

Second dwelling units, as defined by state law (Gov't. Code, §865852.150, 65852) or local
law, shall be included in density calculations.

As indicated in Policy 2.11.4(b)(1) of Chapter 2, construction of a single-family home,
including a second dwelling unit as defined by state or local law, on alegal lot of record, is
alowed in al safety zones except Safety Zone 1 if such use is permitted by local land use
regulations.

Nonresidential Development Criteriac The criteriain Paragraphs (@) and (b) below apply to most
proposed nonresidential development. Additional or different criteria apply to the nonresidential
uses described in Paragraphs (d), (e), (f), and (g) and to uses of special concern that are described
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in Policy 3.4.6. (Concepts associated with these criteria are discussed in Appendix C.) See
Policy 3.4.13 for information regarding nonresidential development that incorporates risk
reduction policy objectives.

(a) For the purposes of this Compatibility Plan, the fundamental measure of risk exposure for

people on the ground in the event of an aircraft accident is the number of people per acre
concentrated in areas most susceptible to aircraft accidents. This measure is the chief
determinant of whether particular types of nonresidential development are designated as
“incompatible,” “conditionally compatible,” or “compatible” in Tablel11-2.

(1) The maximum acceptable intensity (calculated as people per gross acre on a Sitewide
average) of proposed development (without risk reduction policy objectives) within the
environs of the Airport is:

Within Safety Zone 1.
Within Safety Zone 2:
Within Safety Zone 3:
Within Safety Zone 4:
Within Safety Zone 5:
Within Safety Zone 6:

0 people per acre
70 people per acre
130 people per acre
130 people per acre
200 people per acre

no limit

(2) If an applicant chooses to calculate nonresidential intensity as people per net acre rather
than gross acre, a 20% increase in the maximum intensity levels shown above and in
Tablell1-2is permitted.

(3) Land use types listed in Table I11-2 as “compatible” are presumed to meet the above
usage intensity criteria without constraints on the development.

(49) Maximum intensity calculations shall include all people (e.g., employees, customers,
visitors) who may be on the property at any single point in time, whether indoors or
outdoors.

(5) FAR limitations may be exceeded, provided that the project meets the applicable
maximum intensity limits (people/acre) and that, as a condition of project approval:

(i) The project provides a deed restriction regarding the maximum intensity limits
for the project; and

(ii) The project meets the applicable local agency parking requirements consistent
with the maximum intensity limits for the project.
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(6)

Local agencies may make exceptions for special events for which either an on-airport or
off-airport facility is not designed and normally not used and for which extra safety
precautions will be taken as appropriate.

(b) Evaluation of the compatibility of a proposed nonresidential land use action shall be made
using the land use typeslisted in Table 111-2.

(1)

)

The nonresidential uses are categorized primarily with respect to the typical occupancy
load factor of the use measured in terms of square footage per occupant. Occupancy
load factors take into account al occupants of the facility including employees,
customers, and others. Also indicated in the table is the CBC classification under which
each facility is presumed to be constructed. The CBC classification is presented as an
aid in the categorization of a proposed land use.

Proposed development for which no land use type is listed in Table I11-2 shall be
evaluated by ALUC staff using a comparable land use identified in the table. The
occupancy load factor of the unlisted use and that of the similar listed use shall be the
primary basis for comparison except where the unlisted use is most similar to aland use
of special concern (see Policy 3.4.6). Unlisted uses also may be compared to listed uses
having the same construction type as noted in the CBC column in the table. The
appropriate evaluation criteria for any proposed land use shall be determined by ALUC
staff.

(c) For land use types that are “conditionally compatible” in a particular zone, the condition to
be met in many instances is a limitation on the FAR of the proposed development. Some
local agencies in San Diego County have not adopted FAR standards. These agencies are
advised to review the maximum intensity and maximum lot coverage requirements presented
at thetop of Tablel11-2 and as defined in Policy 3.4.5 (a)(1), Policy 3.4.8, and 3.4.13.

(1)

)

The FAR criteria differ among different land because the usage intensities vary
substantially from one land use type to another—a low-intensity warehouse versus a
high-intensity restaurant, for example. (Appendix D describes the relationship between
usage intensity and FAR)

For purposes of compliance with this Compatibility Plan, FAR calculations shal be
based upon the gross floor area of the buildings (excluding parking garages) proposed for
the project site.

(d) Assembly Facilities: Assembly facilities are uses in which 50 or more people are
concentrated in a confined space. These uses are restricted as follows:

)
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e Indoor major assembly rooms (capacity of 1,000 or more people) are
“incompatible” in all safety zones except Safety Zone 6. In Safety Zone 6,
this use is conditionally compatible. One additional exit is required for every
1,000 peoplein Safety Zone 6.

o Indoor large assembly rooms (capacity 300 to 999 people) are
“incompatible” in Safety Zones 1, 2, and 5. In Safety Zones 3 and 4, this
size assembly room is "conditionally compatible,” and allowed only if the
conditions specified in Tablel11-2 are met. Thistype of useis*compatible’
in Zone 6.

e Indoor small assembly rooms (capacity 50 to 299 people) are “incompatible’
in Safety Zone 1. In Safety Zones 2, 3, 4, and 5, this size assembly room is
“conditionally compatible” and allowed only if the conditions specified in
Tablelll-2 aremet. Thistype of useis*”compatible’ in Zone 6.

(2) Outdoor: Outdoor assembly uses pose particular risks because no roof protects the
occupants from accidents involving small aircraft.

e QOutdoor major assembly facilities (capacity 1,000 or more people) are
“incompatible” in all safety zones except Safety Zone 6. In Safety Zone 6,
the use is “conditionally compatible” and allowed only if the fixed seating
portion of the facility does not have a capacity of more than 1,000 people;
additional people may occupy areas without fixed seating but one additional
exit isrequired for every 1,000 people in enclosed areas.

e Qutdoor large assembly facilities (capacity 300 to 999 people) are
“incompatible’ in Safety Zones 1, 2, 3, and 5. In Safety Zone 4, the facility
is “conditionally compatible’ and allowed only if the use complies with the
usage intensity criterion for the zone. Moreover, in Safety Zone 4, the fixed
seating portion of the facility cannot have a capacity of more than 300
people. Additional people may occupy areas without fixed seating but one
additional exit is required in enclosed areas. This type of use is
"compatible" in Safety Zone 6.

e Outdoor smal assembly facilities (capacity 50 to 299 people) are
“incompatible” in Safety Zones 1, 2, and 5. In Safety Zones 3 and 4, the
facility is “conditionally compatible” and allowed only if the use complies
with the usage intensity criterion for the zone. Additionally, in Safety Zone
3, the fixed seating portion of the facility cannot have a capacity of more
than 240 people. Thistype of use is"compatible" in Safety Zone 6.

(e) Eating and Drinking Establishments in Free-Standing Buildings: These uses are restricted as
listed below.
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(1)

(2)

)

Large eating and drinking establishments in free-standing buildings (capacity 300 people
or more) are “incompatible” in Safety Zones 1, 2, and 5. In Safety Zones 3 and 4, these
uses are “conditionally compatible” and allowed if the conditions specified in Table I11-
2 aremet. Thisuseis*“compatible” in Safety Zone 6.

Mid-sized eating and drinking establishments in free-standing buildings (capacity 50 to
299 people) are “incompatible” in Safety Zone 1 and “compatible” in Safety Zone 6.
This use is “conditionally compatible” in Safety Zones 2, 3, 4, and 5 and allowed if the
conditions specified in Table 111-2 are met. Additionally, in Safety Zone 2, risk
reduction features must be incorporated into the design of the structure (see Policy
3.4.13).

Small eating and drinking establishments in free-standing buildings (capacity less than
50 people) are “conditionally compatible’ in Safety Zones 2, 3, 4, and 5 and allowed if
the conditions specified in Table 111-2 are met. Additionaly, in Safety Zone 2, the
building size shall not exceed 3,000 gross square feet.

(f) Regiona and Community/Neighborhood Shopping Centers: The compatibility of shopping
centers containing a mixture of uses, including eating/drinking establishments, depends upon
the size of the center.

(1)

)

Regional shopping centers, for the purposes of this Compatibility Plan, are defined as
shopping centers having a total floor area of 300,000 sgquare feet or more. These uses are
restricted as follows:

e Thisuseis“incompatible” in Safety Zone 1 and “ compatible” in Safety Zone
6.

e In Safety Zones 2, 3, 4, and 5, the use is “conditionally compatible” and
allowed if the conditions specified in Table 111-2 are met.

e Furthermore, for any regional shopping center that lies fully or partialy
within Safety Zone 2 or 5, no room with a capacity of 300 people or more
(i.e., alarge assembly room) shall be allowed within the Safety Zone 2 or
Safety Zone 5 portion.

Community/neighborhood shopping centers are, for the purposes of this Compatibility
Plan, defined as shopping centers having a total floor area of less than 300,000 square
feet. These uses are restricted asfollows:

e Thisuseis*"incompatible” in Safety Zone 1 and “compatible” in Safety Zone
6.

e In Safety Zones 2, 3, 4, and 5 the use is “conditionally compatible’” and
alowed if the development complies with the conditions specified in Table
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(¢)

(h)

(i)

[11-2 are met.. In addition, in Safety Zones 2 and 5, the FAR shall not
exceed thelimitsindicated in Table I11-2.

e For any community/neighborhood shopping center that lies fully or partially
within Safety Zone 2 or 5, no room with a capacity of 300 people or more
(i.e., alarge assembly room) shall be alowed within the Safety Zone 2 or
Safety Zone 5 portion. Eating/drinking uses within the Safety Zone 2
portion of a retail shopping center shall be limited to a maximum of 10% of
the total floor areawithin that zone or 3,000 square feet, whichever isless.

(3) To the extent that shopping center sites encompass more than one safety zone:

e The portion of the building or buildings within each safety zone must not
exceed either the maximum intensity and lot coverage limits or the
maximum FAR indicated in Table |11-2 for that zone. That is, the intensity
and lot coverage (or the FAR) for the portion of the development within each
zone is to be calculated with respect to the building floor area and portion of
the site within the zone.

e However, the development allowed within the more restricted portion of a
site can (and is encouraged to) be reallocated to the less restricted portion
even if the alowable intensity and lot coverage (or the FAR) in the less
restricted portion would then be exceeded. No development, however, shall
be clustered in a manner that would then place it in an assembly facility
category listed as “incompatible” in Table I11-2 (see Policy 3.4.10(b)).

e Automobile parking is the preferred use for any portion of a shopping center
sitein Safety Zones 2 and 5.

e The objective of these conditions is to place the most intensive uses in the
least risk-exposed locations.

Retail Stores (stand-alone building less than 25,000 square feet): These uses which exclude
eating and drinking establishments are “incompatible” in Safety Zone 1 and “compatible” in
Safety Zone 6. In Safety Zones 2, 3, 4, and 5, retail stores are “conditionally compatible”
and allowed only if the development complies with the conditions specified in Table I 11-2.

Low-Intensity or Outdoor-Oriented Retail or Wholesale Tradee  These uses are
“incompatible” in Safety Zone 1 and “compatible” in Safety Zone 6. In Safety Zones 2, 3, 4,
and 5 these uses are “conditionally compatible’ and allowed only if the development
complies with the conditions specified in Table111-2.

Low-Hazard Storage: These uses which include mini-storage facilities and greenhouses are
“incompatible” in Safety Zone 1 and “compatible” in Safety Zones 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6.
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(j) Office Buildings: For purposes of this Compatibility Plan, office buildings include single
story and multi-story buildings occupied by a wide-range of professional and financial
services companies, doctors, and/or civic tenants. These uses are “incompatible” in Safety
Zone 1 and “compatible” in Safety Zone 6. In Safety Zones 2, 3, 4, and 5, these uses are
“conditionally compatible” and allowed only if the development complies with the
conditions specified in Table I 11-2.

(k) Miscellaneous Service Uses: For purposes of this Compatibility Plan, these uses include car
washes, barbers, animal kennels, and print shops. These uses are “incompatible’ in Safety
Zone 1 and “compatible” in Safety Zones 3, 4, 5, and 6. In Safety Zone 2, these uses are
“conditionally compatible” and allowed only if the development complies with the
conditions specified in TableI11-2.

() Hotelsand Motels: These uses, excluding associated conference and assembly facilities, are
“incompatible”’ in Safety Zone 1 and “compatible” in Safety Zone 6. In Safety Zones 2, 3, 4,
and 5 these uses are “conditionally compatible” and alowed only if the development
complies with the conditions specified in Table 111-2.

(m) Bed and Breakfast Establishments: These uses are “incompatible” in Safety Zone 1 and
“compatible” in Safety Zone 6. In Safety Zones 2, 3, 4, and 5 these uses are “conditionally
compatible” and allowed only if the development complies with the conditions specified in
Tablell1-2. Bed and breakfast establishments located in Safety Zone 2 may not have more
than five bedrooms.

(n) Auto, Aircraft, Marine Repair Services: These uses are “incompatible” in Safety Zone 1 and
“compatible” in Safety Zones 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6.

(o) Manufacturing: Manufacturing uses are “incompatible” in Safety Zone 1 and “compatible”
in Safety Zone 6. These uses are “conditionally compatible” in Safety Zones 2, 3, 4, and 5
and allowed only if the development complies with the conditions specified in Table [ 11-2.

(p) Research and Development: These uses are “incompatible” in Safety Zone 1 and
“compatible” in Safety Zone 6. These uses are “conditionally compatible” in Safety Zones 2,
3, 4, and 5 and allowed only if the development complies with the conditions specified in
Tablelll-2.

(g) Industrial Outdoor Storage (except hazardous uses): These uses which include public works
yards and auto wrecking yards are “compatible” in Safety Zones 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 and
“conditionally compatible”’ in Safety Zone 1. In Safety Zone 1, no habitable structures (e.g.,
offices) may be constructed and no development is allowed in the object free area.
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3.4.6

(r) Warehouses and Distribution Facilities: These uses are “incompatible” in Safety Zone 1 and
“compatible” in Safety Zones 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6.

(s) Gas Stations and Repair Garages: These uses are “incompatible” in Safety Zone 1 and
“compatible” in Safety Zones 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6.

(t) Colleges and Universities: Colleges and universities are “incompatible”’ in Safety Zones 1,
2, and 5 and “compatible” in Safety Zone 6. These uses are “conditionally compatible” in
Safety Zones 3 and 4. Colleges and universities constitute a mixed-use devel opment;
therefore in Safety Zones 3 and 4 component uses must be eval uated separately to determine
compatibility (see Policy 3.4.7).

(u) Airport Terminals: Airport Terminals are “incompatible” in Safety Zone 1 and “compatible”
in Safety Zones 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6.

(v) Nonaviation Transportation Terminals. These uses, including rail, bus, and marine
terminals, are compatible in Safety Zones 3, 4, and 6. These uses are “incompatible” in
Safety Zones 1 and 2 and “ conditionally compatible” in Safety Zone 5. In Safety Zone 5, the
useisallowed only if associated with providing access to the Airport.

(w) Truck Terminals and Truck Storage: These uses are “incompatible” in Safety Zone 1 and
“compatible” in Safety Zones 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6.

(x) Small Transportation Hubs; Automobile Parking Structures; and Cell Phone Towers. These
uses which include bus stops are “incompatible” in Safety Zone 1 and “compatible” in Safety
Zones 2, 3,4, 5, and 6.

(y) Aircraft Storage; Automobile Parking Surface Lots; Street and Highway Rights-of-Way; and
Railroads and Public Transit Lines: These uses are “compatible”’ in Safety Zones 2, 3, 4, 5,
and 6. In Safety Zone 1 these uses are “conditionally compatible.” They are not alowed in
the object free area.

(2) Agricultural and Other Uses: Safety compatibility criteria and policies for agricultural, open
space, recreational, and other miscellaneous land uses are presented in Table I 11-2.

Nonresidential Sensitive Land Uses: Certain types of land uses present special safety concerns
irrespective of the number of people associated with those uses. These sensitive land uses, the
nature of the concern presented by those uses, and the conditions that a proposed project
involving those sensitive uses must meet to be compatible within a particular safety zone are
provided below.
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() Uses Having Vulnerable Occupants: These are uses in which the majority of occupants are
children, elderly, and/or disabled—people who have reduced effective mobility or may be
unable to respond to emergency Situations. The primary uses in this category and the
conditions applicable to new facilities or expansion of existing facilities are as follows.

(1)

()

©)

(4)

()

(6)

Children’s Schools (grades K—12): Children’s schools are “incompatible” in Safety
Zones 1, 2, and 5 and “compatible” in Safety Zone 6. In Safety Zones 3 and 4, these uses
are “conditionally compatible” -- buildings at existing schools may be replaced or
expanded if required by state law; however no new assembly facilities (spaces with
capacities of 50 or more people) shall be created. In addition, no new school sites or
acquisition of land for existing schools are acceptabl e within Zones 3 and 4.

Day Care Centers (facilities with 15 or more children, as defined in the California Health
and Safety Code): Day care centers are “incompatible” in Safety Zones 1, 2, and 5 and
“compatible” in Safety Zone 6. In Safety Zones 3 and 4, these land uses are
"conditionally compatible" -- buildings at existing centers may be replaced or expanded
if required by state law; however, no new assembly facilities (spaces with capacities of
50 or more people) shall be created. In addition, no new day care center sites or
acquisition of land for existing sites are acceptable within Safety Zones3 and 4 .

Family Day Care Homes (14 or fewer children): Family day care homes are
“incompatible” in Safety Zones 1, 2, and 5 and “compatible” in Safety Zone 6. In Safety
Zones 3 and 4, this use is “ conditionally compatible” and allowed only if it islocated in
an existing residential area.

Hospitals, Health Care Centers, Mental Hospitals, Other Medical Facilities (except
doctors offices): These uses are “incompatible” in Safety Zones 1, 2, and 5 and
“compatible” in Safety Zone 6. In Safety Zones 3 and 4, these land uses are
"conditionally compatible." No new sites or acquisition of land to expand existing sites
are acceptable. In addition, existing buildings may be expanded only up to either the
maximum intensity and lot coverage or the maximum FAR indicated in Tablel11-2.

Congregate Care Facilities (less than five clients), Nursing Homes, and Assisted Living
Facilities. These uses are “incompatible” in Safety Zones 1, 2, and 5 and “compatible”
in Safety Zone 6. In Safety Zones 3 and 4, these uses are “conditionally compatible” and
allowed if the development complies with the conditions specified in Table I 11-2.

Public Inmate Facilities (e.g., prisons, reformatories): Public inmate facilities are
“incompatible” in Safety Zones 1, 2, and 5 and “compatible” in Safety Zone 6. In Safety
Zones 3 and 4, these land uses are "conditionally compatible." Specific limitations
include a prohibition on the acquisition of new sites or acquisition of land to expand
existing sites. However, buildings within Safety Zones 3 and 4 may be expanded or
replaced at existing facilities if required by state law, provided that the expansion or
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replacement of the existing facilities complies with the conditions specified in Table 111-
2.

(b) Hazardous Materials Storage: Materials that are flammable, explosive, corrosive, or toxic
constitute special safety compatibility concerns to the extent that an aircraft accident could
cause release of the materials and thereby pose dangers to people and property in the
vicinity.

(1)

(2)

©)

Two categories of hazardous materials storage facilities are defined in Table 111-2.

o Facilities such as ail refineries and chemical plants that process and store
bulk quantities (tank capacities greater than 10,000 gallons) of highly
hazardous materials: These facilities are “incompatible’ in all safety zones
except Safety Zone 6 and “compatible” in Safety Zone 6 only if the
conditions in Paragraph (2) below are met.

o Facilities where hazardous materials are stored primarily for use at an
otherwise compatible land use: These facilities are “incompatible” in Safety
Zone 1 and “compatible” in Safety Zones 2, 3, 4, and 5 only if the conditions
in Paragraph (2) below are met.
Where the above facilities are “conditionally compatible” in the indicated zones, they
must comply with al applicable federal, state, and local standards pertaining to the
specific use. Additionally, permitting agencies shall evaluate whether extra precautions
or special measures would be warranted to protect against release of the hazardous
substances in the event that the facility where the substances are stored and used should
be involved in an aircraft accident. Both new facilities and expansion or replacement of
existing facilities are to be evaluated against this criterion.

The occupied portion of any facility containing hazardous materials must also be
consistent with the compatibility evaluation for that use indicated in Table I11-2 and
comply with any conditions (such as maximum FAR, the usage intensity and maximum
lot coverage requirements) that may be listed for that use.

(c) Critical Community Infrastructure: This category pertains to facilities, the damage or
destruction of which would cause significant adverse effects to public health and welfare
well beyond the immediate vicinity of the facility.

(1)

Public Emergency Services Facilities: Facilities such as police and fire stations are
“incompatible’ in Safety Zones 1 and 2. These facilities are conditionally compatiblein
Safety Zones 3 and 4, but they should be constructed or expanded in Safety Zones 3 and
4 only if the local agency documents that an alternative site outside these zones would
not serve the intended public function consistent with statutory requirements. Any
facilities built under this condition must be designed in a manner that protects against the
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facility being rendered unusable if it were to be struck by a light aircraft. The risk
reduction policy objectives listed in Policy 3.4.13 should be utilized, to the extent
possible, to reduce the risk of damage to the facility in the event of an aircraft accident.
In addition, the usage intensity and maximum lot coverage requirements provided in
Tablel11-2 must be met. These uses are “compatible” in Safety Zones 5 and 6.

(2) Emergency Communications Facilities: These facilities are “incompatible” in Safety
Zone 1 and “conditionally compatible” in al other safety zones. In Safety Zones 2, 3, 4,
5, and 6 no new sites for these facilities or land acquisition for expansion of existing
sitesisallowed. Facilities on existing sites may be modified, replaced, or expanded.

(3) Power Plants. Construction or expansion of power plants is “incompatible” in Safety
Zones 1, 2, and 5. In Safety Zones 3, 4, and 6, these facilities are “conditionally
compatible” — these land uses may be modified, replaced, or expanded on existing sites,
but no new sites or land acquisition for expansion of existing sites is allowed. The
limitations on new sites and land acquisition do not apply in Safety Zone 6 for peaker
plants.

3.4.7 Mixed-Use Development and Ancillary Uses. Where a combination of land use types listed
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separately in Table | 11-2 are proposed for a single project, the following policies apply:

(@) Development in which residential uses are proposed to be located along with nonresidential

uses in the same or nearby buildings on the same site must meet both residential density and
nonresidential intensity criteria. Each nonresidential component use shall be considered as
occupying a proportionate share of the total project’s sguare footage. For the residential
component, the number of dwelling units shall not exceed the density limits indicated in
Table I11-2. For the nonresidential component, the intensity shall not exceed the intensity
limits in Table I11-2, based on each nonresidential use’s component proportion of the total
project's square footage. For example, if 70% of a project’s total square footage is
residential and 30% is retail, the maximum allowable FAR for the retail component would be
30% of the retail FAR in Table I11-2. Each component nonresidential use must not exceed
the proportionate FAR limit applicable to each use in order for the use to be allowed as part
of the project.

(1) Except aslimited by Paragraph (2) below, this mixed-use development policy is intended
for dense, urban-type developments where the overall usage intensity and ambient noise
levels are relatively high. The policy is not intended to apply to projects in which the
residential component is isolated from the nonresidential uses of the site.

(2) Mixed-use development shall not be alowed where the residential component would be
exposed to noise levels above the limits set in Policy 3.3.3.
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(b) Where proposed development will contain a mixture of nonresidential uses listed separately
in Table 111-2, each component use must comply with the applicable criteria listed in the
table.

(1) The FAR for each component use shal be caculated as a proportion of the FAR
specified for that use. For example, if 70% of a project’s total square footage is office
and 30% is retail, the allowable FAR for the office component would be 70% of the
office FARin TableI11-2 and the alowable FAR for the retail component would be 30%
of theretail FARin Tablel11-2. Each component use must not exceed the proportionate
FAR limit applicable to that use in order for the use to be allowed as part of the project.

(2) Ancillary uses — ones that occupy less than 10% of the total floor area— are not required
to be included in the above calculation (this criterion is intended to parallel CBC
standards). See Paragraph (c) below.

(3) See Policy 3.4.11 with regard to criteria for project sites that occupy two or more safety
ZOnes.

(c) Land use typesfor which a FARlimit islisted in Table I11-2 as a condition for acceptability
in a particular safety zone may have up to 10% of the floor space devoted to an ancillary use
of another type, even a use with a higher occupancy load factor, provided that the ancillary
useis neither:

(1) Anassembly room having more than 650 occupants; nor

(2) A school, day care center, or other risk-sensitive use that is “incompatible” within the
safety zone where the primary use isto be located.

Maximum Lot Coverage: Lot coverage requirements do not apply to compatible land uses. All
“conditionally compatible” development in Safety Zones 2, 3, 4, and 5 shall adhere to the
maximum lot coverage limitations indicated in Table I11-2. No structures are permitted in
Safety Zone 1 and there are no limits on lot coverage in Safety Zone 6. All structures, including
parking structures and support buildings, shall be counted when determining maximum lot
coverage. In addition:

(@) On project sites of 10 acres or more, structures and other large objects shall be arranged so as
to meet the “open land” criteriain Policy 3.4.9, below, at the rate of one “open land” area per
each 10 acres of the site.

(b) On project sites of less than 10 acres, provision of “open land” areas is desirable, but not
required.

Open Land: In the event that a light aircraft is forced to land away from an airport, the risks to
the people on board can best be minimized by providing as much “open land” area as possible
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within the airport vicinity. This concept is based upon the fact that the magjority of light aircraft
accidents and incidents occurring away from an airport runway are controlled emergency
landings in which the pilot has reasonable opportunity to select the landing site. For business
jets and other large or fast aircraft, including most military aircraft, the provision of “open land”
for emergency landing purposes has minimal benefit unless the areas are very large and flat.

(@) “Open land” criteria are applicable to all general aviation airport runways in that event the
runways frequently used by business jets are mostly used by light aircraft.

(b) Toqualify as*open land”, an area must:

(1) Have minimum dimensions of approximately 75 feet by 300 feet (0.5 acres).
(2) Consist of level (maximum 5% slope) ground with no major surface irregularities.

(3) Be free of most structures and other major obstacles, such as walls, large trees or poles
(greater than 4 inches in diameter, measured 4 feet above the ground), and overhead
wires.

(4) Not have buildings or other large obstacles more than 15 feet in height situated within
100 feet beyond the ends of the “open land” area. Shorter objects and ground surface
irregularities are allowed. This clear airspace is intended to enhance the potential for
aircraft to descend to an “open land” area.

(c) “Open land” areas should be oriented with the typical direction of aircraft flight over the
location involved.

(d) Roads and automobile parking lots are acceptable as “open land” areas if they meet the
above criteria.

(e) “Open land” criteria for each safety zone are most appropriately applied with respect to the
entire zone. Individual parcels may be too small to accommodate the minimum size “open
land:” requirement. Consequently, the identification of “open land” areas must initialy be
accomplished at the general plan level or as part of large (10 acres or more) projects.

(f) Clustering of development, subject to the limitations noted in Policy 3.4.10 below, and
providing contiguous landscaped and parking areas is encouraged as a means of increasing
the size of “open land” areas.

(g) Building envelopes and the airport compatibility zones should be indicated on all
development plans and tentative maps, when applicable, for projects located within the AIA
covered by this Compatibility Plan. Portraying this information is intended to ensure that
individual projects provide the “open land” areas identified in the applicable general plan.
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3.4.10

34.11

3.4.12

Limits on Clustering of Residential Development: As used in this Compatibility Plan,
“clustering” refers to the concentration of development (measured in terms of dwelling units)
into a portion of the site, leaving other portions of the site relatively less developed or as open
land. To a degree, clustering of development is desirable from an airport land use safety
compatibility perspective in that more places where an aircraft can attempt an emergency landing
would then potentially remain. However, clustering poses the risk that an out-of-control aircraft
could strike the location where the development is clustered. To guard against this risk,
limitations on the maximum concentrations of dwelling units in a small area of a large project
site are appropriate. Clustering of residential development shall be limited, as indicated in
Policies 3.4.4(c) and 3.4.4(d).

Project Sites Lying Partially within a Safety Zone or within Two or More Safety Zones. For the
purpose of evaluating consistency with the compatibility criteria set forth in Table 111-2, any
parcel that is split by compatibility zone boundaries shall be considered as if it were multiple
parcels divided at the compatibility zone boundary line. Guidelines regarding clustering of
residential and nonresidential development shall apply (see Policies 3.4.4 and 3.4.10).

Specia Provisions for Safety Zone 1. In accordance with FAA Advisory Circular 150/5300-13
“Airport Design,” the basic compatibility criteriafor Safety Zone 1 (the runway protection zone),
as listed in Table I11-2, preclude most uses, including any new structures and uses having an
assemblage of people.

(@) The presumption is that the airport owner owns or intends to acquire property interests—fee
title or easements—sufficient to effectuate this policy. The ALUC policy is to encourage
airport owner acquisition of these property interests in all of Safety Zone 1 with funding
assistance from the FAA.

(b) In instances where the affected property is privately owned and the airport owner does not
intend to acquire property interests, the following uses and only these uses shall be
considered acceptable:

(1) Within the runway object free area (OFA): No uses except FAA-approved uses related
to aeronautical functions.

(2) Within the extended runway object free area:
e Roads.

e Farm cropsthat do not attract wildlife.
(3) Outside the runway object free area and extended runway object free area.

e Useslisted in Paragraph (2) above.

e Surface automobile parking.
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e Other uses not in structures and not exceeding a usage intensity of 10 people
per any single acre.
(4) The acceptability of uses not listed shall be consistent with FAA Advisory Circular
150/5300-13, “Airport Design,” and the ALUC determination shall be made in
consultation with the FAA and the airport owner.

3.4.13 Risk Reduction Policy Objectives and Intensity of Nonresidential Development: Although
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avoidance of intensive land use development is always preferable, a concept that may be
acceptable in some situations, as provided below, is incorporating risk reduction policy
objectives into building design/construction in order to minimize the risk and maximize the
safety of building occupants. In accordance with guidance provided in the Handbook, this
concept should be limited to airports located in urban locations and used predominantly by small
aircraft. In these circumstances, consideration may be given to alowing additional intensity,
beyond the maximum intensity limits (calculated as people per acre on a sitewide average)
provided at the top of Table I11-2, in buildings that incorporate specia risk reduction policy
objectives. This policy is not applicable to conditionally compatible uses in Safety Zone 1 or to
conditionally compatible uses in Safety Zone 2 indicated with an “A” in Table I11-2. Such “A”
uses can only be developed to the maximum base-level intensity limits described in Policy
3.4.5(a)(1), above, even if the risk reduction policy objectives listed in Paragraph (b) below are
provided.

() Buildings that incorporate the specia risk reduction policy objectives listed below are
allowed maximum usage intensities as follows:

e Within Safety Zone 2: up to 105 people per acre
e Within Safety Zone 3: up to 260 people per acre
e Within Safety Zone 4: up to 260 people per acre
e Within Safety Zone 5: up to 400 people per acre

(b) To qualify for the maximum usage intensities described in paragraph (a) above, an applicant
shall demonstrate to the satisfaction of the responsible local agency that the building has
been designed to minimize risk and increase the safety of building occupants beyond the
minimum requirements of the California Building Code. Applicants requesting increased
intensity in exchange for risk reduction are to be evaluated against the policy objectives
listed below:

(1) Provides increased fire resistance rated construction to prevent or delay fire-induced
structural damage;

(2) Provides increased fire protection systems to allow occupants more time to exit the
building and to delay the spread of fire to adjacent buildings;
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(3) Provides enhanced means for building egress;

(4) Addresses aircraft impact loads in the design of the building’s structural systemsin order
to reduce the potential for structural damage.

(c) The local agency may substitute comparable risk reduction policy objectives to those
specified in Paragraph (b) above, provided that:

(1) The objective(s) meet safe-building objectives defined in Compatibility Plan policies;
and

(2) The local agency and/or design architect/structural engineer certify that the objective(s)
meet Compatibility Plan policy objectives.

Some local agencies do not provide usage intensity limits or people per acre limits in their
general plans; rather, the local agencies adopt specific FAR limits. To facilitate local agency
implementation, Table 111-2 has been structured around FAR measures to determine usage
intensity limits for many types of nonresidential land use development. Where applicable, three
FAR numbers are included in Table I11-2 to correspond to the permitted FAR based on the
amount of risk reduction measures that are incorporated into a project. Appendix D provides
information regarding how the FAR numbers in Table 111-2 were calculated based upon the
assumed occupancy load factor for various land uses. As shown in Appendix D, FAR is
calculated by people per acre multiplied by the occupancy load factor (or square footage per
person) for each land use divided by 43,560.

This formula must also be used in order to determine the FAR increase that will be permitted if
risk reduction objectives are incorporated into project design. For example, a mid-sized
eating/drinking establishment in Safety Zone 3 with no risk reduction objectives is allowed a
0.18 FAR:

130 (maximum people per acre) x 60 (sf per person)

= 0.18FAR
43,560

If the risk reduction policy objectives described in Paragraph (b) above are incorporated into
project design, the maximum permitted FAR for a mid-sized eating/drinking establishment in
Safety Zone 3 would be 0.36 FAR and would be calculated as follows:

260 (maximum people per acre) x 60 (sf per person)

= 036 FAR
43,560
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3.4.14 Relationship of Maximum FAR to Maximum Intensity and Lot Coverage Limits: In Tablel11-2,
maximum allowable FARs are indicated for some conditional uses. In those cases, either (1) the
maximum FAR or (2) the maximum intensity and lot coverage limits shall apply.
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Table lll-2
Safety Compatibility Criteria
Land Use Types / Typical Uses Safety Zone
e Multiple land use categories  and
compatibility criteria may apply to a project | CBC 1 2 3 4 5 6 Criteria for Conditional
e See Policy 3-4.7 for limits on ancillary uses * | Group* (yellow) Uses
Maximum Intensity Maximum Intensity and Lot Coverage
(People/Gross Acre — sitewide average) 2 0 | 70 | 130 | 130 | 200 Ii,:‘nc;t limits apply to all Conditional uses
Nonresidential development Numbers below refer to zones in
Intensity with Risk Reduction Policy which condition specified is
Objectives No applicable
(People/Gross Acre - sitewide average) na | 105 | 260 | 260 | 400 limit )
Nonresidential development ® Numbers in yellow cells are Floor
Area Ratios for indicated uses 4
Maximum Lot Coverage
(Bldg footprint/site size) 0% | 50% | 60% | 70% | 70% |100%
Applicable to all conditional development
Residential Uses
2, 5: Portions of parcel including accessory
Residential, <0.2 d.u./acre (5+ acre lots) R-3 bU||d|_ngs can be n Zone 2 or 5, but
dwelling must be outside these zones
See Policy 3.4.4(b)(2)
2, 5: Portions of parcel including accessory
Residential, >0.2, <4.0 d.u./acre R-3 bu"d'.n gs can be n Zone 2 or 5, but
dwelling must be outside these zones
See Policy 3.4.4(b)(2)
3, 4: 10% of site must meet “open land”
criteria; maximum allowable density in any
Residential, >4.0, <8.0 d.u./ acre R-3 single acre limited to 20.0 d.u./ac. in Zone
3,25.0d.u./ac. in Zone 4
See Policies 3.4.4 and 3.4.9
3, 4: 15% of site must meet “open land"
criteria; maximum allowable density in any
Residential, >8.0, <13.0 d.u./acre R-1 single acre limited to 20.0 d.u./ac. in Zone
3,25.0d.u./ac. in Zone 4
See Policies 3.4.4 and 3.4.9
3, 4: 15% of site must meet “open land”
criteria; this density permitted only on sites
or parts of sites located within 0.25 mile of
a 4-lane divided highway, golf course, or
other public land qualifying as “open land;”
N i utility lines on site and along perimeter
Residential, >13.0, <16.0 d.u./acre R-1 must be underground or placed
underground in conjunction with project;
maximum allowable density in any single
acre limited to 20.0 d.u./ac. in Zone 3, 25.0
d.u.fac.in Zone 4
See Policies 3.4.4 and 3.4.9
4. Same conditions as for >13.0, <16.0
Residential, >16.0 d.u./acre, <20.0 d.u./acre R-1 d.u./acre
See Policies 3.4.4 and 3.4.9
Residential, >20.0 d.u/acre R-1
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Table -2
Safety Compatibility Criteria
Land Use Types / Typical Uses Safety Zone
e Multiple land use categories and compatibility
criteria may apply to a project CBC 1 2 3 4 5 6 Criteria for Conditional
o See Policy 3-4.7 for limits on ancillary uses ¢ | Group* (yellow) Uses
Maximum Intensity e Maximum Intensity and Lot Coverage
(People/Gross Acre - sitewide average) 2 0 | 70 | 130 | 130 | 200 Ii,:‘nc;t limits apply to all Conditional uses
Nonresidential development o Numbers below refer to zones in
Intensity with Risk which condition specified is
Reduction Policy Objectives No applicable
(People/Gross Acre - sitewide average) Wa | 105 | 260 | 260 | 400 limit )
Nonresidential development & e Numbers in yellow cells are Floor Area
Ratios for indicated uses 4
Maximum Lot Coverage
(Bldg footprint/site size) 0% | 50% | 60% | 70% | 70% |100%
Applicable to all conditional development
Assembly Facilities (250 people)
6: Enhanced exiting capabilities required
Indoor Major Assembly Room (capacity >1,000 Al See Policy 3.4.5(d)(1)
people): major sports arenas, concert halls
) . . 6: No fixed seating with capacity >1,000
Outdoor Major Assembly Facility (capacity >1,000 . " . .
people): amphitheaters, stadiums, race tracks,| A-4 Zﬁgg sé dlarzc;dsltlonal exiv1,000 people in
fairgrounds, zoos See Policy 3.4.5(d)(2)
Indoor Large Assembly Room (capacity 300 to 999 3 2 FAR limits as indicated
people): sports arenas, theaters, auditoriums,| A-2 ‘Se'e Policy 3.4.5(d)(1)
assembly halls [approx. 15 s.f./person] yos
4: No fixed seating with capacity >300
Outdoor Large Assembly Facility (capacity 300 to Ad people; 1 additional exit required in
999 people) enclosed areas
See Policy 3.4.5(d)(2)
Indoor Small Assembly Room (capacity 50 to 299 . - -
people): meeting rooms, dining halls, dance| A-3 ZSe‘r’é I;ﬁlli?cllmslfsa(z)l?ld)lcated
studios, places of worship  [approx. 60 s.f./person] Yo
3: No fixed seating with capacity >240
Outdoor Small Assembly Facility (capacity 50 to people
299 people): community swimming pools, group| A-4 4: No conditions other than intensity limit

camps

as indicated at top of page
See Policy 3.4.5(d)(2)
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Table lll-2
Safety Compatibility Criteria
Land Use Types / Typical Uses Safety Zone
o Multiple land use categories and compatibility
criteria may apply to a project CBC | 1 2 3 4 5 6 Criteria for Conditional
e See Policy 3-4.7 for limits on ancillary uses ¢ | Group* (yellow) Uses
Maximum Intensity e Maximum Intensity and Lot Coverage
(People/Gross Acre - sitewide average) 2 0 | 70 | 130 | 130 | 200 Ii,;ln(;t limits apply to all Conditional uses
Nonresidential development o Numbers below refer to zones in
Intensity with Risk which condition specified is
Reduction Policy Objectives No applicable
(People/Gross Acre - sitewide average) na | 105 | 260 | 260 | 400 limit )
Nonresidential development ® o Numbers in yellow cells are Floor Area
Ratios for indicated uses 4
Maximum Lot Coverage
(Bldg footprint/site size) 0% | 50% | 60% | 70% | 70% |100%
Applicable to all conditional development
Office, Commercial, Service, and Lodging Uses
e e e | 22 26 4R st
Py /F?erson] g (capacily =3U0 peopie) [approx. |- p 5 4 See Policy 3.4.5(e)(1)
Mid-Size Eating/Drinking Establishments in free- . - -
standing bldg (capacity 50 to 299 people) [approx.| A-3 25 FAF limits as indicated
60 s.1.Jperson] See Policy 3.4.5(e)(2)
Small Eating/Drinking Establishments in free- B 2: Building size limited to 3,000 s.f.
standing building (capacity <50 people) See Policy 3.4.5(e)(3)
2 - 5: FAR limits as indicated
Regional Shopping Centers >300,000 s.f. with
mixture of uses that could include eating/drinking| M 2, 5: No room with capacity >300 people
establishments [approx. 110 s.f./person] allowed; auto parking preferred
See Policy 3.4.5(f)(1)
2 - 5: FAR limits as indicated
. . ' 2: Max. 10% of floor area or 3,000 s.f.
Community/Neighborhood  Shoppin: Centers . - ! o
300000 ysf ?Nith mixture of Egesg that could whichever is less, devoted to eating/ drink-
incluae eati'n' /drinking establishments  [approx M ing uses
120 5.1/ ersog] 9 Pprox. 2, 5: No room with capacity >300 people
P allowed; auto parking preferred
See Policy 3.4.5(f)(2)
Retail Stores (stand-alone buildings <25,000 s.f.)
no eating/drinking establishments [approx. 170| M 2 - 5: FAR limits as indicated
s.f.Iperson]
Low-Intensity or Outdoor-Oriented  Retail or
Wh(_)lesale Trade:. furniture, automobiles, heavy B, M 5 - 5: FAR limits as indicated
equipment, nurseries, lumber yards, boat yards
[approx. 250 s.f./person]
Low-Hazard Storage: mini-storage, greenhouses S-2
Office Buildings: professional services, doctors, B 9 -5 EAR limits as indicated

financial, civic [approx. 215 s.f./ person]

3-48

Gillespie Field Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan
January 25, 2010 Amended December 20, 2010



CHAPTER 3 GILLESPIE FIELD POLICIES AND MAPS

Table I1l-2

Safety Compatibility Criteria

Misc. Service Uses: car washes, barbers, animal
kennels, print shops [approx. 200 s.f./person]

0.32

0.48

Hotels, Motels (except conference/ assembly
facilities) [approx. 200 s.f./person]

0.32

0.48

Land Use Types / Typical Uses Safety Zone
e Multiple land use categories and compatibility | CBC
criteria may apply to a project Group| 1 2 3 4 5 6
o See Policy 3-4.7 for limits on ancillary uses ! *
Maximum Intensity No
(People/Gross Acre - sitewide average) 2 0 70 | 130 | 130 | 200 limi
S imit
Nonresidential development
Intensity with Risk
Reduction Policy Objectives No
(People/Gross Acre - sitewide average) Wa | 105 | 260 | 260 | 400 limit
Nonresidential development 3
Maximum Lot Coverage
(Bldg footprint/site size) 0% | 50% | 60% | 70% | 70% |100%
Applicable to all conditional development

Criteria for Conditional
(yellow) Uses
e Maximum Intensity and Lot Coverage
limits apply to all Conditional uses 4

o Numbers below refer to zones in
which condition specified is
applicable

o Numbers in yellow cells are Floor Area
Ratios for indicated uses 4

2: FAR limits as indicated

2 - 5: FAR limits as indicated

Bed & Breakfast Establishments

2: Maximum 5 rooms

Industrial, Manufacturing, and Warehouse Uses

Processing and Storage of Bulk Quantities of Highly
Hazardous Materials (tank capacity >10,000
gallons): oil refineries, chemical plants

Storage or Use of Hazardous (flammable, explosive,
corrosive, or toxic) Materials

Auto, Aircraft, Marine Repair Services

Manufacturing [300 s.f./person]

6: Must comply with all federal, state, and
local standards; permitting agencies shall
evaluate need for special measures to
minimize hazards if facility struck by
aircraft

See Policy 3.4.6(b)

2 - 5: Must comply with all federal, state,
and local standards; permitting agencies
shall evaluate need for special measures
to minimize hazards if facility struck by
aircraft

See Policy 3.4.6(h)

2 - 5: FAR limits as indicated

Research & Development [300 s.f./person]

Industrial Outdoor Storage, except hazardous uses:
public works yards, auto wrecking yards

Warehouses, Distribution Facilities

Gas Stations, Repair Garages
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Criteria for Conditional
(yellow) Uses

e Maximum Intensity and Lot Coverage
limits apply to all Conditional uses 4

e Numbers below refer to zones in

which condition specified is
applicable

o Numbers in yellow cells are Floor Area

Table -2
Safety Compatibility Criteria
Land Use Types / Typical Uses Safety Zone
e Multiple land use categories and compatibility | CBC
criteria may apply to a project Group| 1 2 3 4 5 6
o See Policy 3-4.7 for limits on ancillary uses ! *
Maximum Intensity No
(People/Gross Acre - sitewide average) 2 0 70 | 130 | 130 | 200 limi
S imit
Nonresidential development
Intensity with Risk
Reduction Policy Objectives No
(People/Gross Acre - sitewide average) Wa | 105 | 260 | 260 | 400 limit
Nonresidential development 3
Maximum Lot Coverage
(Bldg footprint/site size) 0% | 50% | 60% | 70% | 70% |100%

Applicable to all conditional development

Ratios for indicated uses 4

Educational and Institutional Uses

Colleges and Universities B
. E-1,
Children Schools, K — 12 £
. I-1.1,
Day Care Centers (>14 children) E3
. . I-1.1,
Family Day Care Homes (<14 children) E3
Hospitals, Health Care Centers, Mental Hospitals, 111
Other Medical Facilities (except doctors offices) |-1' 2’
[approx. 240 s.f./ person] '
Congregate Care Facilities (>5 clients): nursing 111
homes, assisted living facilities [approx. 100 s.f./ I2
person|
Public Emergency Services Facilities: police stations B
(except jails), fire stations
Public Inmate Facilities: prisons, reformatories -3

0.72

143
0.30

0.60

0.72

1.43
0.30

0.60

3, 4: Evaluate individual component uses
See Policy 3.4.7(a) and (b)

3, 4: No new school sites or land acquisi-
tion; bldg replacement/expansion allowed
for existing schools if required by state law;
expansion limited to <50 students

See Policy 3.4.6(a)(1)

3, 4 No new sites or land acquisition;
building replacement/expansion allowed for
existing centers if required by state law;
expansion limited to <50 students

See Policy 3.4.6(a)(2)

3, 4: Allowed only in existing residential
areas
See Policy 3.4.6(a)(3)

3, 4: No new sites or land acquisition; FAR
limits as indicated for expansion of existing
facilities

See Policy 3.4.6(a)(4)

3,4: FAR limits as indicated

3, 4: Allowed only if site outside zone
would not serve intended public function
consistent with statutory requirements
See Policy 3.4.6(c)(1) and (2)
3, 4 No new sites or land acquisition;
building replacement/expansion allowed for
existing facilities if required by state law
See Policy 3.4.6(a)(6)
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Table I1l-2

Safety Compatibility Criteria

Land Use Types / Typical Uses Safety Zone
e Multiple land use categories and compatibility | CBC
criteria may apply to a project Group| 1 2 3 4 5 6 Criteria for Conditional
o See Policy 3-4.7 for limits on ancillary uses * * (yellow) Uses
Maximum Intensity N e Maximum Intensity and Lot Coverage
(People/Gross Acre - sitewide average) 2 0 | 70 | 130 | 130 | 200 Iimc;t limits apply to all Conditional uses
Nonresidential development o Numbers below refer to zones in
Intensity with Risk which condition specified is
Reduction Policy Objectives No applicable
(People/Gross Acre - sitewide average) Wa | 105 | 260 | 260 | 400 limit Numbers in vell I Floor A
Nonresidential development 3 ¢ NUMDErS In yelow Celis are Foor Area
Ratios for indicated uses 4
Maximum Lot Coverage
(Bldg footprint/site size) 0% | 50% | 60% | 70% | 70% |100%
Applicable to all conditional development
Transportation, Communication, and Utilities
Airport Terminals A-2.1
5: Allowed only if associated with airport
Transportation Terminals: rail, bus, marine A-2.1 access
See Policy 3.4.5(v)
Truck Terminals; Truck Storage A-3
Small Transportation Hubs: bus stops —
Aircraft Storage S5 1: Not allowed in Object Free Area **
Automobile Parking Structures U-1
Automobile Parking Surface Lots — 1: Not allowed in Object Free Area **
Street, Highway Rights-of-Way — 1: Not allowed in Object Free Area **
Railroads, Public Transit Lines — 1: Not allowed in Object Free Area **
3, 4, 6: No new sites or land acquisition;
modification, replacement, expansion of
Power Plants — facilities on existing sites allowed
6: Peaker plants allowed
See Policy 3.4.6(c)(3)
Electrical Substations
2 - 6: No new sites or land acquisition;
- - modification, replacement, expansion of
Emergency Communications Facilities — e R
facilities on existing sites allowed
See Policy 3.4.6(c)(2)
Cell Phone Towers, Wind Turbines U-2
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Criteria for Conditional
(yellow) Uses
e Maximum Intensity and Lot Coverage
limits apply to all Conditional uses 4

o Numbers below refer to zones in
which condition specified is
applicable

o Numbers in yellow cells are Floor Area
Ratios for indicated uses 4

Table -2
Safety Compatibility Criteria
Land Use Types / Typical Uses Safety Zone
o Multiple land use categories and compatibility
criteria may apply to a project CBC 1 2 3 4 5 6
o See Policy 3-4.7 for limits on ancillary uses ! Group*
Maximum Intensity No
(People/Gross Acre - sitewide average) 2 0 70 | 130 | 130 | 200 limi
S imit
Nonresidential development
Intensity with Risk
Reduction Policy Objectives No
(People/Gross Acre - sitewide average) Wa | 105 | 260 | 260 | 400 limit
Nonresidential development 3
Maximum Lot Coverage
(Bldg footprint/site size) 0% | 50% | 60% | 70% | 70% |100%
Applicable to all conditional development
Agricultural and Other Uses
Agricultural Lands: pasture, rangelands, field crops,|
grain crops, dry farming, vineyards

Agricultural Buildings: barns, feed lots, stockyards,
riding stables

Wooded Areas: forests, tree farms, orchards

Lands with Low or No Vegetation: brush lands,
deserts, beaches, flood hazard areas

Water: rivers, creeks, canals, wetlands, bays,
lakes, reservoirs

Marinas

Large Group Recreation: team athletic fields, picnic
areas

Non-Group Recreation: golf courses, tennis courts,
parks, camp grounds

Shooting Ranges

Memorial Parks, Cemeteries

Wastewater Treatment and Disposal Facilities

Sanitary Landfills

1: Not allowed in Object Free Area **

1: Subject to FAA standards
accordance with FAA AC 150/5300-13)

(in

1: Not allowed in Runway Safety Area **

2, 3: No group activities exceeding usage
intensity limits

3: Allowed only in existing residential areas

1: Not allowed in Object Free Area **

2, 3: No group activities exceeding usage
intensity limits
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Table IlI-2

Safety Compatibility Criteria

Land Use Acceptability Interpretation/Comments

Conditional per acre, whether or not risk reduction policy objectives are incorporated into buildings. To the maximum
extent that the site permits, buildings associated with this use should be situated outside of Safety Zone 2
and the Safety Zone 2 portion should be devoted primarily to automobile parking, circulation, landscaping,
or other low-intensity functions.
= Incompatible Use is not compatible under any circumstances.

Compatible Use is compatible (noise, airspace protection, and/or overflight limitations may apply).

Use is compatible if all listed conditions are met; additionally, the following condition applies to the indicated land
uses and safety zones:

A This land use is conditionally compatible in Safety Zone 2. The maximum intensity is limited to 70 people

Notes: d.u. = dwelling units; s.f.= square feet.

*

*%

1

CBC Group: Refers to building occupancy types established by California Building Code (see Appendix D of this document for listing).
Runway Safety Area (RSA), Object Free Area (OFA): Dimensions are as established by FAA airport design standards for the runway.

Ancillary Uses: Land use types for which a FAR limit is listed in this table as a condition for acceptability in a particular safety zone may have up
to 10% of the floor space devoted to an ancillary use of another type, even a use with a higher occupancy load factor, provided that the ancillary
use is neither:

(@ Anassembly room having more than 650 occupants; nor
(b) A school, day care center, or other risk-sensitive use that is “incompatible” within the safety zone where the primary use is to be located.

Gross Acreage and Net Acreage: If an applicant chooses to calculate nonresidential intensity as people per net acre rather than gross acre, a
20% increase in the maximum intensity levels presented in this table is permitted.

Risk Reduction Policy Objectives: The goal of risk reduction design features is to ensure safety for building occupants. Buildings that
incorporate the special risk reduction policy objectives listed below are allowed maximum usage intensities as shown along the top of this table. A
corresponding increase in FAR is also allowed.

(@) To qualify for the maximum usage intensities described above, an applicant shall demonstrate to the satisfaction of the responsible local
agency that the building has been designed to minimize risk and increase the safety of building occupants beyond the minimum requirements of
the California Building Code. Applicants requesting increased intensity in exchange for risk reduction are to be evaluated against the policy
objectives listed below:

(2) Provides increased fire resistance rated construction to prevent or delay fire-induced structural damage;
(2) Provides increased fire protection systems to allow occupants more time to exit the building and to delay the spread of fire to adjacent buildings;
(3) Provides enhanced means for building egress;
(4) Addresses aircraft impact loads in the design of the building’s structural systems in order to reduce the potential for structural damage.
(b) The local agency may substitute comparable risk reduction policy objectives to those specified above, provided that:
(2) the objective(s) meet safe-building objectives defined in Compatibility Plan policies; and
(2) the local agency and/or a design architect/structural engineer certify that the objective(s) meet Compatibility Plan policy objectives.

Relationship of FAR to Maximum Intensity and Lot Coverage Limits: Maximum allowable FAR is indicated for some conditional uses. In
those cases, either (1) the maximum FAR or (2) the maximum intensity and lot coverage limits apply.

Sources: San Diego County Regional Airport Authority, December 2009.

Prepared by: Ricondo & Associates, Inc., January 2010.
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3.5

351

3.5.2

3.5.3

AIRSPACE PROTECTION COMPATIBILITY POLICIES FOR GILLESPIE
FIELD

Evaluating Airspace Protection Compatibility for New Development: The airspace protection
compatibility of proposed land uses within the AIA of the Airport shall be evaluated in
accordance with the policies in this section, including the airspace protection surfaces depicted
on Exhibit I11-3. The policies apply to all of the AIA (Review Area 1l and Review Area 2).

Measures of Airspace Protection Compatibility: In establishing airspace protection policies, the
ALUC primarily relies upon regulations enacted by the FAA and the State of California. The
ALUC policies are intended to help implement the federal and state regulations. Specific
regulations are referenced in subsequent policies of this section.

(@) The FAA has well-defined standards by which potential hazards to flight can be assessed.
However, the agency has no authority to prevent creation of such hazards. That authority
rests with state and local governments.

(b) State airspace protection standards for the most part mirror those of the FAA. A key
difference, though, is that state law gives the Division of Aeronautics and local agencies the
authority to enforce the standards.

Requirements for FAA Noatification of Proposed Construction: Proponents of a project
containing structures or other objects that may exceed the height standards defined in Part 77,
Subpart C, as applied to the Airport must submit notification of the proposal to the FAA where
required by the provisions of Part 77, Subpart B, and by the California Public Utilities Code,
sections 21658 and 21659. (Notification to the FAA under Part 77, Subpart B, is required even
for certain proposed construction that does not exceed the height limits allowed by Subpart C of
the regulations. See Appendix B of this Compatibility Plan for the complete text of Part 77.
The FAA notification boundary for the Airport is shown on Exhibit 111-3.) The FAA will
conduct an “aeronautical study” of the object(s) and determine whether the object(s) would be of
a height that would constitute a hazard to air navigation. These requirements apply to all objects
including structures, antennas, trees, mobile objects, and temporary objects, such as construction
cranes.

(@) Local agencies shall inform project proponents of the FAA notification requirements.

(b) Any proposed project that includes construction of a structure or other object and that is
required to be submitted to the ALUC for a consistency review in accordance with Policy 2.6
of Chapter 2 shall include a copy of the completed Part 77 notification form to the FAA, if
applicable, and a copy of the final FAA findings from its aeronautical study (i.e., notice of
determination letter).
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(©)

The requirement for notification to the FAA shall not trigger an airport compatibility review
of an individual project by the ALUC unless the general plan of the local agency in which the
project isto be located has not been deemed consistent with this Compatibility Plan.

ALUC Airspace Obstruction Criteriaz The ALUC criteria for determining the acceptability of a
project with respect to height shall be based upon: the standards set forth in Part 77, Subpart C;
TERPS, and applicable airport design standards published by the FAA. Additionally, the ALUC
shall, where an FAA aeronautical study of a proposed aobject has been required, take into account
the results of that study.

(@

(b)

(©)

Except as provided in Paragraphs (b) and (c) of this policy, no object, including a mobile
object such as a vehicle or temporary object such as construction crane, shall have a height
that would result in penetration of the airspace protection surfaces depicted for the Airport
on Exhibit I11-4. Any object that penetrates one of these surfaces is, by FAA definition,
deemed an obstruction.

Objects shall be limited in height consistent with airspace protection surfaces defined by
Part 77 and TERPS within portions of the airspace protection area (within the primary
surface and beneath the approach and transitional surfaces). Elsewhere within the airspace
protection area, no object shall be limited to a height of less than 35 feet above the ground
even if the object would constitute an obstruction (i.e., penetrate Part 77 or TERPS surfaces).

A proposed object having a height that exceeds the Airport’s airspace protection surfacesis
compatible with airspace protection only if al of the following apply:

(1) Astheresult of an aeronautical study, the FAA determines that the object would not be a
hazard to air navigation; and

(2) FAA or other expert analysis conducted under the auspices of the ALUC or the airport
operator concludes that, despite being an airspace obstruction (not necessarily a hazard),
the object would not cause any of the following:

e An increase in the ceiling or visibility minimums of the Airport for an
existing or planned instrument procedure (a planned procedure is one that is
formally on file with the FAA or that is consistent with the FAA-approved
ALP);

e A diminution of the established operational efficiency and capacity of the
Airport, such as by causing the usable length of the runway to be reduced; or

e Conflict with the visua flight rules (VFR) airspace used for the airport
traffic pattern or en route navigation to and from the Airport; and
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(3) Marking and lighting of the object will be installed as directed by the FAA aeronautical
study or the Division of Aeronautics and in a manner consistent with FAA standards in
effect at the time the construction is proposed (Advisory Circular 70/7460-1J,
Obstruction Marking and Lighting, or any later guidance).

(4) An avigation easement as described in Policy 2.11.5 of Chapter 2 is dedicated to the
agency owning the Airport.

(5) The project complieswith al policies of this Compatibility Plan.

355 Other Fight Hazards: Land uses that may cause visual, electronic, or wildlife hazards,

3.6

36.1

3.6.2

particularly bird strike hazards, to aircraft in flight or taking off or landing at the Airport shall be
allowed within the AIA only if the uses are consistent with FAA rules and regulations.

() Specific characteristicsto be avoided include:

(1) Sources of glare (such as from mirrored or other highly reflective buildings or building
features) or bright lights (including search lights and laser light displays);

(2) Distracting lights that could be mistaken for airport lights;
(3) Sources of dust, steam, or smoke that may impair pilot visibility;
(4) Sources of electrical interference with aircraft communications or navigation; and

(5) Any proposed use that creates an increased attraction for wildlife and that is inconsistent
with FAA rules and regulations including, but not limited to, FAA Order 5200.5A, Waste
Disposal Stes on or Near Airports, and Advisory Circular 150/5200-33, Hazardous
Wildlife Attractants On or Near Airports. Of particular concern are landfills and certain
recreational or agricultural uses that attract large flocks of birds which pose bird strike
hazardsto aircraft in flight.

(b) To resolve any uncertainties with regard to the significance of the above types of flight
hazards, local agencies should consult with FAA officials and airport operators.

OVERFLIGHT COMPATIBILITY POLICIES FOR GILLESPIE FIELD

Overflight Compatibility Criteriaz The overflight compatibility of proposed land uses within the
AlA of the Airport shall be evaluated in accordance with the policies set forth in this section
together with the overflight zones depicted on Exhibit 111-4 of this chapter. The policies apply
to all of the AIA (Review Area 1 and Review Area 2).

State Law Requirements Regarding Real Estate Transfer Disclosure: Effective January 1, 2004,
Cdlifornia statutes (Business and Professional Code section 11010 and Civil Code sections
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1102.6, 1103.4, and 1353) require that, as part of many residential rea estate transactions,
information be disclosed regarding whether the property is situated within an AlA.

(8 These state requirements apply to the sale or lease of newly subdivided lands and
condominium conversions and to the sale of certain existing residential property.

(b) The statutes define an airport influence area as “the area in which current or future airport-
related noise, overflight, safety, or airspace protection factors may significantly affect land
uses or necessitate restrictions on those uses as determined by an airport land use
commission.”

(1) The AlAfor the Airport isidentified on Exhibit I11-5.

(2) For the purposes of compliance with the state statutes, ALUC policy isthat the disclosure
requirements shall apply within the AIA (Review Area 1 and Review Area 2).

(c) Where disclosure is required, the state statutes dictate that the following statement shall be
provided:

NOTICE OF AIRPORT IN VICINITY: This property is presently located in the
vicinity of an airport, within what is known as an airport influence area. For that
reason, the property may be subject to some of the annoyances or inconveniences
associated with proximity to airport operations (for example: noise, vibration, or
odors). Individual sensitivities to those annoyances can vary from person to
person. You may wish to consider what airport annoyances, if any, are
associated with the property before you complete your purchase and determine
whether they are acceptable to you.

(d) For the purposes of this Compatibility Plan, the disclosure provisions of state law are
deemed mandatory for new development and shall continue in effect as ALUC policy even if
the state law is revised or rescinded. Also, ALUC policy requires that signs providing the
above natice be prominently posted in the real estate sales office and/or other key locations
at any new project within the AIA (Review Area 1l and Review Area 2).

(e) Although not required by state law, the recommendation of the ALUC is that the above
airport proximity disclosure should be provided as part of all real estate transactions
involving private property within the AIA (Review Area 1 and Review Area 2), especialy
any sale, lease, or rental of residential property. Furthermore, the ALUC recommends that
each local agency affected by this Compatibility Plan adopt a policy designating these areas
as the places where disclosure of airport proximity is required under state law or is otherwise
appropriate. Although strongly encouraged, adherence to this policy is not mandatory as it
appliesto existing land uses over which the ALUC does not have authority.
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3.6.3 Overflight Notification: In addition to the preceding real estate disclosure requirements, an
overflight notification document shall be recorded for any local agency approval of new
residential land use devel opment within the areaindicated on Exhibit I11-4.

(@ The overflight notification document shall disclose the following:

NOTICE OF AIRPORT IN VICINITY: This property is presently located in the
vicinity of an airport, within what is known as an airport influence area. For that
reason, the property may be subject to some of the annoyances or inconveniences
associated with proximity to airport operations (for example: noise, vibration, or
odors). Individual sensitivities to those annoyances can vary from person to
person. You may wish to consider what airport annoyances, if any, are
associated with the property before you complete your purchase and determine
whether they are acceptabl e to you.

(b) A separate overflight notification document is not necessary where an avigation easement is
required.

(c) Recordation of an overflight notification document is not required for nonresidential
devel opment.

(d) Nothing in this policy is intended to prevent alocal agency from adopting and implementing
an expanded form of overflight notification.

(e) Examples of overflight notification documents are provided in Appendix F.
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Background Data:
Gillespie Field
and Environs

4.1 AIRPORT OVERVIEW

4.1.1 Airport Location

The Airport is a general aviation reliever airport located in the eastern portion of the San Diego
metropolitan area. The Airport is primarily located within the City of EI Cajon, with a small portion also
in the City of Santee. The City of Santee is located north of the Airport, the City of San Diego is
west/southwest of the Airport, and the City of La Mesa is southwest of the Airport. Unincorporated areas
of San Diego County are located east and southeast of the Airport. Interstate 8, which is generally south
of the Airport, and State Routes 125 and 67 to the west and east, respectively, provide highway access to
the Airport.

4.1.2 Airport Facilities

The Airport encompasses approximately 757 acres and is owned and operated by the County of San
Diego, Department of Public Works. There are three runways at the Airport: two parallel runways (9L-
27R and 9R-27L) oriented in an east/west alignment and a crosswind runway (17-35) oriented in a
north/south alignment. Runway 9L-27R, the more northerly of the two parallel runways, is the longest
runway at the Airport at 5,341 feet, followed by the crosswind runway (17-35) at 4,147 feet. The shorter
parallel runway (9R-27L) is currently 2,737 feet long. Runways 9L-27R and 17-35 are lighted. Runway
17 is the only runway with a straight-in instrument approach procedure - the Runway 17 global
positioning satellite (GPS) approach procedure. Runway 27R is a nonprecision runway, and only has a
circle-to-land approach procedure due to high minimums; however, the localizer enables aircraft to make
straight-in approaches to Runway 27R.

Table 1'V-1 describes other major features of the Airport. Exhibit 1V-1 shows an aerial photograph of the
Airport and the surrounding community. Exhibits 1VV-2 and 1VV-3 present information regarding existing
and planned facilities at the Airport.
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Table IV-1

Airport Features Summary — Gillespie Field

General Information

Description

Airport Ownership County of San Diego, Department of Public Works
Year Opened as Public-Use Airport 1942
Property Size 757 acres (fee title); 8 acres (avigation easements); 2 acres (approach surfaces)
Airport Classification Reliever airport (general aviation)
Airport Elevation 387 feet MSL
Airport Planning Documents Description
Airport Master Plan None

Airport Layout Plan Narrative Report

Adopted by the County Board of Supervisors June 2006

Airport Layout Plan Drawing

Approved in December 2006 by the FAA

Building Area

Description

Aircraft Parking Location

Hangar, tie-down and apron areas located in northeast, southeast, and
southwest quadrants

Aircraft Parking Capacity
Hangar spaces 520 spaces (estimated)
Tie-downs 250 spaces (estimated)

Other Major Facilities

Terminal / Administration building

Fixed Base Operators: provide hangars, tie-downs, office space, fuel facilities,
wash racks and helicopter pads

County Sheriff Facility includes Office of Emergency Services building, ASTREA,
and California Department of Forestry Regional Fire Suppression helicopter base

San Diego Air & Space Museum's Gillespie Field Annex and Warbirds West Air
Museum

Services
Fuel 80, 100LL, and Jet A
24-hour service, fuel island or via truck
Other Avionics, charter flights, flight instruction, aircraft rental and sales
Planned Facility Improvements Description
Airfield Extend Runway 9R-27L 423 feet to the west
Install PAPI (3.0 degree slope) — Runway 27L and REIL - Runway 27R
Extend Taxiway C to the west
Building Area Expand transient ramp south of Taxiway D at west end of Runway 9L-27R

Construct helicopter parking area

Relocate / upgrade Airport Traffic Control Tower (ATCT)

Expand aircraft storage and parking areas

Construct general aviation terminal / airport administration building
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Table IV-1 Continued

Airport Features Summary — Gillespie Field

Planned Facility Improvements

Description

Property

Acquire avigation easements for runway protection zones for Runway 9L-27R

Land acquisition (fee simple) at each end of Runway 17-35 for future approach protection

The former site of the El Cajon Speedway is being redeveloped to accommodate aircraft

parking for the airport (approximately 72 acres).

Runway / Taxiway Design Runway 9L-27R Runway 9R-27L Runway 17-35
Airport Reference Code (ARC) B-ll B-I (small) B-ll
Critical Design Aircraft Falcon 50 Baron 58-P Falcon 50
Runway Dimensions 5,341 feet long, 2,737 feet long, 4,147 feet long,
100 feet wide 60 feet wide 100 feet wide
Runway 27R threshold Runway 17 threshold
displaced 706 feet displaced 450 feet
Runway 35 threshold
displaced 687 feet
Pavement Strength !
Single Wheel 56,000 pounds 30,000 pounds 58,000 pounds
Dual Wheel 94,000 pounds 53,000 pounds 106,000 pounds
Dual-Tandem Wheel 190,000 pounds 87,000 pounds 195,000 pounds
Average Gradient 0.53 % (rising to the east) 0.49% (rising to east) 0.45% (rising to south)
Runway Lighting MIRL None (closed dusk to MIRL
dawn)
Primary Taxiways Partial parallel (C) on north | Full-length parallel (D) on Full-length parallel on west
south; also connects to (A) and east (B)
Runway 9L-27R
Approach Protection Description

Runway Protection Zones (RPZ)

Runway 9L Greater portion on Airport (500" x 700" x 1,000)

Runways 17 and 27R Less than half on Airport property (500’ x 700’ x 1,000')

Runways 9R and 27L All on Airport property (250" x 450’ x 1,000')

Runway 35 One quarter on Airport property (500" x 700" x 1,000")
Approach Obstacles

Runway 9L Tree, 2,200 feet from threshold

Runway 27R Road, 530 feet from threshold

Runway 27L Sign, 1,700 feet from threshold

Runway 17- 35

Fences, 200 feet from thresholds
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Table IV-1 Continued
Airport Features Summary — Gillespie Field

Traffic Patterns and Approach Procedures Description
Airport Traffic Control Tower Open 7 a.m.to 9 p.m.
Airplane Traffic Patterns
Runway 27R 1,200 feet AGL right traffic (dawn to dusk)
1,000 feet AGL left traffic (dusk to dawn)
Runway 27L 800 feet AGL left traffic (dawn to dusk)
Runway 17-35 800 feet AGL left traffic (dawn to dusk)

1,000 feet AGL left traffic (dusk to dawn)

Instrument Approach Procedures
(lowest minimums)

Runway 17 (GPS) Straight-in: 1% statute mile visibility, 1,261 feet AGL MDA
Circling: 1¥a statute mile visibility, 1,252 feet AGL MDA

Localizer-D (269° Heading) Circling: 1v4 statute mile visibility, 2,313 feet AGL MDA
Visual Approach Aids

Airport Rotating beacon

Runways 17, 35, and 9L Visual Approach Slope Indicator (VASI)
Operational Restrictions / Noise Abatement Nighttime procedures — between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.
Procedures

Touch-and-go operations are discouraged.
Jet operations (takeoffs and landings) are discouraged.
Training operations are encouraged to use other airports.

Touch-and-go operations by fixed wing aircraft are encouraged to use Runway 27R when
able.

Runway 17 is the preferred departure runway (for noise abatement) when the airport traffic
control tower is closed, weather and traffic permitting.

Runway 27L Traffic Pattern -- Pilots are urged to make every attempt possible to reach
1200 feet above mean sea level (MSL) before turning to the crosswind leg along Highway
125. Once reaching 1200' MSL, pilots should reduce power. Pilots are strongly urged not
to turn to the downwind leg until reaching 1,200 feet MSL and reducing engine RPM. If,
due to equipment limitations, pilots are unable to comply, they are advised to consider
using an alternate runway.

Helicopter Traffic Pattern Procedures: The Pioneer Pattern, with a pattern altitude of 700
feet MSL, is the primary helicopter pattern. Pilots are advised to fly the downwind leg
along Wing Avenue and to turn to the base leg at the County Transient Ramp. The
Runway 27L Pattern, with a pattern altitude of 1200 feet MSL, is a secondary helicopter
pattern. Pilots are urged to make every attempt possible to turn to the crosswind leg
before Fletcher Hills and fly south along Cuyamaca Street. At the base leg, they are urged
to make every attempt possible to turn at Highway 67 when traffic permits.

Notes:

AGL = Above ground level; ASTREA= Aerial Support Team Regional Enforcement Agency; MDA = Minimum descent altitude; MIRL= Medium Intensity
Runway Lights; MSL = Mean sea level; PAPI = Precision approach path indicator; REIL = Runway end identifier lights; VFR= Visual Flight Rules

1 Main landing gear configuration

Source: Mead & Hunt, Inc., January 2008.
Prepared by:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc., October 2009.
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Airport Property Boundary

= = = « Municipal Boundary

2,000 ft.

Sources: Aerial Photo - AirPhoto USA, 2007; Municipal Boundaries - San Diego
Association of Governments (SANDAG), 2008.

Prepared by: Ricondo & Associates, Inc., October 2009.
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4.1.3 Existing Airport Activity

The Airport is under the control of an airport traffic control tower 14 hours a day (7:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m.).
The airport traffic control tower recorded 278,388 annual operations for calendar year 2006. Airport
personnel estimate that an additional 4,967 annual operations occur when the tower is closed. Thus, the
estimated activity level for 2006 is approximately 283,355 annual aircraft operations.

Based on airport traffic control tower records, the existing split between local and itinerant operations is
about 60 percent local and 40 percent itinerant. Local activity is defined as an arrival or departure
performed by an aircraft operating in the traffic pattern (including touch-and-go operations) or within the
Airport's airspace. Touch-and-go operations are considered two operations, an arrival and a departure.
An itinerant operation is defined as an operation where an aircraft is transitioning in and out of the
Airport’s airspace.

Nearly two-thirds of total annual operations at the Airport are performed by single-engine piston aircraft.
Helicopters account for approximately 25 percent of total annual operations at the Airport. Most
helicopter operations are flight training operations. According to Airport officials, business aircraft
(multi-engine and jet) comprise the smallest share of total operations at the Airport; however, business jet
activity has been steadily growing for several years.

4.1.4 Airport Activity Forecast

The April 2004 Gillespie Field Airport Layout Plan Update (ALP), Draft Final Narrative Report
(Narrative Report) contains the most recent FAA-approved airport activity forecast for the Airport. The
airport activity forecast presented in the ALP Narrative Report indicates that annual aircraft operations
will reach 294,250 by 2025. This forecast figure is based on a base year (2000) activity level of 188,000
annual operations. The activity forecast for 2025 represents a 57 percent increase over the base year level
of operations. Considering the approximate current number of operations at the Airport (283,355
estimated annual operations were performed in 2006), it is noted that the Airport is very close to
achieving the projected aircraft operations level for 2025. The ALP Narrative Report indicates that the
runway system is capable of accommodating approximately 355,000 annual operations at full capacity.
The airfield capacity figure would enable aircraft operations to increase by 25 percent during the 20+ year
compatibility planning period associated with this Compatibility Plan. Therefore, to be consistent with
assumptions in the ALP Narrative Report, for the purpose of this Compatibility Plan the annual capacity
figure of 355,000 operations is utilized.

Local operations are expected to continue to represent a significant, but diminishing, proportion of total
aircraft operations at the Airport within the 20-year planning horizon of this Compatibility Plan. Single-
engine aircraft and helicopters will continue to account for the largest share of aircraft operations.
Business and corporate aircraft operations, including charter operations, are anticipated to increase during
the 20-year planning horizon of this Compatibility Plan.
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4-12

State law requires that this Compatibility Plan be based on a long-range airport master plan or ALP, as
determined by the Division of Aeronautics, which reflects the anticipated growth of the Airport during at
least the next 20 years. The Division of Aeronautics approved the ALUC’s utilization of the ALP and
related activity forecasts for the preparation of this Compatibility Plan in its letter to the ALUC dated
June 19, 2008. Copies of both the ALUC letter requesting the approval of its assumptions and the
Divisions of Aeronautics response letter are provided in Appendix I.

4.1.5 Existing and Future Noise Exposure Contours

Table 1V-2 summarizes data regarding present and future aircraft activity at the Airport. Exhibit 1V-4
and Exhibit 1V-5 present existing (2006) and future (20+ year) noise exposure contours prepared for this
Compatibility Plan. These noise contour exhibits indicate that noise levels in the vicinity of the Airport
are expected to stay fairly constant, despite the projected increase in aircraft operations. The very small
increase in the future noise contours can be attributed to the anticipated transition of the business jet fleet
operating at the Airport. The loudest business jets are also among the oldest now in service. They are
projected to be phased out of the national fleet at an accelerating rate over the next several years and will
be replaced by substantially quieter new business jets. Because the replacement aircraft are so much
quieter than the older aircraft, the cumulative noise energy produced by a greater number of future
operations will remain roughly comparable to the cumulative noise levels for current conditions. The
noise contours reflect the operating and noise abatement procedures described in Table 1V-1.

4.2 AIRPORT ENVIRONS

The Airport is surrounded by urban development, including residential areas to the north, west, and east.
Areas south of the Airport are developed with a mixture of commercial and industrial land uses.

Portions of the cities of ElI Cajon, San Diego and Santee and unincorporated San Diego County are
located within Review Area 1 of the AIA. The General Plan for the City of El Cajon was adopted in 1991
and amended in February 1998. The City of San Diego adopted the City of San Diego General Plan on
March 10, 2008. The General Plan for the City of Santee was adopted in 2004. San Diego County
issued the San Diego County Draft General Plan in November 2008. Adoption of the General Plan by
the County is anticipated for Fall 2010.

Review Area 2 of the AlA includes the same jurisdictions as Review Area 1, as well as a small portion of
the City of La Mesa. The City of La Mesa’s General Plan was adopted in 1996 and is expected to be
updated in 2011.
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Table IV-2
Airport Activity Data — Gillespie Field

Based Aircraft Current (2006) * Future (2025) 23

Single-Engine 824 1,289

Multi-Engine 72 163

Jet 15 34

Helicopters 42 63

Others 6 22

Total 959 1571

Aircraft Operations Current (2006) Future (2025)

Annual total 283,3551 355,000 4

Average day total 776 973

Distribution by Aircraft Type !
Single-Engine 66.0% 61.0%
Multi-Engine 7.0% 8.0%
Jet 2.0% 6.0%
Helicopter 25.0% 25.0%

Local Operations ¢ [tinerant Operations

Distribution by Type of Operation Current (2006) 13 Future (2025) 2 Current (2006) 13 Future (2025) 2
Single-Engine 53.0% 57.0% 47.0% 43.0%
Multi-Engine 53.0% 53.0% 47.0% 47.0%
Jet 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Helicopter 80.0% 73.0% 20.0% 27.0%

Total 59.0% 57.0% 41.0% 43.0%
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Table IV-2 Continued

Airport Activity Data — Gillespie Field

Time of Day Distribution 12 Current (2006) Future (20+ years)
Single- and Multi-Engine
Day (7am to 7pm) 92.0% No change
Evening (7pm to 10pm) 7.0% No change
Night (10pm to 7am) 1.0% No change
Jet
Day (7am to 7pm) 79.0% No change
Evening (7pm to 10pm) 10.0% No change
Night (10pm to 7am) 11.0% No change
Helicopters
Day (7am to 7pm) 59.0% 69.0%
Evening (7pm to 10pm) 14.0% 15.0%
Night (10pm to 7am) 27.0% 16.0%
Touch-and-Go
Fixed-Wing
Day (7am to 7pm) 84.0% No change
Evening (7pm to 10pm) 15.0% No change
Night (10pm to 7am) 1.0% No change
Helicopters
Day (7am to 7pm) 85.0% No change
Evening (7pm to 10pm) 15.0% No change
Night (10pm to 7am) 0.0% No change
Runway Use Distribution 12 Existing (2006) Future (20+ years)
Departures/Arrivals — Day/Evening/Night
Single-Engine
Runway 9L 0.5% No change
Runway 27R 57.0% No change
Runway9R 0.5% No change
Runway 27L 36.0% No change
Runway 17 3.0% No change
Runway 35 3.0% No change
Multi-Engine
Runway 9L 1.0% No change
Runway 27R 96.0% No change
Runway9R 0.0% No change
Runway 27L 0.0% No change
Runway 17 3.0% No change
Runway 35 3.0% No change
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Table IV-2 Continued

Airport Activity Data — Gillespie Field

Time of Day Distribution 12 Current (2006) Future (20+ years)

Jet
Runway 9L 1.0% No change
Runway 27R 91.0% No change
Runway9R 0.0% No change
Runway 27L 0.0% No change
Runway 17 4.0% No change
Runway 35 4.0% No change

Helicopters
Runway 9L 0.0% No change
Runway 27R 0.0% No change
Runway9R 0.0% No change
Runway 27L 0.0% No change
Runway 17 50.0% No change
Runway 35 50.0% No change

Touch-and-Go

All fixed-wing aircraft
Runway 9L 0.0% No change
Runway 27R 30.0% No change
Runway9R 0.0% No change
Runway 27L 68.0% No change
Runway 17 1.0% No change
Runway 35 1.0% No change

Helicopters
Runway 9L 0.0% No change
Runway 27R 0.0% No change
Runway9R 0.0% No change
Runway 27L 30.0% No change
Runway 17 0.0% No change
Runway 35 0.0% No change
Helipads (Pioneer pattern) 70.0% No change

4-15

Gillespie Field Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan

January 25, 2010



CHAPTER 4 BACKGROUND DATA: GILLESPIE FIELD AND ENVIRONS

Table IV-2 Continued

Airport Activity Data — Gillespie Field

Flight Track Usage Departures Arrivals
Single- and Multi-Engine
Runway 9L 50% straight-out; 34% straight-in; 33% from
50% right tum to northwest; 33‘_% from east circle
southeast to left downwind
Runway 27R 12.5% straight-out; 20% from southeast; 20% from
25% left turn to south; | north to long final; 20% from
25% right turn to north | north to short final; 20% from
and northwest; 12.5% | west to right downwind; 20%
right turn to east; from southwest to left downwind
12.5% right turn to
south; 12.5% left turn
to east
Runway 9R 50% straight-out; 34% straight-in; 33% from
50% right tun to northwest; 33% from east circle
southeast to left downwind
Runway 27L 12.5% straight-out; 20% from southeast; 20% from
25% left turn to south; | north to long final; 20% from
25% right turn to north | north to short final; 20% from
and northwest; 12.5% | west to right downwind; 20%
right turn to east; from southwest to left downwind
12.5% right turn to
south; 12.5% left turn
to east
Runway 17 100% straight-out 100% straight-in
Runway 35 100% straight-out 50% straight-in;
50% from west to left downwind
Helicopters
Runway 17 100% straight-out 100% straight-in
Runway 35 100% straight-out 100% straight-in
Jets
Runway 9L 51% straight-out; 49% | 44% straight-in; 28% from
right turn to southeast | northwest; 28% from east circle
to left downwind
Runway 27R 8% straight-out; 6% 18% from southeast; 16% from
left turn to south; 26% | north long final; 24% from north
right turn to north and short final; 18% from west to
northwest; 21 % right right downwind; 24% from
turn to east; 28% right | southwest to left downwind
turn to south; 11% left
turn to east
Runway 17 100% straight-out 100% straight-in
Runway 35 100% straight-out 52% straight-in; 48% from west
to left downwind
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Table IV-2 Continued

Airport Activity Data — Gillespie Field

Flight Track Usage

Touch-and-Go

Notes:

Fixed-Wing
Runway 27L Daytime only, left-hand pattern
Runway 27R Daytime, right-hand pattern; nighttime, left-hand
pattern
Runway 17 50% left-hand pattern;
50% right-hand pattern
Runway 35 50% left-hand pattern;
50% right-hand pattern
Helicopters
Pioneer Pattern 70%
Runway 27L Pattern 30%

1 Source: County of San Diego, Department of Public Works, Airports (2006).

2 Source: Gillespie Field Airport Layout Plan Update Narrative Report (September 2005).

3 Represents 2025 high-growth forecast for based aircraft as provided in the ALP Narrative Report (September 2005).
4

5

Represents the existing airfield capacity figure as provided in the ALP Narrative Report (September 2005).
Mercy Air helicopters fly most expeditious route.

Source: Mead & Hunt, Inc., January 2008.
Prepared by:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc., October 2009.
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Additional information regarding Airport area land uses and land use plans is provided in Table 1V-3.
Exhibit 1V-6 and Exhibit V-7 depict existing and planned land uses in areas surrounding the Airport
based on information obtained from SANDAG. Exhibit 1V-8 shows the areas covered by community
plans in the Airport’s AIA. Exhibit 1V-9 presents planned land use information for the East Elliott
Community Plan (City of San Diego) northwest of the Airport. Exhibit 1\VV-10 presents planned land use
information for the Pepper Drive-Bostonia Community Plan (County of San Diego), which is located east
of the Airport. Exhibit 1V-11 shows planned land use for the Tierrasanta Community Plan (City of San
Diego) northwest of the Airport.

4.3 COMPATIBILITY FACTORS/LAYERS

The compatibility policy maps included in Chapter 3 were developed in accordance with guidance
provided in the Handbook and in consideration of local factors specific to the Airport. Additional
information regarding the assessment of the four compatibility factors/layers (noise, safety, airspace
protection, and overflight) is provided below.

4.3.1 Compatibility Data: Noise

Exhibit 1V-12 depicts compatibility data associated with noise resulting from Airport operations. The
mapped noise contours represent the forecast of 355,000 annual aircraft operations. Traffic pattern data
for fixed-wing aircraft and helicopters also are shown on the map to indicate the approximate areas
commonly overflown by fixed-wing aircraft and helicopters arriving at and departing from the Airport.

4.3.2 Compatibility Data: Safety

Exhibits 1V-13 and 1VV-14 depict compatibility data associated with the safety zones at the Airport. The
safety zones illustrated on the maps were developed based on guidance in the Handbook. Safety zones
translate aircraft accident distribution patterns into a set of distinct zones with regular geometric shapes
and sizes. For Runway 17-35, shown on Exhibit 1V-13, the safety zones were developed based on the
Handbook’s guidance for a medium general aviation runway with a length between 4,000 and 6,000 feet
and approach visibility minimums between % mile and 1 mile (see Figure 9-K, page 9-38 of the
Handbook). For Runway 9L-27R, shown on Exhibit 1V-14, the safety zones were developed based on
the Handbook’s guidance for a medium general aviation runway with a length between 4,000 and 6,000
feet and approach visibility minimums of % mile and 1 mile (see Figure 9-K, page 9-38 of the
Handbook). For Runway 9R-27L, the safety zones were developed based on the Handbook’s guidance
for a short general aviation runway of less than 4,000 feet and having only visual approach capabilities
(see Figure 9-K, page 9-38 of the Handbook).

4-23

Gillespie Field Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan
January 25, 2010



CHAPTER 4 BACKGROUND DATA: GILLESPIE FIELD AND ENVIRONS

THIS PAGE LEFT INTENTIONALLY BLANK

4-24

Gillespie Field Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan
January 25, 2010



CHAPTER 4 BACKGROUND DATA: GILLESPIE FIELD ENVIRONS

Table IV-3
Airport Environs Information — Gillespie Field

Airport Site Description

Location Southeastern San Diego County
Located in the City of El Cajon. A small portion north of Prospect Avenue
and a small corner near the end of Runway 17 are located in the City of
Santee
Surrounded by the City of EI Cajon and La Mesa to the south, City of Santee
to the north and west, County of San Diego to the east, and City of San
Diego to the west,

Nearby Terrain Level terrain in the immediate area

Rattlesnake Mountain 1 mile northeast

Nearby lakes include Santee Lakes 4 miles northwest and Lake Murray 4
miles southwest

Nearby high points include Cowles mountain 3 miles west and Mt. Helix
5 miles south

Existing Airport Area Land Uses

Description

General Character

Urban development surrounds the Airport

Runway Approaches
West (Runway 9) San Diego Trolley line (700 feet from runway end); Forrester Creek Flood
Channel; Cuyamaca Street
East (Runway 27) State Route 67 (300 feet from runway end); tree farm
North (Runway 17) Kenney Street (150 feet from runway end)
South (Runway 35) Bradley Avenue (400 feet from runway)

Planned Airport Area Land Uses

Description

San Diego County

East: Residential, Industrial and Commercial

City of El Cajon

South: Industrial and Public Institution

East: Residential and Industrial

West: Industrial, Open Space, Public Institution, and Residential

City of San Diego North: Open Space and Residential
South: Open Space and Residential
West: Open Space
City of La Mesa South: Residential
City of Santee North: Open space, Industrial, and Commercial

East: Residential and Public Lands

West: Residential

Local Agency General Plans

Description

City of Santee General Plan (2004)

Promote industrial uses north of the Airport (Land Use Element - pg. 5.1)

As recommended by the Gillespie Field Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan,
work to reduce future 65dB CNEL noise contour impact on residentially
zoned areas (Noise Element - pg. 1.9)
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Table IV-3 Continued

Airport Environs Information — Gillespie Field

Local Agency General Plans (continued)

Description

City of Santee General Plan (2004)

Require single family detached residences within 65-70dB CNEL contours to
ensure interior levels >45dB Lan (Noise Element — P 1.10)

Require disclosure to all future residential development in 65-70 dB CNEL
contours and recordation of avigation easements within those contours and
Runway Protection and Inner Approach/Departure zones (Noise Element —
pg 1.11 & 1.12)

Review proposed development within AIA to address airport safety and
noise hazards (Safety Element — pg. 7.1)

Discourage high-risk uses in Runway Protecton and Inner
Approach/Departure zones (Safety Element - pg. 7.2)

SDCRAA reviews all proposed projects within AIA identified in ALUCP
(Safety Element 8.6 #1)

CEQA requires use of ALUPH in evaluating noise and safety issues (Safety
Element 8.6 #5)

City of Santee Zoning Codes

Wireless telecommunications facilities must comply with regulations of FCC
and FAA (CH 17.34, Sect. 17.34.030B)

No specific reference to airport compatibility or the ALUC

San Diego County General Plan (2008)

Assure the noise compatibility of any development projects that may be
affected by noise from public or private airports and helipads during project
review by coordinating, as appropriate, with appropriate agencies such as
the San Diego County Regional Airport Authority (SDCRAA) and the Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA). (Noise Element — N-4.9)

Require land uses surrounding airports to be compatible with the operation
of each airport. (Safety Element — S-15.1)

Require operational plans for new public/private airports and heliports, as
well as future operational changes to existing airports, to be compatible with
existing and planned land uses that surround the airport facility. (Safety
Element - S-15.2)

Restrict potentially hazardous obstructions or other hazards to flight located
within airport approach and departure areas or known flight patterns and
discourage uses that may impact airport operations or do not meet Federal
or State aviation standards. (Safety Element — S-15.3)

Locate private airstrips and heliports outside of safety zones and flight paths
for existing airports and in a manner to avoid impacting public roadways and
facilities compatible with surrounding established and planned land uses.
(Safety Element — S-15.4)

San Diego County, Lakeside Community Plan (2000)

Plan covers land in Review Are 2. Low to medium-density residential
development proposed.

San Diego County, Pepper Drive/Bostonia Community Plan

Plan covers land in Review Area 1. Low density residential proposed east of
Runway 9L-27R.

San Diego County Zoning Codes

No specific reference to airport compatibility or the ALUC
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Table IV-3 Continued
Airport Environs Information — Gillespie Field

Local Agency General Plans (continued) Description

City of San Diego General Plan (2008) Review, amend community plans and General Plan Elements

East Elliott Community Plan, City of San Diego (2006) Open space and very low density residential designated in Review Area 2,

northwest of airport

Navajo Community Plan, City of San Diego (1982) Open space and single family residential designated in Review Area 2,
southwest of airport

Tierrasanta Community Plan, City of San Diego (1982,

amended 1989) Open space designated in Review Area 2, northwest of airport

City of El Cajon General Plan (1991; amended February | Prohibit commercial or other intrusion onto the Gillespie Field Industrial Area
1998) (Ch 2 pg. 4-2)

Require notice to all prospective purchasers of new dwelling units
constructed in noise impact areas (CH 2 pg. 8-3.5)

General Plan shall be reviewed for conformance with the CLUP (CH 2

Pg- 8-3.6)
City of El Cajon Zoning Codes No specific reference to airport compatibility or the ALUC

General Plan adopted 1996. No specific reference to airport compatibility or
City of La Mesa the ALUC

Notes:
CNEL = Community Noise Equivalent Level

Source: Mead & Hunt, Inc., 2008.
Prepared by:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc., January 2010.
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Noise contours — Harris, Miller, Miller & Hanson, April 2007 .

Prepared by: Ricondo & Associates, Inc., October 2009.
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As stated in the Handbook, the generic safety zones must be adjusted to reflect the runway configuration
and operational characteristics of a particular airport runway. Factors specifically considered in adjusting
the generic zones to apply to the Airport included:

« The future extension of Runway 9R-27L to the west.
« The proposed upgrades to instrumentation on Runways 27L and 27R.

« The overlap of safety zones for the three runways and various helipads. Portions of the safety zones for
each runway/helipad are eliminated at the points of overlap. In each case the most restrictive safety
zone (lowest number) prevails.

« The terrain in the vicinity of the Airport, specifically Rattlesnake Mountain northeast of the Airport.

« Airport traffic patterns including the circling approach procedure to Runway 27R and closed-pattern
flight training activity.

« The GPS instrument approach to Runway 17.

The specific adjustments that were made to the generic safety zones for Runway 17-35 are shown in
Exhibit 1V-13 and summarized below:

« Adjusted dimensions of Safety Zone 1 to match the dimensions of the runway protection zones and
object free areas for the runway.

« Widened Safety Zone 4 on the northwest side to accommodate the 15-degree offset in the GPS-based
instrument approach procedure.

« Reduced Safety Zone 3 on the northwest and northeast sides of the extended runway centerline due to
infrequency of pattern traffic.

« Shortened Safety Zones 2 and 4 based on the runway length, high minimums for the nonprecision
instrument approach from the north, and the relatively low level of aircraft operations.

The specific adjustments that were made to the generic safety zones for Runway 9L-27R are shown in
Exhibit 1V-14 and summarized below:

« Adjusted the dimensions of Safety Zone 1 to match the dimensions of the runway protection zones and
object free areas for the runway.

« Expanded Safety Zone 4 to the northeast to account for the fact that many small aircraft fly a close-in
base leg to avoid Rattlesnake Mountain and pass by high terrain at low altitudes.

« Added a 1,000-foot segment of Safety Zone 4 adjacent to the outer boundary of Safety Zone 3 on the
northwest side of the airport to account for the high volume of right turns by low-flying aircraft in
this area, indicated by the traffic pattern and altitude information on Exhibit 1V-14.

The specific adjustments that were made to the generic safety zones for Runway 9R-27L are shown in
Exhibit 1V-14 and summarized below:

« Adjusted the dimensions of Safety Zone 1 to match the dimensions of the runway protection zones and
object free areas for the runway.

« Eliminated Safety Zone 3 on the north side of the runway since the traffic pattern is only on the south
side of the runway.
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« Expanded Safety Zone 3 near the intersection with Runway 17-35 to encompass the existing helipads.

4.3.3 Compatibility Data: Airspace Protection

Exhibit 1V-15 depicts compatibility data associated with airspace protection. The Part 77 airspace
surfaces depict areas which should be kept free of obstructions. These areas should be protected for the
safe and efficient use of navigable airspace by aircraft.

4.3.4 Compatibility Data: Overflight

Exhibit 1V-16 depicts compatibility data associated with overflight. The traffic pattern aircraft altitude
information is shown here to indicate the areas which are subject to frequent low altitude overflights
where single-event noise impacts may be expected.
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AERONAUTICS LAW

PUBLIC UTILITIES CODE
Division 9—Aviation
Part 1—State Aeronautics Act
Chapter 4—Airports and Air Navigation Facilities
Article 3.5—Airport Land Use Commission

21670.  Creation; Membership; Selection

(@)

(b)

The Legislature hereby finds and declares that:

(1) Itisin the public interest to provide for the orderly development of each public use airport in this
state and the area surrounding these airports so as to promote the overall goals and objectives of
the California airport noise standards adopted pursuant to Section 21669 and to prevent the
creation of new noise and safety problems.

(2) It is the purpose of this article to protect public health, safety, and welfare by ensuring the
orderly expansion of airports and the adoption of land use measures that minimize the public’s
exposure to excessive noise and safety hazards within areas around public airports to the extent
that these areas are not already devoted to incompatible uses.

In order to achieve the purposes of this article, every county in which there is located an airport
which is served by a scheduled airline shall establish an airport land use commission. Every county,
in which there is located an airport which is not served by a scheduled airline, but is operated for the
benefit of the general public, shall establish an airport land use commission, except that the board of
supervisors for the county may, after consultation with the appropriate airport operators and affected
local entities and after a public hearing, adopt a resolution finding that there are no noise, public
safety, or land use issues affecting any airport in the county which require the creation of a
commission and declaring the county exempt from that requirement. The board shall, in this event,
transmit a copy of the resolution to the Director of Transportation. For purposes of this section,
“commission” means an airport land use commission. Each commission shall consist of seven
members to be selected as follows:

(1) Two representing the cities in the county, appointed by a city selection committee comprised of
the mayors of all the cities within that county, except that if there are any cities contiguous or
adjacent to the qualifying airport, at least one representative shall be appointed therefrom. If
there are no cities within a county, the number of representatives provided for by paragraphs (2)
and (3) shall each be increased by one.

(2) Two representing the county, appointed by the board of supervisors.

(3) Two having expertise in aviation, appointed by a selection committee comprised of the managers
of all the public airports within that county.

(4) One representing the general public, appointed by the other six members of the commission.
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(©)

(d)

(€)

(f)

Public officers, whether elected or appointed, may be appointed and serve as members of the
commission during their terms of public office.

Each member shall promptly appoint a single proxy to represent him or her in commission affairs
and to vote on all matters when the member is not in attendance. The proxy shall be designated in a
signed written instrument which shall be kept on file at the commission offices, and the proxy shall
serve at the pleasure of the appointing member. A vacancy in the office of proxy shall be filled
promptly by appointment of a new proxy.

A person having an “expertise in aviation” means a person who, by way of education, training,
business, experience, vocation, or avocation has acquired and possesses particular knowledge of, and
familiarity with, the function, operation, and role of airports, or is an elected official of a local
agency which owns or operates an airport.

It is the intent of the Legislature to clarify that, for the purposes of this article, special districts,
school districts and community college districts are included among the local agencies that are
subject to airport land use laws and other requirements of this article.

21670.1. Action by Designated Body Instead of Commission

(a)

(b)

Notwithstanding any other provision of this article, if the board of supervisors and the city selection
committee of mayors in the county each makes a determination by a majority vote that proper land
use planning can be accomplished through the actions of an appropriately designated body, then the
body so designated shall assume the planning responsibilities of an airport land use commission as
provided for in this article, and a commission need not be formed in that county.

A body designated pursuant to subdivision (a) that does not include among its membership at least
two members having expertise in aviation, as defined in subdivision (e) of Section 21670, shall,
when acting in the capacity of an airport land use commission, be augmented so that the body, as
augmented, will have at least two members having that expertise. The commission shall be
constituted pursuant to this section on and after March 1, 1988.

(c) (1) Notwithstanding subdivisions (a) and (b), and subdivision (b) of Section 21670, if the board of

A4

supervisors of a county and each affected city in that county each makes a determination that
proper land use planning pursuant to this article can be accomplished pursuant to this
subdivision, then a commission need not be formed in that county.

(2) If the board of supervisors of a county and each affected city makes a determination that proper

land use planning may be accomplished and a commission is not formed pursuant to
paragraph (1) that county and the appropriate affected cities having jurisdiction over an airport,
subject to the review and approval by the Division of Aeronautics of the department, shall do all
of the following:

(A) Adopt processes for the preparation, adoption, and amendment of the airport land use
compatibility plan for each airport that is served by a scheduled airline or operated for the
benefit of the general public.
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(B) Adopt processes for the notification of the general public, landowners, interested groups,
and other public agencies regarding the preparation, adoption, and amendment of the airport
land use compatibility plans.

(C) Adopt processes for the mediation of disputes arising from the preparation, adoption, and
amendment of the airport land use compatibility plans.

(D) Adopt processes for the amendment of general and specific plans to be consistent with the
airport land use compatibility plans.

(E) Designate the agency that shall be responsible for the preparation, adoption, and
amendment of each airport land use compatibility plan.

(3) The Division of Aeronautics of the department shall review the processes adopted pursuant to
paragraph (2), and shall approve the processes if the division determines that the processes are
consistent with the procedure required by this article and will do all of the following:

(A) Result in the preparation, adoption, and implementation of plans within a reasonable
amount of time.

(B) Rely on the height, use, noise, safety, and density criteria that are compatible with airport
operations, as established by this article, and referred to as the Airport Land Use Planning
Handbook, published by the division, and any applicable federal aviation regulations,
including, but not limited to, Part 77 (commencing with Section 77.1) of Title 14 of the
Code of Federal Regulations.

(C) Provide adequate opportunities for notice to, review of, and comment by the general public,
landowners, interested groups, and other public agencies.

(4) If the county does not comply with the requirements of paragraph (2) within 120 days, then the
airport land use compatibility plan and amendments shall not be considered adopted pursuant to
this article and a commission shall be established within 90 days of the determination of
noncompliance by the division and an airport land use compatibility plan shall be adopted
pursuant to this article within 90 days of the establishment of the commission.

(d) A commission need not be formed in a county that has contracted for the preparation of airport land
use compatibility plans with the Division of Aeronautics under the California Aid to Airport
Program (Chapter 4 (commencing with Section 4050) of Title 21 of the California Code of
Regulations), Project Ker-VAR 90-1, and that submits all of the following information to the
Division of Aeronautics for review and comment that the county and the cities affected by the
airports within the county, as defined by the airport land use compatibility plans:

(1) Agree to adopt and implement the airport land use compatibility plans that have been developed
under contract.

(2) Incorporated the height, use, noise, safety, and density criteria that are compatible with airport
operations as established by this article, and referred to as the Airport Land Use Planning
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Handbook, published by the division, and any applicable federal aviation regulations, including,
but not limited to, Part 77 (commencing with Section 77.1) of Title 14 of the Code of Federal
Regulations as part of the general and specific plans for the county and for each affected city.
(3) If the county does not comply with this subdivision on or before May 1, 1995, then a
commission shall be established in accordance with this article.
(e) (1) A commission need not be formed in a county if all of the following conditions are met:

(A) The county has only one public use airport that is owned by a city.

(B) (i) The county and the affected city adopt the elements in paragraph (2) of subdivision (d),
as part of their general and specific plans for the county and the affected city.

(if) The general and specific plans shall be submitted, upon adoption, to the Division of
Aeronautics. If the county and the affected city do not submit the elements specified in
paragraph (2) of subdivision (d), on or before May 1, 1996, then a commission shall be
established in accordance with this article.

21670.2. Application to Counties Having over 4 Million in Population

(a)

(b)

(©)

Sections 21670 and 21670.1 do not apply to the County of Los Angeles. In that county, the county
regional planning commission has the responsibility for coordinating the airport planning of public
agencies within the county. In instances where impasses result relative to this planning, an appeal
may be made to the county regional planning commission by any public agency involved. The
action taken by the county regional planning commission on such an appeal may be overruled by a
four-fifths vote of the governing body of a public agency whose planning led to the appeal.

By January 1, 1992, the county regional planning commission shall adopt the airport land use
compatibility plans required pursuant to Section 21675.

Sections 21675.1, 21675.2, and 21679.5 do not apply to the County of Los Angeles until January 1,
1992. If the airport land use compatibility plans required pursuant to Section 21675 are not adopted
by the county regional planning commission by January 1, 1992, Sections 21675.1 and 21675.2 shall
apply to the County of Los Angeles until the airport land use compatibility plans are adopted.

21670.3 San Diego County

(a)

(b)

A-6

Sections 21670 and 21670.1 do not apply to the County of San Diego. In that county, the San Diego
County Regional Airport Authority, as established pursuant to Section 170002, shall be responsible
for the preparation, adoption, and amendment of an airport land use compatibility plan for each
airport in San Diego County.

The San Diego County Regional Airport Authority shall engage in a public collaborative planning
process when preparing and updating an airport land use compatibility plan.
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21670.4. Intercounty Airports

(@) As used in this section, “intercounty airport” means any airport bisected by a county line through its
runways, runway protection zones, inner safety zones, inner turning zones, outer safety zones, or
sideline safety zones, as defined by the department’s Airport Land Use Planning Handbook and
referenced in the airport land use compatibility plan formulated under Section 21675.

(b) It is the purpose of this section to provide the opportunity to establish a separate airport land use
commission so that an intercounty airport may be served by a single airport land use planning
agency, rather than having to look separately to the airport land use commissions of the affected
counties.

(c) In addition to the airport land use commissions created under Section 21670 or the alternatives
established under Section 21670.1, for their respective counties, the boards of supervisors and city
selection committees for the affected counties, by independent majority vote of each county’s two
delegations, for any intercounty airport, may do either of the following:

(1) Establish a single separate airport land use commission for that airport. That commission shall
consist of seven members to be selected as follows:

(A) One representing the cities in each of the counties, appointed by that county’s city selection
committee.

(B) One representing each of the counties, appointed by the board of supervisors of each
county.

(C) One from each county having expertise in aviation, appointed by a selection committee
comprised of the managers of all the public airports within that county.

(D) One representing the general public, appointed by the other six members of the commission.

(2) In accordance with subdivision (a) or (b) of Section 21670.1, designate an existing appropriate
entity as that airport’s land use commission.

21671.  Airports Owned by a City, District, or County

In any county where there is an airport operated for the general public which is owned by a city or district
in another county or by another county, one of the representatives provided by paragraph (1) of
subdivision (b) of Section 21670 shall be appointed by the city selection committee of mayors of the
cities of the county in which the owner of that airport is located, and one of the representatives provided
by paragraph (2) subdivision (b) of Section 21670 shall be appointed by the board of supervisors of the
county in which the owner of that airport is located.

21671.5. Term of Office

(a) Except for the terms of office of the members of the first commission, the term of office of each
member shall be four years and until the appointment and qualification of his or her successor. The
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(b)
(©)

(d)

(€)

(f)

(9)

members of the first commission shall classify themselves by lot so that the term of office of one
member is one year, of two members is two years, of two members is three years, and of two
members if four years. The body that originally appointed a member whose term has expired shall
appoint his or her successor for a full term of four years. Any member may be removed at any time
and without cause by the body appointing that member. The expiration date of the term of office of
each member shall be the first Monday in May in the year in which that member’s term is to expire.
Any vacancy in the membership of the commission shall be filled for the unexpired term by
appointment by the body which originally appointed the member whose office has become vacant.
The chairperson of the commission shall be selected by the members thereof.

Compensation, if any, shall be determined by the board of supervisors.

Staff assistance, including the mailing of notices and the keeping of minutes, and necessary quarters,
equipment, and supplies shall be provided by the county. The usual and necessary expenses of the
commission shall be a county charge.

Notwithstanding any other provisions of this article, the commission shall not employ any personnel
either as employees or independent contractors without the prior approval of the board of
supervisors.

The commission shall meet at the call of the commission chairperson or at the request of the majority
of the commission members. A majority of the commission members shall constitute a quorum for
the transaction of business. No action shall be taken by the commission except by the recorded vote
of a majority of the full membership.

The commission may establish a schedule of fees necessary to comply with this article. Those fees
shall be charged to the proponents of actions, regulations, or permits, shall not exceed the estimated
reasonable cost of providing the service, and shall be imposed pursuant to Section 66016 of the
Government Code. Except as provided in subdivision (g), after June 30, 1991, a commission which
has not adopted the airport land use compatibility plan required by Section 21675 shall not charge
fees pursuant to this subdivision until the commission adopts the plan.

In any county which has undertaken by contract or otherwise completed land use plans for at least
one-half of all public use airports in the county, the commission may continue to charge fees
necessary to comply with this article until June 30, 1992, and, if the land use plans are complete by
that date, may continue charging fees after June 30, 1992. If the airport land use compatibility plans
are not complete by June 30, 1992, the commission shall not charge fees pursuant to subdivision (f)
until the commission adopts the land use plans.

21672.  Rules and Regulations

Each commission shall adopt rules and regulations with respect to the temporary disqualification of its
members from participating in the review or adoption of a proposal because of conflict of interest and
with respect to appointment of substitute members in such cases.
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21673. Initiation of Proceedings for Creation by Owner of Airport

In any county not having a commission or a body designated to carry out the responsibilities of a
commission, any owner of a public airport may initiate proceedings for the creation of a commission by
presenting a request to the board of supervisors that a commission be created and showing the need
therefore to the satisfaction of the board of supervisors.

21674. Powers and Duties

The commission has the following powers and duties, subject to the limitations upon its jurisdiction set
forth in Section 21676:

(a) To assist local agencies in ensuring compatible land uses in the vicinity of all new airports and in the
vicinity of existing airports to the extent that the land in the vicinity of those airports is not already
devoted to incompatible uses.

(b) To coordinate planning at the state, regional, and local levels so as to provide for the orderly
development of air transportation, while at the same time protecting the public health, safety, and
welfare.

(c) To prepare and adopt an airport land use compatibility plan pursuant to Section 21675.

(d) To review the plans, regulations, and other actions of local agencies and airport operators pursuant to
Section 21676.

(e) The powers of the commission shall in no way be construed to give the commission jurisdiction over
the operation of any airport.

() In order to carry out its responsibilities, the commission may adopt rules and regulations consistent
with this article.

21674.5. Training of Airport Land Use Commission’s Staff

(@ The Department of Transportation shall develop and implement a program or programs to assist in
the training and development of the staff of airport land use commissions, after consulting with
airport land use commissions, cities, counties, and other appropriate public entities.

(b) The training and development program or programs are intended to assist the staff of airport land use
commissions in addressing high priority needs, and may include, but need not be limited to, the
following:

(1) The establishment of a process for the development and adoption of airport land use
compatibility plans.

(2) The development of criteria for determining the airport influence area.
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(3) The identification of essential elements which should be included in the airport land use
compatibility plans.

(4) Appropriate criteria and procedures for reviewing proposed developments and determining
whether proposed developments are compatible with the airport use.

(5) Any other organizational, operational, procedural, or technical responsibilities and functions that
the department determines to be appropriate to provide the commission staff and for which it
determines there is a need for staff training and development.

The department may provide training and development programs for airport land commission staff
pursuant to this section by any means it deems appropriate. Those programs may be presented in any
of the following ways:

(1) By offering formal courses or training programs.

(2) By sponsoring or assisting in the organization and sponsorship of conferences, seminars, or other
similar events.

(3) By producing and making available written information.

(4) Any other feasible method of providing information and assisting in the training and
development of airport land use commission staff.

21674.7. Airport Land Use Planning Handbook

(a)

(b)

A-10

An airport land use commission that formulates, adopts or amends an airport land use compatibility
plan shall be guided by information prepared and updated pursuant to Section 21674.5 and referred
to as the Airport Land Use Planning Handbook published by the Division of Aeronautics of the
Department of Transportation.

It is the intent of the Legislature to discourage incompatible land uses near existing airports.
Therefore, prior to granting permits for the renovation or remodeling of an existing building,
structure, or facility, and before the construction of a new building, it is the intent of the Legislature
that local agencies shall be guided by the height, use, noise, safety, and density criteria that are
compatible with airport operations, as established by this article, and referred to as the Airport Land
Use Planning Handbook, published by the division, and any applicable federal aviation regulations,
including, but not limited to, Part 77 (commencing with Section 77.1) of Title 14 of the Code of
Federal Regulations, to the extent that the criteria has been incorporated into the plan prepared by a
commission pursuant to Section 21675. This subdivision does not limit the jurisdiction of a
commission as established by this article. This subdivision does not limit the authority of local
agencies to overrule commission actions or recommendations pursuant to Sections 21676, 21676.5,
or 21677.
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21675. Land Use Plan

(a)

(b)

(©)

(d)

(€)

Each commission shall formulate an airport land use compatibility plan that will provide for the
orderly growth of each public airport and the area surrounding the airport within the jurisdiction of
the commission, and will safeguard the general welfare of the inhabitants within the vicinity of the
airport and the public in general. The commission airport land use compatibility plan shall include
and shall be based on a long-range master plan or an airport layout plan, as determined by the
Division of Aeronautics of the Department of Transportation, which reflects the anticipated growth
of the airport during at least the next 20 years. In formulating an airport land use compatibility plan,
the commission may develop height restrictions on buildings, specify use of land, and determine
building standards, including soundproofing adjacent to airports, within the planning area. The
airport land use compatibility plan shall be reviewed as often as necessary in order to accomplish its
purposes, but shall not be amended more than once in any calendar year.

The commission shall include, within its airport land use compatibility plan formulated pursuant to
subdivision (a), the area within the jurisdiction of the commission surrounding any military airport
for all the purpose specified in subdivision (). The airport land use compatibility plan shall be
consistent with the safety and noise standards in the Air Installation Compatible Use Zone prepared
for that military airport. This subdivision does not give the commission any jurisdiction or authority
over the territory or operations of any military airport.

The airport influence area boundaries shall be established by the commission after hearing and
consultation with the involved agencies.

The commission shall submit to the Division of Aeronautics of the department one copy of the plan
and each amendment to the plan.

If an airport land use compatibility plan does not include the matters required to be included pursuant
to this article, the Division of Aeronautics of the department shall notify the commission responsible
for the plan.

21675.1. Adoption of Land Use Plan

(a)

(b)

By June 30, 1991, each commission shall adopt the airport land use compatibility plan required
pursuant to Section 21675, except that any county that has undertaken by contract or otherwise
completed airport land use compatibility plans for at least one-half of all public use airports in the
county shall adopt the airport land use compatibility plan on or before June 30, 1992.

Until a commission adopts an airport land use compatibility plan, a city or county shall first submit
all actions, regulations, and permits within the vicinity of a public airport to the commission for
review and approval. Before the commission approves or disapproves any actions, regulations, or
permits, the commission shall give public notice in the same manner as the city or county is required
to give for those actions, regulations, or permits. As used in this section, “vicinity” means land that
will be included or reasonably could be included within the airport land use compatibility plan. If
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(d)

(€)

(f)

(9)

the commission has not designated an airport influence area, then “vicinity” means land within two
miles of the boundary of a public airport.

The commission may approve an action, regulation, or permit if it finds, based on substantial
evidence in the record, all of the following:

(1) The commission is making substantial progress toward the completion of the airport land use
compatibility plan.

(2) There is a reasonable probability that the action, regulation, or permit will be consistent with the
airport land use compatibility plan being prepared by the commission.

(3) There is little or no probability of substantial detriment to or interference with the future adopted
airport land use compatibility plan if the action, regulation, or permit is ultimately inconsistent
with the airport land use compatibility plan.

If the commission disapproves an action, regulation, or permit, the commission shall notify the city
or county. The city or county may overrule the commission, by a two-thirds vote of its governing
body, if it makes specific findings that the proposed action, regulation, or permit is consistent with
the purposes of this article, as stated in Section 21670.

If a city or county overrules the commission pursuant to subdivision (d), that action shall not relieve
the city or county from further compliance with this article after the commission adopts the airport
land use compatibility plan.

If a city or county overrules the commission pursuant to subdivision (d) with respect to a publicly
owned airport that the city or county does not operate, the operator of the airport is not liable for
damages to property or personal injury from the city’s or county’s decision to proceed with the
action, regulation, or permit.

A commission may adopt rules and regulations that exempt any ministerial permit for single-family
dwellings from the requirements of subdivision (b) if it makes the findings required pursuant to
subdivision (c) for the proposed rules and regulations, except that the rules and regulations may not
exempt either of the following:

(1) More than two single-family dwellings by the same applicant within a subdivision prior to
June 30, 1991.

(2) Single-family dwellings in a subdivision where 25 percent or more of the parcels are
undeveloped.

21675.2. Approval or Disapproval of Actions, Regulations, or Permits

(a)

A-12

If a commission fails to act to approve or disapprove any actions, regulations, or permits within
60 days of receiving the request pursuant to Section 21675.1, the applicant or his or her
representative may file an action pursuant to Section 1094.5 of the Code of Civil Procedure to
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(b)

(©)

(d)

compel the commission to act, and the court shall give the proceedings preference over all other
actions or proceedings, except previously filed pending matters of the same character.

The action, regulation, or permit shall be deemed approved only if the public notice required by this
subdivision has occurred. If the applicant has provided seven days advance notice to the commission
of the intent to provide public notice pursuant to this subdivision, then, not earlier than the date of
the expiration the time limit established by Section 21675.1, an applicant may provide the required
public notice. If the applicant chooses to provide public notice, that notice shall include a
description of the proposed action, regulation, or permit substantially similar to the descriptions
which are commonly used in public notices by the commission, the name and address of the
commission, and a statement that the action, regulation, or permit shall be deemed approved if the
commission has not acted within 60 days. If the applicant has provided the public notice specified in
this subdivision, the time limit for action by the commission shall be extended to 60 days after the
public notice is provided. If the applicant provides notice pursuant to this section, the commission
shall refund to the applicant any fees which were collected for providing notice and which were not
used for that purpose.

Failure of an applicant to submit complete or adequate information pursuant to Sections 65943 to
65946, inclusive, of the Government Code, may constitute grounds for disapproval of actions,
regulations, or permits.

Nothing in this section diminishes the commission’s legal responsibility to provide, where
applicable, public notice and hearing before acting on an action, regulation, or permit.

21676. Review of Local General Plans

(a)

Each local agency whose general plan includes areas covered by an airport land use compatibility
plan shall, by July 1, 1983, submit a copy of its plan or specific plans to the airport land use
commission. The commission shall determine by August 31, 1983, whether the plan or plans are
consistent or inconsistent with the airport land use compatibility plan. If the plan or plans are
inconsistent with the airport land use compatibility plan, the local agency shall be notified and that
local agency shall have another hearing to reconsider its airport land use compatibility plans. The
local agency may propose to overrule the commission after the hearing by a two-thirds vote of its
governing body if it makes specific findings that the proposed action is consistent with the purposes
of this article stated in Section 21670. At least 45 days prior to the decision to overrule the
commission, the local agency governing body shall provide the commission and the division a copy
of the proposed decision and findings. The commission and the division may provide comments to
the local agency governing body within 30 days of receiving the proposed decision and findings. If
the commission or the division’s comments are not available within this time limit, the local agency
governing body may act without them. The comments by the division or the commission are
advisory to the local agency governing body. The local agency governing body shall include
comments from the commission and the division in the final record of any final decision to overrule
the commission, which may only be adopted by a two-thirds vote of the governing body.
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(b)

(©)

(d)

Prior to the amendment of a general plan or specific plan, or the adoption or approval of a zoning
ordinance or building regulation within the planning boundary established by the airport land use
commission pursuant to Section 21675, the local agency shall first refer the proposed action to the
commission. If the commission determines that the proposed action is inconsistent with the
commission’s plan, the referring agency shall be notified. The local agency may, after a public
hearing, propose to overrule the commission by a two-thirds vote of its governing body if it makes
specific findings that the proposed action is consistent with the purposes of this article stated in
Section 21670. At least 45 days prior to the decision to overrule the commission, the local agency
governing body shall provide the commission and the division a copy of the proposed decision and
findings. The commission and the division may provide comments to the local agency governing
body within 30 days of receiving the proposed decision and findings. If the commission or the
division’s comments are not available within this time limit, the local agency governing body may
act without them. The comments by the division or the commission are advisory to the local agency
governing body. The local agency governing body shall include comments from the commission
and the division in the final record of any final decision to overrule the commission, which may only
be adopted by a two-thirds vote of the governing body.

Each public agency owning any airport within the boundaries of an airport land use compatibility
plan shall, prior to modification of its airport master plan, refer any proposed change to the airport
land use commission. If the commission determines that the proposed action is inconsistent with the
commission’s plan, the referring agency shall be notified. The public agency may, after a public
hearing, propose to overrule the commission by a two-thirds vote of its governing body if it makes
specific findings that the proposed action is consistent with the purposes of this article stated in
Section 21670. At least 45 days prior to the decision to overrule the commission, the local agency
governing body shall provide the commission and the division a copy of the proposed decision and
findings. The commission and the division may provide comments to the local agency governing
body within 30 days of receiving the proposed decision and findings. If the commission or the
division’s comments are not available within this time limit, the local agency governing body may
act without them. The comments by the division or the commission are advisory to the local agency
governing body. The local agency governing body shall include comments from the commission
and the division in the final record of any final decision to overrule the commission, which may only
be adopted by a two-thirds vote of the governing body.

Each commission determination pursuant to subdivision (b) or (c) shall be made within 60 days from
the date of referral of the proposed action. If a commission fails to make the determination within
that period, the proposed action shall be deemed consistent with the airport land use compatibility
plan.

21676.5. Review of Local Plans

(@)
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If the commission finds that a local agency has not revised its general plan or specific plan or
overruled the commission by a two-thirds vote of its governing body after making specific findings
that the proposed action is consistent with the purposes of this article as stated in Section 21670, the
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commission may require that the local agency submit all subsequent actions, regulations, and permits
to the commission for review until its general plan or specific plan is revised or the specific findings
are made. If, in the determination of the commission, an action, regulation, or permit of the local
agency is inconsistent with the airport land use compatibility plan, the local agency shall be notified
and that local agency shall hold a hearing to reconsider its plan. The local agency may propose to
overrule the commission after the hearing by a two-thirds vote of its governing body if it makes
specific findings that the proposed action is consistent with the purposes of this article as stated in
Section 21670. At least 45 days prior to the decision to overrule the commission, the local agency
governing body shall provide the commission and the division a copy of the proposed decision and
findings. The commission and the division may provide comments to the local agency governing
body within 30 days of receiving the proposed decision and findings. If the commission or the
division’s comments are not available within this time limit, the local agency governing body may
act without them. The comments by the division or the commission are advisory to the local agency
governing body. The local agency governing body shall include comments from the commission and
the division in the final record of any final decision to overrule the commission, which may only be
adopted by a two-thirds vote of the governing body.

(b) Whenever the local agency has revised its general plan or specific plan or has overruled the
commission pursuant to subdivision (a), the proposed action of the local agency shall not be subject
to further commission review, unless the commission and the local agency agree that individual
projects shall be reviewed by the commission.

21677.  Marin County Override Provisions

Notwithstanding the two-thirds vote required by Section 21676, any public agency in the County of
Marin may overrule the Marin County Airport Land Use Commission by a majority vote of its governing
body. At least 45 days prior to the decision to overrule the commission, the public agency governing
body shall provide the commission and the division a copy of the proposed decision and findings. The
commission and the division may provide comments to the public agency governing body within 30 days
of receiving the proposed decision and findings. If the commission or the division’s comments are not
available within this time limit, the public agency governing body may act without them. The comments
by the division or the commission are advisory to the public governing body. The public agency
governing body shall include comments from the commission and the division in the public record of the
final decision to overrule the commission, which may be adopted by a majority vote of the governing
body.

21678.  Airport Owner’s Immunity

With respect to a publicly owned airport that a public agency does not operate, if the public agency
pursuant to Section 21676 or 21676.5 or 21677 overrules a commission’s action or recommendation, the
operator of the airport shall be immune from liability for damages to property or personal injury caused

A-15

Gillespie Field Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan
January 25, 2010



APPENDIX A STATE LAWS RELATED TO AIRPORT LAND USE PLANNING

by or resulting directly or indirectly from the public agency’s decision to overrule the commission’s
action or recommendation.

21679. Court Review

(@)

(b)

(©)

(d)

(€)

()
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In any county in which there is no airport land use commission or other body designated to assume
the responsibilities of an airport land use commission, or in which the commission or other
designated body has not adopted an airport land use compatibility plan, an interested party may
initiate proceedings in a court of competent jurisdiction to postpone the effective date of a zoning
change, a zoning variance, the issuance of a permit, or the adoption of a regulation by a local agency,
that directly affects the use of land within one mile of the boundary of a public airport within the
county.

The court may issue an injunction which postpones the effective date of the zoning change, zoning
variance, permit, or regulation until the governing body of the local agency which took the action
does one of the following:

(1) In the case of an action that is a legislative act, adopts a resolution declaring that the proposed

action is consistent with the purposes of this article stated in Section 21670.

(2) Inthe case of an action that is not a legislative act, adopts a resolution making findings based on

substantial evidence in the record that the proposed action is consistent with the purposes of this
article stated in Section 21670.

(3) Rescinds the action.

(4) Amends its action to make it consistent with the purposes of this article stated in Section 21670,

and complies with either paragraph (1) or (2) of this subdivision, whichever is applicable.

The court shall not issue an injunction pursuant to subdivision (b) if the local agency which took the
action demonstrates that the general plan and any applicable specific plan of the agency
accomplishes the purposes of an airport land use compatibility plan as provided in Section 21675.

An action brought pursuant to subdivision (a) shall be commenced within 30 days of the decision or
within the appropriate time periods set by Section 21167 of the Public Resources Code, whichever is
longer.

If the governing body of the local agency adopts a resolution pursuant to subdivision (b) with respect
to a publicly owned airport that the local agency does not operate, the operator of the airport shall be
immune from liability for damages to property or personal injury from the local agency’s decision to
proceed with the zoning change, zoning variance, permit, or regulation.

As used in this section, “interested party” means any owner of land within two miles of the boundary
of the airport or any organization with a demonstrated interest in airport safety and efficiency.
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21679.5. Deferral of Court Review

(a)

(b)

(©)

(d)

Until June 30, 1991, no action pursuant to Section 21679 to postpone the effective date of a zoning
change, a zoning variance, the issuance of a permit, or the adoption of a regulation by a local agency,
directly affecting the use of land within one mile of the boundary or a public airport, shall be
commenced in any county in which the commission or other designated body has not adopted an
airport land use plan, but is making substantial progress toward the completion of the airport land
use compatibility plan.

If a commission has been prevented from adopting the comprehensive land use plan by June 30,
1991, or if the adopted plan could not become effective because of a lawsuit involving the adoption
of the plan, the June 30, 1991 date in subdivision (a) shall be extended by the period of time during
which the lawsuit was pending in a court of competent jurisdiction.

Any action pursuant to Section 21679 commenced prior to January 1, 1990, in a county in which the
commission or other designated body has not adopted an airport land use compatibility plan, but is
making substantial progress toward the completion of the airport land use compatibility plan, which
has not proceeded to final judgment, shall be held in abeyance until June 30, 1991. If the commission
or other designated body adopts an airport land use compatibility plan on or before June 30, 1991,
the action shall be dismissed. If the commission or other designated body does not adopt an airport
land use plan on or before June 30, 1991, the plaintiff or plaintiffs may proceed with the action.

An action to postpone the effective date of a zoning change, a zoning variance, the issuance of a
permit, or the adoption of a regulation by a local agency, directly affecting the use of land within one
mile of the boundary of a public airport for which an airport land use compatibility plan has not been
adopted by June 30, 1991, shall be commenced within 30 days of June 30, 1991, or within 30 days of
the decision by the local agency, or within the appropriate time periods set by Section 21167 of the
Public Resources Code, whichever date is later.
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AERONAUTICS LAW

PUBLIC UTILITIES CODE
Division 9, Part 1
Chapter 3—Regulation of Aeronautics
(excerpts)

21402.  Ownership; Prohibited Use of Airspace

The ownership of the space above the land and waters of this State is vested in the several owners of the
surface beneath, subject to the right of flight; provided, that any use of property in conformity with an
original zone of approach of an airport shall not be rendered unlawful by reason of a change in such zone
of approach.

21403.  Lawful Flight; Flight Within Airport Approach Zone

(@) Flight in aircraft over the land and waters of this State is lawful, unless at altitudes below those
prescribed by federal authority, or unless conducted so as to be imminently dangerous to persons or
property lawfully on the land or water beneath. The landing of an aircraft on the land or waters of
another, without his or her consent, is unlawful except in the case of a forced landing or pursuant to
Section 21662.1. The owner, lessee, or operator of the aircraft is liable, as provided by law, for
damages caused by a forced landing.

(b) The landing, takeoff, or taxiing of an aircraft on a public freeway, highway, road, or street is
unlawful except in the following cases:

(1) A forced landing.

(2) A landing during a natural disaster or other public emergency if the landing has received prior
approval from the public agency having primary jurisdiction over traffic upon the freeway,
highway, road, or street.

(3) When the landing, takeoff, or taxiing has received prior approval from the public agency having
primary jurisdiction over traffic upon the freeway, highway, road or street.

The prosecution bears the burden of proving that none of the exceptions apply to the act which is
alleged to be unlawful.

(c) The right of flight in aircraft includes the right of safe access to public airports, which includes the
right of flight within the zone of approach of any public airport without restriction or hazard. The
zone of approach of an airport shall conform to the specifications of Part 77 of the Federal Aviation
Regulations of the Federal Aviation Administration, Department of Transportation.
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AERONAUTICS LAW

PUBLIC UTILITIES CODE
Division 9, Part 1
Chapter 4—Airports and Air Navigation Facilities
Article 2.7—Regulation of Obstructions
(excerpts)

21655.  Proposed Site for Construction of State Building Within Two Miles of Airport
Boundary

Notwithstanding any other provision of law, if the proposed site of any state building or other enclosure is
within two miles, measured by air line, of that point on an airport runway, or runway proposed by an
airport master plan, which is nearest the site, the state agency or office which proposes to construct the
building or other enclosure shall, before acquiring title to property for the new state building or other
enclosure site or for an addition to a present site, notify the Department of Transportation, in writing, of
the proposed acquisition. The department shall investigate the proposed site and, within 30 working days
after receipt of the notice, shall submit to the state agency or office which proposes to construct the
building or other enclosure a written report of the investigation and its recommendations concerning
acquisition of the site.

If the report of the department does not favor acquisition of the site, no state funds shall be expended for
the acquisition of the new state building or other enclosure site, or the expansion of the present site, or for
the construction of the state building or other enclosure, provided that the provisions of this section shall
not affect title to real property once it is acquired.

21658.  Construction of Utility Pole or Line in Vicinity of Aircraft Landing Area

No public utility shall construct any pole, pole line, distribution or transmission tower, or tower line, or
substation structure in the vicinity of the exterior boundary of an aircraft landing area of any airport open
to public use, in a location with respect to the airport and at a height so as to constitute an obstruction to
air navigation, as an obstruction is defined in accordance with Part 77 of the Federal Aviation
Regulations, Federal Aviation Administration, or any corresponding rules or regulations of the Federal
Aviation Administration, unless the Federal Aviation Administration has determined that the pole, line,
tower, or structure does not constitute a hazard to air navigation. This section shall not apply to existing
poles, lines, towers, or structures or to the repair, replacement, or reconstruction thereof if the original
height is not materially exceeded and this section shall not apply unless just compensation shall have first
been paid to the public utility by the owner of any airport for any property or property rights which would
be taken or damaged hereby.
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21659.  Hazards Near Airports Prohibited

(a)

(b)

(©)

A-22

No person shall construct or alter any structure or permit any natural growth to grow at a height
which exceeds the obstruction standards set forth in the regulations of the Federal Aviation
Administration relating to objects affecting navigable airspace contained in Title 14 of the Code of
Federal Regulations, Part 77, Subpart C, unless a permit allowing the construction, alteration, or
growth is issued by the department.

The permit is not required if the Federal Aviation Administration has determined that the
construction, alteration, or growth does not constitute a hazard to air navigation or would not create
an unsafe condition for air navigation. Subdivision (a) does not apply to a pole, pole line, distribution
or transmission tower, or tower line or substation of a public utility.

Section 21658 is applicable to subdivision (b).
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AERONAUTICS LAW

PUBLIC UTILITIES CODE
Division 9, Part 1
Chapter 4—Airports and Air Navigation Facilities
Article 3—Regulation of Airports
(excerpts)

21661.5. City Council or Board of Supervisors and ALUC Approvals

(a) No political subdivision, any of its officers or employees, or any person may submit any application
for the construction of a new airport to any local, regional, state, or federal agency unless the plan for
such construction is first approved by the board of supervisors of the county, or the city council of
the city, in which the airport is to be located and unless the plan is submitted to the appropriate
commission exercising powers pursuant to Article 3.5 (commencing with Section 21670) of
Chapter 4 of Part 1 of Division 9, and acted upon by such commission in accordance with the
provisions of such article.

(b) A county board of supervisors or a city council may, pursuant to Section 65100 of the Government
Code, delegate its responsibility under this section for the approval of plan for construction of new
helicopter landing and takeoff areas, to the county or city planning agency.

21664.5. Amended Airport Permits; Airport Expansion Defined

(@) Anamended airport permit shall be required for every expansion of an existing airport. An applicant
for an amended airport permit shall comply with each requirement of this article pertaining to
permits for new airports. The department may by regulation provide for exemptions from the
operation of the section pursuant to Section 21661, except that no exemption shall be made limiting
the applicability of subdivision (e) of Section 21666, pertaining to environmental considerations,
including the requirement for public hearings in connection therewith.

(b) As used in this section, “airport expansion” includes any of the following:

(1) The acquisition of runway protection zones, as defined in Federal Aviation Administration
Advisory Circular 150/5300-13, or of any interest in land for the purpose of any other expansion
as set forth in this section.

(2) The construction of a new runway.
(3) The extension or realignment of an existing runway.

(4) Any other expansion of the airport’s physical facilities for the purpose of accomplishing or
which are related to the purpose of paragraph (1), (2), or (3).

(c) This section does not apply to any expansion of an existing airport if the expansion commenced on
or prior to the effective date of this section and the expansion met the approval on or prior to that
effective date of each governmental agency that by law required the approval by law.
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PLANNING AND ZONING LAW

GOVERNMENT CODE
Title 7—Planning and Land Use
Division 1—Planning and Zoning
Chapter 3—Local Planning
Article 5—Authority for and Scope of General Plans
(excerpts)

65302.3. General and Applicable Specific Plans; Consistency with Airport Land Use Plans;
Amendment; Nonconcurrence Findings

(a) The general plan, and any applicable specific plan prepared pursuant to Article 8 (commencing with
Section 65450), shall be consistent with the plan adopted or amended pursuant to Section 21675 of
the Public Utilities Code.

(b) The general plan, and any applicable specific plan, shall be amended, as necessary, within 180 days
of any amendment to the plan required under Section 21675 of the Public Utilities Code.

(c) If the legislative body does not concur with any of the provisions of the plan required under Section
21675 of the Public Utilities Code, it may satisfy the provisions of this section by adopting findings
pursuant to Section 21676 of the Public Utilities Code.

(d) In each county where an airport land use commission does not exist, but where there is a military
airport, the general plan, and any applicable specific plan prepared pursuant to Article 8
(commencing with Section 65450), shall be consistent with the safety and noise standards in the Air
Installation Compatible Use Zone prepared for that military airport.
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PLANNING AND ZONING LAW

GOVERNMENT CODE
Title 7—Planning and Land Use
Division 1—Planning and Zoning
Chapter 4—Adoption of Regulations
Article 3—Creation of Secondary Dwelling Units
(excerpts)

65852.2

(a)(1) Any local agency may, by ordinance, provide for the creation of second units in single-family
and multifamily residential zones. The ordinance may do any of the following:

(A) Designate areas within the jurisdiction of the local agency where second units may be
permitted. The designation of areas may be based on criteria, that may include, but are not
limited to, the adequacy of water and sewer services and the impact of second units on traffic
flow.

(B) Impose standards on second units that include, but are not limited to, parking, height,
setback, lot coverage, architectural review, maximum size of a unit, and standards that prevent
adverse impacts on any real property that is listed in the California Register of Historic Places.

(C) Provide that second units do not exceed the allowable density for the lot upon which the
second unit is located, and that second units are a residential use that is consistent with the
existing general plan and zoning designation for the lot.

(2) The ordinance shall not be considered in the application of any local ordinance, policy, or
program to limit residential growth.

(3) When a local agency receives its first application on or after July 1, 2003, for a permit pursuant to
this subdivision, the application shall be considered ministerially without discretionary review or a
hearing, notwithstanding Section 65901 or 65906 or any local ordinance regulating the issuance of
variances or special use permits. Nothing in this paragraph may be construed to require a local
government to adopt or amend an ordinance for the creation of second units. A local agency may
charge a fee to reimburse it for costs that it incurs as a result of amendments to this paragraph enacted
during the 2001-02 Regular Session of the Legislature, including the costs of adopting or amending
any ordinance that provides for the creation of second units.

(b)(1) When a local agency which has not adopted an ordinance governing second units in accordance
with subdivision (a) or (c) receives its first application on or after July 1, 1983, for a permit pursuant
to this subdivision, the local agency shall accept the application and approve or disapprove the
application ministerially without discretionary review pursuant to this subdivision unless it adopts an
ordinance in accordance with subdivision (a) or (c) within 120 days after receiving the application.
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Notwithstanding Section 65901 or 65906, every local agency shall grant a variance or special use
permit for the creation of a second unit if the second unit complies with all of the following:

(A) The unit is not intended for sale and may be rented.
(B) The lot is zoned for single-family or multifamily use.
(C) The lot contains an existing single-family dwelling.

(D) The second unit is either attached to the existing dwelling and located within the living area
of the existing dwelling or detached from the existing dwelling and located on the same lot as the
existing dwelling.

(E) The increased floor area of an attached second unit shall not exceed 30 percent of the
existing living area.

(F) The total area of floorspace for a detached second unit shall not exceed 1,200 square feet.

(G) Requirements relating to height, setback, lot coverage, architectural review, site plan review,
fees, charges, and other zoning requirements generally applicable to residential construction in
the zone in which the property is located.

(H) Local building code requirements which apply to detached dwellings, as appropriate.

() Approval by the local health officer where a private sewage disposal system is being used, if
required.

(2) No other local ordinance, policy, or regulation shall be the basis for the denial of a building permit
or a use permit under this subdivision.

(3) This subdivision establishes the maximum standards that local agencies shall use to evaluate
proposed second units on lots zoned for residential use which contain an existing single-family
dwelling. No additional standards, other than those provided in this subdivision or subdivision (a),
shall be utilized or imposed, except that a local agency may require an applicant for a permit issued
pursuant to this subdivision to be an owner-occupant.

(4) No changes in zoning ordinances or other ordinances or any changes in the general plan shall be
required to implement this subdivision. Any local agency may amend its zoning ordinance or general
plan to incorporate the policies, procedures, or other provisions applicable to the creation of second
units if these provisions are consistent with the limitations of this subdivision.

(5) A second unit which conforms to the requirements of this subdivision shall not be considered to
exceed the allowable density for the lot upon which it is located, and shall be deemed to be a
residential use which is consistent with the existing general plan and zoning designations for the lot.
The second units shall not be considered in the application of any local ordinance, policy, or program
to limit residential growth.

(c) No local agency shall adopt an ordinance which totally precludes second units within single-family or
multifamily zoned areas unless the ordinance contains findings acknowledging that the ordinance may
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limit housing opportunities of the region and further contains findings that specific adverse impacts on the
public health, safety, and welfare that would result from allowing second units within single-family and
multifamily zoned areas justify adopting the ordinance.

(d) A local agency may establish minimum and maximum unit size requirements for both attached and
detached second units. No minimum or maximum size for a second unit, or size based upon a percentage
of the existing dwelling, shall be established by ordinance for either attached or detached dwellings which
does not permit at least an efficiency unit to be constructed in compliance with local development
standards.

(e) Parking requirements for second units shall not exceed one parking space per unit or per bedroom.
Additional parking may be required provided that a finding is made that the additional parking
requirements are directly related to the use of the second unit and are consistent with existing
neighborhood standards applicable to existing dwellings. Off-street parking shall be permitted in setback
areas in locations determined by the local agency or through tandem parking, unless specific findings are
made that parking in setback areas or tandem parking is not feasible based upon specific site or regional
topographical or fire and life safety conditions, or that it is not permitted anywhere else in the jurisdiction.

() Fees charged for the construction of second units shall be determined in accordance with Chapter 5
(commencing with Section 66000).

(9) This section does not limit the authority of local agencies to adopt less restrictive requirements for the
creation of second units.

(h) Local agencies shall submit a copy of the ordinances adopted pursuant to subdivision (a) or (c) to the
Department of Housing and Community Development within 60 days after adoption.

(i) As used in this section, the following terms mean:

(1) "Living area," means the interior habitable area of a dwelling unit including basements and attics
but does not include a garage or any accessory structure.

(2) "Local agency" means a city, county, or city and county, whether general law or chartered.

(3) For purposes of this section, "neighborhood” has the same meaning as set forth in Section
65589.5.

(4) "Second unit" means an attached or a detached residential dwelling unit which provides complete
independent living facilities for one or more persons. It shall include permanent provisions for living,
sleeping, eating, cooking, and sanitation on the same parcel as the single-family dwelling is situated.
A second unit also includes the following:

(A) An efficiency unit, as defined in Section 17958.1 of Health and Safety Code.
(B) A manufactured home, as defined in Section 18007 of the Health and Safety Code.

(i) Nothing in this section shall be construed to supersede or in any way alter or lessen the effect or
application of the California Coastal Act (Division 20 (commencing with Section 30000) of the Public
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Resources Code), except that the local government shall not be required to hold public hearings for
coastal development permit applications for second units.
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PLANNING AND ZONING LAW

GOVERNMENT CODE
Title 7—Planning and Land Use
Division 1—Planning and Zoning
Chapter 4.5—Review and Approval of Development Projects
Article 5—3—Application for Development Projects
(excerpts)

Note: The following government code sections are referenced in Section 21675.2(c) of the ALUC statutes.

65943.

Complete and Manner of Completion

(@)

(b)

(©)

Not later than 30 calendar days after any public agency has received an application for a
development project, the agency shall determine in writing whether the application is complete and
shall immediately transmit the determination to the applicant for the development project. If the
written determination is not made within 30 days after receipt of the application, and the application
includes a statement that it is an application for a development permit, the application shall be
deemed complete for purposes of this chapter. Upon receipt of any resubmittal of the application, a
new 30-day period shall begin, during which the public agency shall determine the completeness of
the application. If the application is determined not to be complete, the agency’s determination shall
specify those parts of the application which are incomplete and shall indicate the manner in which
they can be made complete, including a list and thorough description of the specific information
needed to complete the application. The applicant shall submit materials to the public agency in
response to the list and description.

Not later than 30 calendar days after receipt of the submitted materials, the public agency shall
determine in writing whether they are complete and shall immediately transmit that determination to
the applicant. If the written determination is not made within that 30-day period, the application
together with the submitted materials shall be deemed complete for the purposes of this chapter.

If the application together with the submitted materials are determined not to be complete pursuant to
subdivision (b), the public agency shall provide a process for the applicant to appeal that decision in
writing to the governing body of the agency or, if there is no governing body, to the director of the
agency, as provided by that agency. A city or county shall provide that the right of appeal is to the
governing body or, at their option, the planning commission, or  both.

There shall be a final written determination by the agency of the appeal not later than 60 calendar
days after receipt of the applicant’s written appeal. The fact that an appeal is permitted to both the
planning commission and to the governing body does not extend the 60-day period.
Notwithstanding a decision pursuant to subdivision (b) that the application and submitted materials
are not complete, if the final written determination on the appeal is not made within that 60-day

Completeness of Application; Determination; Time; Specification of Parts not
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period, the application with the submitted materials shall be deemed complete for the purposes of
this chapter.

(d) Nothing in this section precludes an applicant and a public agency from mutually agreeing to an
extension of any time limit provided by this section.

(e) A public agency may charge applicants a fee not to exceed the amount reasonably necessary to
provide the service required by this section. If a fee is charged pursuant to this section, the fee shall
be collected as part of the application fee charged for the development permit.

65943.5.

(@ Notwithstanding any other provision of this chapter, any appeal pursuant to subdivision (c) of
Section 65943 involving a permit application to a board, office, or department within the California
Environmental Protection Agency shall be made to the Secretary for Environmental Protection.

(b) Notwithstanding any other provision of this chapter, any appeal pursuant to subdivision (c) of
Section 65943 involving an application for the issuance of an environmental permit from an
environmental agency shall be made to the Secretary for Environmental Protection under either of
the following circumstances:

(1) The environmental agency has not adopted an appeals process pursuant to subdivision (c) of
Section 65943.

(2) The environmental agency declines to accept an appeal for a decision pursuant to subdivision (c)
of Section 65943.

(c) For purposes of subdivision (b), “environmental permit” has the same meaning as defined in
Section 72012 of the Public Resources Code, and “environmental agency” has the same meaning as
defined in Section 71011 of the Public Resources Code, except that “environmental agency” does
not include the agencies described in subdivisions (c¢) and (h) of Section 71011 of the Public
Resources Code.

65944.  Acceptance of Application as Complete; Requests for Additional Information;
Restrictions; Clarification, Amplification, Correction, etc; Prior to Notice of Necessary
Information

(a) After a public agency accepts an application as complete, the agency shall not subsequently request
of an applicant any new or additional information which was not specified in the list prepared
pursuant to Section 65940. The agency may, in the course of processing the application, request the
applicant to clarify, amplify, correct, or otherwise supplement the information required for the
application.

(b) The provisions of subdivision (a) shall not be construed as requiring an applicant to submit with his
or her initial application the entirety of the information which a public agency may require in order
to take final action on the application. Prior to accepting an application, each public agency shall
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(©)

(d)

(€)

(f)

inform the applicant of any information included in the list prepared pursuant to Section 65940
which will subsequently be required from the applicant in order to complete final action on the
application.

This section shall not be construed as limiting the ability of a public agency to request and obtain
information which may be needed in order to comply with the provisions of Division 13
(commencing with Section 21000) of the Public Resources Code.

(1) After a public agency accepts an application as complete, and if the project applicant has
identified that the proposed project is located within 1,000 feet of a military installation or
within special use airspace or beneath a low-level flight path in accordance with Section 65940,
the public agency shall provide a copy of the complete application to any branch of the United
States Armed Forces that has provided the Office of Planning and Research with a single
California mailing address within the state for the delivery of a copy of these applications. This
subdivision shall apply only to development applications submitted to a public agency 30 days
after the Office of Planning and Research has notified cities, counties, and cities and counties of
the availability of Department of Defense information on the Internet pursuant to subdivision (d)
of Section 65940.

(2) Except for a project within 1,000 feet of a military installation, the public agency is not required
to provide a copy of the application if the project is located entirely in an “urbanized area.” An
urbanized area is any urban location that meets the definition used by the United State
Department of Commerce’s Bureau of Census for “urban” and includes locations with core
census block groups containing at least 1,000 people per square mile and surrounding census
block groups containing at least 500 people per square mile.

Upon receipt of a copy of the application as required in subdivision (d), any branch of the United
States Armed Forces may request consultation with the public agency and the project applicant to
discuss the effects of the proposed project on military installations, low-level flight paths, or special
use airspace, and potential alternatives and mitigation measures.

(1) Subdivisions (d), (e), and (f) as these relate to low-level flight paths, special use airspace, and
urbanized areas shall not be operative until the United States Department of Defense provides
electronic maps of low-level flight paths, special use airspace, and military installations, at a
scale and in an electronic format that is acceptable to the Office of Planning and Research.

(2) Within 30 days of a determination by the Office of Planning and Research that the information
provided by the Department of Defense is sufficient and in an acceptable scale and format, the
office shall notify cities, counties, and cities and counties of the availability of the information
on the Internet. Cities, counties, and cities and counties shall comply with subdivision (d) within
30 days of receiving this notice from the office.
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65945.  Notice of Proposal to Adopt or Amend Certain Plans or Ordinances by City or
County, Fee; Subscription to Periodically Updated Notice as Alternative, Fee

(@) At the time of filing an application for a development permit with a city or county, the city or county
shall inform the applicant that he or she may make a written request to retrieve notice from the city
or county of a proposal to adopt or amend any of the following plans or ordinances:

(1) A general plan.
(2) A specific plan.
(3) A zoning ordinance.

(4) An ordinance affecting building permits or grading permits.

The applicant shall specify, in the written request, the types of proposed action for which notice is
requested. Prior to taking any of those actions, the city or county shall give notice to any applicant
who has requested notice of the type of action proposed and whose development project is pending
before the city or county if the city or county determines that the proposal is reasonably related to the
applicant’s request for the development permit. Notice shall be given only for those types of actions
which the applicant specifies in the request for notification.

The city or county may charge the applicant for a development permit, to whom notice is provided
pursuant to this subdivision, a reasonable fee not to exceed the actual cost of providing that notice. If
a fee is charged pursuant to this subdivision, the fee shall be collected as part of the application fee
charged for the development permit.

(b) As an alternative to the notification procedure prescribed by subdivision (2), a city or county may
inform the applicant at the time of filing an application for a development permit that he or she may
subscribe to a periodically updated notice or set of notices from the city or county which lists
pending proposals to adopt or amend any of the plans or ordinances specified in subdivision (a),
together with the status of the proposal and the date of any hearings thereon which have been set.
Only those proposals which are general, as opposed to parcel-specific in nature, and which the city
or county determines are reasonably related to requests for development permits, need be listed in
the notice. No proposals shall be required to be listed until such time as the first public hearing
thereon has been set. The notice shall be updated and mailed at least once every six weeks; except
that a notice need not be updated and mailed until a change in its contents is required.

The city or county may charge the applicant for a development permit, to whom notice is provided
pursuant to this subdivision, a reasonable fee not to exceed the actual cost of providing that notice,
including the costs of updating the notice, for the length of time the applicant requests to be sent the
notice or notices.
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65945.3. Notice of Proposal to Adopt or Amend Rules or Regulations Affecting Issuance of

Permits by Local Agency other than City or County; Fee

At the time of filing an application for a development permit with a local agency, other than a city or
county, the local agency shall inform the applicant that he or she may make a written request to receive
notice of any proposal to adopt or amend a rule or regulation affecting the issuance of development
permits.

Prior to adopting or amending any such rule or regulation, the local agency shall give notice to any
applicant who has requested such notice and whose development project is pending before the agency if
the local agency determines that the proposal is reasonably related to the applicant’s request for the
development permit.

The local agency may charge the applicant for a development permit, to whom notice is provided
pursuant to this section, a reasonable fee not to exceed the actual cost of providing that notice. If a fee is
charged pursuant to this section, the fee shall be collected as part of the application fee charged for the
development permit.

65945.5. Notice of Proposal to Adopt or Amend Regulation Affecting Issuance of Permits

and Which Implements Statutory Provision by State Agency

At the time of filing an application for a development permit with a state agency, the state agency shall
inform the applicant that he or she may make a written request to receive notice of any proposal to adopt
or amend a regulation affecting the issuance of development permits and which implements a statutory
provision.

Prior to adopting or amending any such regulation, the state agency shall give notice to any applicant who
has requested such notice and whose development project is pending before the state agency if the state
agency determines that the proposal is reasonably related to the applicant’s request for the development
permit.

65945.7. Actions, Inactions, or Recommendations Regarding Ordinances, Rules or
Regulations; Invalidity or Setting Aside Ground of Error Only if Prejudicial

No action, inaction, or recommendation regarding any ordinance, rule, or regulation subject to this
Section 65945, 65945.3, or 65945.5 by any legislative body, administrative body, or the officials of any
state or local agency shall be held void or invalid or be set aside by any court on the ground of any error,
irregularity, informality, neglect, or omission (hereinafter called “error”) as to any matter pertaining to
notices, records, determinations, publications, or any matters of procedure whatever, unless after an
examination of the entire case, including evidence, the court shall be of the opinion that the error
complained of was prejudicial, and that by reason of such error that party complaining or appealing
sustained and suffered substantial injury, and that a different result would have been probable if such
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error had not occurred or existed. There shall be no presumption that error is prejudicial or that injury was
done if error is shown.

65946. [Replaced by AB2351 Statutes of 1993]
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PLANNING AND ZONING LAW

GOVERNMENT CODE
Title 7—Planning and Land Use
Division 1—Planning and Zoning
Chapter 9.3—Mediation and Resolution of Land Use Disputes
(excerpts)

66030.

(a) The Legislature finds and declares all of the following:

(1) Current law provides that aggrieved agencies, project proponents, and affected residents may
bring suit against the land use decisions of state and local governmental agencies. In practical
terms, nearly anyone can sue once a project has been approved.

(2) Contention often arises over projects involving local general plans and zoning, redevelopment
plans, the California Environmental Quality Act (Division 13 (commencing with Section 21000)
of the Public Resources Code), development impact fees, annexations and incorporations, and
the Permit Streamlining Act (Chapter 4.5 (commencing with Section 65920)).

(3) When a public agency approves a development project that is not in accordance with the law, or
when the prerogative to bring suit is abused, lawsuits can delay development, add uncertainty
and cost to the development process, make housing more expensive, and damage California’s
competitiveness. This litigation begins in the superior court, and often progresses on appeal to
the Court of Appeal and the Supreme Court, adding to the workload of the state’s already
overburdened judicial system.

(b) Itis, therefore, the intent of the Legislature to help litigants resolve their differences by establishing
formal mediation processes for land use disputes. In establishing these mediation processes, it is not
the intent of the Legislature to interfere with the ability of litigants to pursue remedies through the
courts.

66031.

(a) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, any action brought in the superior court relating to any
of the following subjects may be subject to a mediation proceeding conducted pursuant to this
chapter:

(1) The approval or denial by a public agency of any development project.

(2) Any act or decision of a public agency made pursuant to the California Environmental Quality
Act (Division 13 (commencing with Section 21000) of the Public Resources Code).

(3) The failure of a public agency to meet the time limits specified in Chapter 4.5 (commencing with
Section 65920), commonly known as the Permit Streamlining Act, or in the Subdivision Map
Act (Division 2 (commencing with Section 66410)).
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(4)

()
(6)

(")

(8)

(9)

Fees determined pursuant to Sections 53080 to 53082, inclusive, or Chapter 4.9 (commencing
with Section 65995).

Fees determined pursuant to Chapter 5 (commencing with Section 66000).

The adequacy of a general plan or specific plan adopted pursuant to Chapter 3 (commencing
with Section 65100).

The validity of any sphere of influence, urban service area, change of organization or
reorganization, or any other decision made pursuant to the Cortese-Knox Local Government
Reorganization Act (Division 3 (commencing with Section 56000) of Title 5).

The adoption or amendment of a redevelopment plan pursuant to the Community
Redevelopment Law (Part 1 (commencing with Section 33000) of Division 24 of the Health and
Safety Code).

The validity of any zoning decision made pursuant to Chapter 4 (commencing with
Section 65800).

(10) The validity of any decision made pursuant to Article 3.5 (commencing with Section 21670) of

Chapter 4 of Part 1 of Division 9 of the Public Utilities Code.

(b) Within five days after the deadline for the respondent or defendant to file its reply to an action, the
court may invite the parties to consider resolving their dispute by selecting a mutually acceptable
person to serve as a mediator, or an organization or agency to provide a mediator.

(©)

(d)

A-38

In selecting a person to serve as a mediator, or an organization or agency to provide a mediator, the
parties shall consider the following:

)
)
©)

The council of governments having jurisdiction in the county where the dispute arose.
Any subregional or countywide council of governments in the county where the dispute arose.

Any other person with experience or training in mediation including those with experience in
land use issues, or any other organization or agency which can provide a person with experience
or training in mediation, including those with experience in land use issues.

If the court invites the parties to consider mediation, the parties shall notify the court within 30 days
if they have selected a mutually acceptable person to serve as a mediator. If the parties have not
selected a mediator within 30 days, the action shall proceed. The court shall not draw any
implication, favorable or otherwise, from the refusal by a party to accept the invitation by the court
to consider mediation. Nothing in this section shall preclude the parties from using mediation at any
other time while the action is pending.
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PLANNING AND ZONING LAW

GOVERNMENT CODE
Title 7—Planning and Land Use
Division 2—Subdivisions
Chapter 3—Procedure
Article 3—Review of Tentative Map by Other Agencies
(excerpts)

66455.9.

Whenever there is consideration of an area within a development for a public school site, the advisory
agency shall give the affected districts and the State Department of Education written notice of the
proposed site. The written notice shall include the identification of any existing or proposed runways
within the distance specified in Section 17215 of the Education Code. If the site is within the distance of
an existing or proposed airport runway as described in Section 17215 of the Education Code, the
department shall notify the State Department of Transportation as required by the section and the site
shall be investigated by the State Department of Transportation as required by Section 17215.
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EDUCATION CODE

Title 1— General Education Code Provisions
Division 1—General Education Code Provisions
Part 10.5—School Facilities
Chapter 1—School Sites
Article 1—General Provisions
(excerpts)

17215.

(a)

(b)

(©)

(d)

In order to promote the safety of pupils, comprehensive community planning, and greater
educational usefulness of school sites, before acquiring title to or leasing property for a new school
site, the governing board of each school district, including any district governed by a city board of
education or a charter school, shall give the State Department of Education written notice of the
proposed acquisition or leasing and shall submit any information required by the State Department of
Education if the site is within two miles, measured by air line, of that point on an airport runway or a
potential runway included in an airport master plan that is nearest to the site.

Upon receipt of the notice required pursuant to subdivision (a), the State Department of Education
shall notify the Department of Transportation in writing of the proposed acquisition or lease. If the
Department of Transportation is no longer in operation, the State Department of Education shall, in
lieu of notifying the Department of Transportation, notify the United States Department of
Transportation or any other appropriate agency, in writing, of the proposed acquisition for the
purpose of obtaining from the department or other agency any information or assistance that it may
desire to give.

The Department of Transportation shall investigate the proposed site and, within 30 working days
after receipt of the notice, shall submit to the State Department of Education a written report of its
findings including recommendations concerning acquisition or lease of the site. As part of the
investigation, the Department of Transportation shall give notice thereof to the owner and operator
of the airport who shall be granted the opportunity to comment upon the site. The Department of
Transportation shall adopt regulations setting forth the criteria by which a site will be evaluated
pursuant to this section.

The State Department of Education shall, within 10 days of receiving the Department of
Transportation's report, forward the report to the governing board of the school district or charter
school. The governing board or charter school may not acquire title to or lease the property until the
report of the Department of Transportation has been received. If the report does not favor the
acquisition or lease of the property for a school site or an addition to a present school site, the
governing board or charter school may not acquire title to or lease the property. If the report does
favor the acquisition or lease of the property for a school site or an addition to a present school site,
the governing board or charter school shall hold a public hearing on the matter prior to acquiring or
leasing the site.
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(€)

(f)

A-42

If the Department of Transportation’s recommendation does not favor acquisition or lease of the
proposed site, state funds or local funds may not be apportioned or expended for the acquisition of
that site, construction of any school building on that site, or for the expansion of any existing site to
include that site.

This section does not apply to sites acquired prior to January 1, 1966, nor to any additions or
extensions to those sites.
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EDUCATION CODE

Title 3—Postsecondary Education
Division 7—Community Colleges
Part 49—Community Colleges, Education Facilities
Chapter 1—School Sites
Article 2—School Sites
(excerpts)

81033. Investigation: Geologic and Soil Engineering Studies; Airport in Proximity

(©)

(d)

To promote the safety of students, comprehensive community planning, and greater educational
usefulness of community college sites, the governing board of each community college district, if the
proposed site is within two miles, measured by air line, of that point on an airport runway, or a
runway proposed by an airport master plan, which is nearest the site and excluding them if the
property is not so located, before acquiring title to property for a new community college site or for
an addition to a present site, shall give the board of governors notice in writing of the proposed
acquisition and shall submit any information required by the board of governors.

Immediately after receiving notice of the proposed acquisition of property which is within two miles,
measured by air line, of that point on an airport runway, or a runway proposed by an airport master
plan, which is nearest the site, the board of governors shall notify the Division of Aeronautics of the
Department of Transportation, in writing, of the proposed acquisition. The Division of Aeronautics
shall make an investigation and report to the board of governors within 30 working days after receipt
of the notice. If the Division of Aeronautics is no longer in operation, the board of governors shall, in
lieu of notifying the Division of Aeronautics, notify the Federal Aviation Administration or any other
appropriate agency, in writing, of the proposed acquisition for the purpose of obtaining from the
authority or other agency such information or assistance as it may desire to give.

The board of governors shall investigate the proposed site and within 35 working days after receipt
of the notice shall submit to the governing board a written report and its recommendations
concerning acquisition of the site. The governing board shall not acquire title to the property until the
report of the board of governors has been received. If the report does not favor the acquisition of the
property for a community college site or an addition to a present community college site, the
governing board shall not acquire title to the property until 30 days after the department’s report is
received and until the board of governors’ report has been read at a public hearing duly called after
10 days’ notice published once in a newspaper of general circulation within the community college
district, or if there is no such newspaper, then in a newspaper of general circulation within the county
in which the property is located.

If, with respect to a proposed site located within two miles of an operative airport runway, the report
of the board of governors submitted to a community college district governing board under
subdivision (c) does not favor the acquisition of the site on the sole or partial basis of the
unfavorable recommendation of the Division of Aeronautics of the Department of Transportation, no
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state agency or officer shall grant, apportion, or allow to such community college district for
expenditure in connection with that site, any state funds otherwise made available under any state
law whatever for a community college site acquisition or college building construction, or for
expansion of existing sites and buildings, and no funds of the community college district or of the
county in which the district lies shall be expended for such purposes; provided that provisions of this
section shall not be applicable to sites acquired prior to January 1, 1966, nor any additions or

extensions to such sites.

If the recommendations of the Division of Aeronautics are unfavorable, such recommendations shall
not be overruled without the express approval of the board of governors and the State Allocation

Board.
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CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT STATUTES

PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE
Division 13—Environmental Quality
Chapter 2.6—General
(excerpts)

21096.  Airport Planning

(@ |If a lead agency prepares an environmental impact report for a project situated within airport
comprehensive land use plan boundaries, or, if a comprehensive land use plan has not been adopted,
for a project within two nautical miles of a public airport or public use airport, the Airport Land Use
Planning Handbook published by the Division of Aeronautics of the Department of Transportation,
in compliance with Section 21674.5 of the Public Utilities Code and other documents, shall be
utilized as technical resources to assist in the preparation of the environmental impact report as the
report relates to airport-related safety hazards and noise problems.

(b) A lead agency shall not adopt a negative declaration for a project described in subdivision (a) unless
the lead agency considers whether the project will result in a safety hazard or noise problem for
persons using the airport or for persons residing or working in the project area.
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BUSINESS AND PROFESSIONS CODE

Division 4—Real Estate
Part 2—Regulation of Transactions
Chapter 1—Subdivided Lands
Article 2—Investigation, Regulation and Report
(excerpts)

11010.

(a) Except as otherwise provided pursuant to subdivision (c)or elsewhere in this chapter, any person
who intends to offer subdivided lands within this state for sale or lease shall file with the Department
of Real Estate an application for a public report consisting of a notice of intention and a completed
questionnaire on a form prepared by the department.

(b) The notice of intention shall contain the following information about the subdivided lands and the
proposed offering:

[Sub-Sections (1) through (12) omitted]

(13) (A) The location of all existing airports, and of all proposed airports shown on the general
plan of any city or county, located within two statute miles of the subdivision. If the
property is located within an airport influence area, the following statement shall be
included in the notice of intention:

NOTICE OF AIRPORT IN VICINITY

This property is presently located in the vicinity of an airport, within
what is known as an airport influence area. For that reason, the property
may be subject to some of the annoyances or inconveniences associated
with proximity to airport operations (for example: noise, vibration, or
odors). Individual sensitivities to those annoyances can vary from person
to person. You may wish to consider what airport annoyances, if any, are
associated with the property before you complete your purchase and
determine whether they are acceptable to you.

(B) For purposes of this section, an “airport influence area,” also known as an “airport
referral area,” is the area in which current or future airport-related noise, overflight,
safety, or airspace protection factors may significantly affect land uses or necessitate
restrictions on those uses as determined by an airport land use commission.
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CIVIL CODE
Division 2—Property
PART 4—Acquisition of Property
Title 4—Transfer
Chapter 2—Transfer of Real Property
Article 1.7—Disclosure of Natural Hazards Upon Transfer of Residential Property
(excerpts)

1103.

(a)

(b)

(©)

Except as provided in Section 1103.1, this article applies to any transfer by sale, exchange,
installment land sale contract, as defined in Section 2985, lease with an option to purchase, any other
option to purchase, or ground lease coupled with improvements, of any real property described in
subdivision (c), or residential stock cooperative, improved with or consisting of not less than one nor
more than four dwelling units.

Except as provided in Section 1103.1, this article shall apply to a resale transaction entered into on or
after January 1, 2000, for a manufactured home, as defined in Section 18007 of the Health and
Safety Code, that is classified as personal property intended for use as a residence, or a mobilehome,
as defined in Section 18008 of the Health and Safety Code, that is classified as personal property
intended for use as a residence, if the real property on which the manufactured home or mobilehome
is located is real property described in subdivision (c).

This article shall apply to the transactions described in subdivisions (a) and (b) only if the transferor
or his or her agent is required by one or more of the following to disclose the property’s location
within a hazard zone:

(1) A person who is acting as an agent for a transferor of real property that is located within a
special flood hazard area (any type Zone “A” or “V”) designated by the Federal Emergency
Management Agency, or the transferor if he or she is acting without an agent, shall disclose to
any prospective transferee the fact that the property is located within a special flood hazard area
if either:

(A) The transferor, or the transferor’s agent, has actual knowledge that the property is within a
special flood hazard area.

(B) The local jurisdiction has compiled a list, by parcel, of properties that are within the special
flood hazard area and a notice has been posted at the offices of the county recorder, county
assessor, and county planning agency that identifies the location of the parcel list.

(2) ... is located within an area of potential flooding ... shall disclose to any prospective transferee
the fact that the property is located within an area of potential flooding ...

(3) ... is located within a very high fire hazard severity zone, designated pursuant to Section 51178
of the Public Resources Code ... shall disclose to any prospective transferee the fact that the
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(4)

(5)

(6)

property is located within a very high fire hazard severity zone and is subject to the requirements
of Section 51182 ...

... is located within an earthquake fault zone, designated pursuant to Section 2622 of the Public
Resources Code ... shall disclose to any prospective transferee the fact that the property is
located within a delineated earthquake fault zone

. is located within a seismic hazard zone, designated pursuant to Section 2696 of the Public
Resources Code ... shall disclose to any prospective transferee the fact that the property is
located within a seismic hazard zone

... is located within a state responsibility area determined by the board, pursuant to Section 4125
of the Public Resources Code, shall disclose to any prospective transferee the fact that the
property is located within a wildland area that may contain substantial forest fire risks and
hazards and is subject to the requirements of Section 4291 ...

(d) Any waiver of the requirements of this article is void as against public policy.

1103.1.

(@) This article does not apply to the following transfers:

A-50

)

(2)

®3)

(4)
Q)

(6)

Transfers pursuant to court order, including, but not limited to, transfers ordered by a probate
court in administration of an estate, transfers pursuant to a writ of execution, transfers by any
foreclosure sale, transfers by a trustee in bankruptcy, transfers by eminent domain, and transfers
resulting from a decree for specific performance.

Transfers to a mortgagee by a mortgagor or successor in interest who is in default, transfers to a
beneficiary of a deed of trust by a trustor or successor in interest who is in default, transfers by
any foreclosure sale after default, transfers by any foreclosure sale after default in an obligation
secured by a mortgage, transfers by a sale under a power of sale or any foreclosure sale under a
decree of foreclosure after default in an obligation secured by a deed of trust or secured by any
other instrument containing a power of sale, or transfers by a mortgagee or a beneficiary under a
deed of trust who has acquired the real property at a sale conducted pursuant to a power of sale
under a mortgage or deed of trust or a sale pursuant to a decree of foreclosure or has acquired the
real property by a deed in lieu of foreclosure.

Transfers by a fiduciary in the course of the administration of a decedent’s estate, guardianship,
conservatorship, or trust.

Transfers from one co-owner to one or more other co-owners.

Transfers made to a spouse, or to a person or persons in the lineal line of consanguinity of one or
more of the transferors.

Transfers between spouses resulting from a judgment of dissolution of marriage or of legal
separation of the parties or from a property settlement agreement incidental to that judgment.
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(b)

(7) Transfers by the Controller in the course of administering Chapter 7 (commencing with Section

1500) of Title 10 of Part 3 of the Code of Civil Procedure.

(8) Transfers under Chapter 7 (commencing with Section 3691) or Chapter 8 (commencing with

Section 3771) of Part 6 of Division 1 of the Revenue and Taxation Code.

(9) Transfers or exchanges to or from any governmental entity.

Transfers not subject to this article may be subject to other disclosure requirements, including those
under Sections 8589.3, 8589.4, and 51183.5 of the Government Code and Sections 2621.9, 2694,
and 4136 of the Public Resources Code. In transfers not subject to this article, agents may make
required disclosures in a separate writing.

1103.2.

(@)

(b)

The disclosures required by this article are set forth in, and shall be made on a copy of, the following
Natural Hazard Disclosure Statement: [content omitted].

If an earthquake fault zone, seismic hazard zone, very high fire hazard severity zone, or wildland fire
area map or accompanying information is not of sufficient accuracy or scale that a reasonable person
can determine if the subject real property is included in a natural hazard area, the transferor or
transferor’s agent shall mark “Yes” on the Natural Hazard Disclosure Statement. The transferor or
transferor’s agent may mark “No” on the Natural Hazard Disclosure Statement if he or she attaches a
report prepared pursuant to subdivision (c) of Section 1103.4 that verifies the property is not in the
hazard zone. Nothing in this subdivision is intended to limit or abridge any existing duty of the
transferor or the transferor’s agents to exercise reasonable care in making a determination under this
subdivision.

[Sub-Sections (c) through (h) omitted]

[Section 1103.3 omitted]

1103.4.

(a)

(b)

Neither the transferor nor any listing or selling agent shall be liable for any error, inaccuracy, or
omission of any information delivered pursuant to this article if the error, inaccuracy, or omission
was not within the personal knowledge of the transferor or the listing or selling agent, and was based
on information timely provided by public agencies or by other persons providing information as
specified in subdivision (c) that is required to be disclosed pursuant to this article, and ordinary care
was exercised in obtaining and transmitting the information.

The delivery of any information required to be disclosed by this article to a prospective transferee by
a public agency or other person providing information required to be disclosed pursuant to this
article shall be deemed to comply with the requirements of this article and shall relieve the transferor
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(©)

or any listing or selling agent of any further duty under this article with respect to that item of
information.

The delivery of a report or opinion prepared by a licensed engineer, land surveyor, geologist, or
expert in natural hazard discovery dealing with matters within the scope of the professional’s license
or expertise, shall be sufficient compliance for application of the exemption provided by subdivision
(a) if the information is provided to the prospective transferee pursuant to a request therefor, whether
written or oral. In responding to that request, an expert may indicate, in writing, an understanding
that the information provided will be used in fulfilling the requirements of Section 1103.2 and, if so,
shall indicate the required disclosures, or parts thereof, to which the information being furnished is
applicable. Where that statement is furnished, the expert shall not be responsible for any items of
information, or parts thereof, other than those expressly set forth in the statement. In responding to
the request, the expert shall determine whether the property is within an airport influence area as
defined in subdivision (b) of Section 11010 of the Business and Professions Code. If the property is
within an airport influence area, the report shall contain the following statement:

NOTICE OF AIRPORT IN VICINITY

This property is presently located in the vicinity of an airport, within
what is known as an airport influence area. For that reason, the property
may be subject to some of the annoyances or inconveniences associated
with proximity to airport operations (for example: noise, vibration, or
odors). Individual sensitivities to those annoyances can vary from person
to person. You may wish to consider what airport annoyances, if any, are
associated with the property before you complete your purchase and
determine whether they are acceptable to you.

[Remainder of Article 1.7 omitted]
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1353.

PUBLIC UTILITIES CODE
Division 2, Part 4
Title 6—Common Interest Developments
(excerpts)

(@ (1) A declaration, recorded on or after January 1, 1986, shall contain a legal description of the

(2)

©)
(4)

common interest development, and a statement that the common interest development is a
community apartment project, condominium project, planned development, stock cooperative, or
combination thereof. The declaration shall additionally set forth the name of the association and
the restrictions on the use or enjoyment of any portion of the common interest development that
are intended to be enforceable equitable servitudes. If the property is located within an airport
influence area, a declaration, recorded after January 1, 2004, shall contain the following
statement:

NOTICE OF AIRPORT IN VICINITY

This property is presently located in the vicinity of an airport, within
what is known as an airport influence area. For that reason, the property
may be subject to some of the annoyances or inconveniences associated
with proximity to airport operations (for example: noise, vibration, or
odors). Individual sensitivities to those annoyances can vary from person
to person. You may wish to consider what airport annoyances, if any, are
associated with the property before you complete your purchase and
determine whether they are acceptable to you.

For purposes of this section, an “airport influence area,” also known as an “airport referral area,”
is the area in which current or future airport-related noise, overflight, safety, or airspace
protection factors may significantly affect land uses or necessitate restrictions on those uses as
determined by an airport land use commission.

[Omitted]

The statement in a declaration acknowledging that a property is located in an airport influence
area does not constitute a title defect, lien, or encumbrance.

(b) The declaration may contain any other matters the original signator of the declaration or the owners
consider appropriate.
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1967

1970

1971

1973

1982

1984

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY SUMMARY

PUBLIC UTILITIES CODE
SECTIONS 21670 et seq.
Airport Land Use Commission Statutes and Related Statutes

Original ALUC Statute Enacted

Establishment of ALUCs required in each county containing a public airport served by a certificated
air carrier.

The purpose of ALUCs is indicated as being to make recommendations regarding height restrictions
on buildings and the use of land surrounding airports.

Assembly Bill 1856 (Badham) Chapter 1182, Statutes of 1970—Adds provisions which:

Require ALUCs to prepare comprehensive land use plans.

Require such plans to include a long-range plan and to reflect the airport’s forecast growth during the
next 20 years.

Require ALUC review of airport construction plans (Section 21661.5).
Exempt Los Angeles County from the requirement of establishing an ALUC.

The function of ALUCs is restated as being to require new construction to conform to
Department of Aeronautics standards.

ALUCs are permitted to establish compatibility plans for military airports.

Assembly Bill 2920 (Rogers) Chapter 1041, Statutes of 1982—Adds major changes which:

More clearly articulate the purpose of ALUCSs.
Eliminate reference to “achieve by zoning.”

Require consistency between local general and specific plans and airport land use commission plans;
the requirements define the process for attaining consistency, they do not establish standards for
consistency.

Eliminate the requirement for proposed individual development projects to be referred to an ALUC for
review once local general/specific plans are consistent with the ALUC’s plan.

Require that local agencies make findings of fact before overriding an ALUC decision.
Change the vote required for an override from 4/5 to 2/3.

Assembly Bill 3551 (Mountjoy) Chapter 1117, Statutes of 1984—Amends the law to:

Require ALUCs in all counties having an airport which serves the general public unless a county and
its cities determine an ALUC is not needed.

Limit amendments to compatibility plans to once per year.
Allow individual projects to continue to be referred to the ALUC by agreement.
Extend immunity to airports if an ALUC action is overridden by a local agency not owning the airport.
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1987

1989

1989

1990

1990

1990

1991

A-56

Provide state funding eligibility for preparation of compatibility plans through the Regional
Transportation Improvement Program process.

Senate Bill 633 (Rogers) Chapter 1018, Statutes of 1987—Makes revisions which:

Require that a designated body serving as an ALUC include two members having “expertise in
aviation.”

Allows an interested party to initiate court proceedings to postpone the effective date of a local land
use action if a compatibility plan has not been adopted.

Delete sunset provisions contained in certain clauses of the law. Allows reimbursement for ALUC
costs in accordance with the Commission on State Mandates.

Senate Bill 255 (Bergeson) Chapter 54, Statutes of 1989—

Sets a requirement that comprehensive land use plans be completed by June 1991.
Establishes a method for compelling ALUCS to act on matters submitted for review.
Allows ALUCs to charge fees for review of projects.

Suspends any lawsuits that would stop development until the ALUC adopts its plan or until June 1,
1991.

Senate Bill 235 (Alquist) Chapter 788, Statutes of 1989—Appropriates $3,672,000 for the
payment of claims to counties seeking reimbursement of costs incurred during fiscal years 1985-
86 through 1989-90 pursuant to state-mandated requirement (Chapter 1117, Statutes of 1984) for
creation of ALUCSs in most counties. This statute was repealed in 1993.

Assembly Bill 4164 (Mountjoy) Chapter 1008, Statutes of 1990—Adds Section 21674.5
requiring the Division of Aeronautics to develop and implement a training program for ALUC
staffs.

Assembly Bill 4265 (Clute) Chapter 563, Statutes of 1990—With the concurrence of the Division
of Aeronautics, allows ALUCs to use an airport layout plan, rather than a long-range airport
master plan, as the basis for preparation of a compatibility plan.

Senate Bill 1288 (Beverly) Chapter 54, Statutes of 1990—Amends Section 21670.2 to give Los
Angeles County additional time to prepare compatibility plans and meet other provisions of the
ALUC statutes.

Senate Bill 532 (Bergeson) Chapter 140, Statutes of 1991—

Allows counties having half of their compatibility plans completed or under preparation by June 30,
1991, an additional year to complete the remainder.

Allows ALUCs to continue to charge fees under these circumstances.
Fees may be charged only until June 30, 1992, if plans are not completed by then.
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1993

1994

1994

1997

2000

2001

2002

2002

2002

Senate Bill 443 (Committee on Budget and Fiscal Review) Chapter 59, Statutes of 1993—
Amends Section 21670(b) to make the formation of ALUCs permissive rather than mandatory as
of June 30, 1993. (Note: Section 21670.2 which assigns responsibility for coordinating the airport
planning of public agencies in Los Angeles County is not affected by this amendment.)

Assembly Bill 2831 (Mountjoy) Chapter 644, Statutes of 1994 —Reinstates the language in
Section 21670(b) mandating establishment of ALUCSs, but also provides for an alternative airport
land use planning process. Lists specific actions which a county and affected cities must take in
order for such alternative process to receive Caltrans approval. Requires that ALUCs be guided
by information in the Caltrans Airport Land Use Planning Handbook when formulating airport
land use plans.

Senate Bill 1453 (Rogers) Chapter 438, Statutes of 1994—Amends California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) statutes as applied to preparation of environmental documents affecting
projects in the vicinity of airports. Requires lead agencies to use the Airport Land Use Planning
Handbook as a technical resource when assessing the airport-related noise and safety impacts of
such projects.

Assembly Bill 1130 (Oller) Chapter 81, Statutes of 1997—Added Section 21670.4 concerning
airports whose planning boundary straddles a county line.

Senate Bill 1350 (Rainey) Chapter 506, Statutes of 2000—Added Section 21670(f) clarifying that
special districts are among the local agencies to which airport land use planning laws are intended

to apply.

Assembly Bill 93 (Wayne) Chapter 946, Statutes of 2001—Added Section 21670.3 regarding San
Diego County Regional Airport Authority’s responsibility for airport planning within San Diego
County.

Assembly Bill 3026 (Committee on Transportation) Chapter 438, Statutes of 2002—Changes the
term “comprehensive land use plan” to “airport land use compatibility plan.”

Assembly Bill 2776 (Simitian) Chapter 496, Statutes of 2002—Requires information regarding
the location of a property within an airport influence area be disclosed as part of certain real
estate transactions effective January 1, 2004.

Senate Bill 1468 (Knight) Chapter 971, Statutes of 2002—Changes ALUC preparation of airport
land use compatibility plans for military airports from optional to required. Requires that the
plans be consistent with the safety and noise standards in the Air Installation Compatible Use
Zone for that airport. Requires that the general plan and any specific plans be consistent with
these standards where there is military airport, but an airport land use commission does not exist.
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2003  Assembly Bill 332 (Mullin) Chapter 351, Statutes of 2003—Clarifies that school districts and
community college districts are subject to compatibility plans. Requires local public agencies to
notify ALUC and Division of Aeronautics at least 45 days prior to deciding to overrule the
ALUC.

2004 Senate Bill 1223 (Committee on Transportation) Chapter 615, Statutes of 2004—Technical
revisions eliminating most remaining references to the term “comprehensive land use plan” and
replacing it with “airport land use compatibility plan.” Also replaces the terms “planning area”
and “study area” with “airport influence area.”

2005 Assembly Bill 1358 (Mullin) Chapter 29, Statutes of 2005—Requires a school district to notify

the Department of Transportation before leasing property for a new school site. Also makes these
provisions applicable to charter schools.
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Appendix B

14 Code of Federal Regulations Part 77:
Objects Affecting Navigable Airspace

Subpart A
GENERAL

Amdt. 77-11, September 25, 1989.

77.1 Scope.
This part:

(a) Establishes standards for determining obstructions in navigable airspace;

(b) Sets forth the requirements for notice to the Administrator of certain proposed construction or
alteration;

(c) Provides for aeronautical studies of obstructions to air navigation, to determine their effect on the
safe and efficient use of airspace;

(d) Provides for public hearings on the hazardous effect of proposed construction or alteration on air
navigation; and

(e) Provides for establishing antenna farm areas.

77.2 Definition of Terms.

For the purpose of this part:

“Airport available for public use” means an airport that is open to the general public with or without a
prior request to use the airport.

“A seaplane base” is considered to be an airport only if its sea lanes are outlined by visual markers.

“Nonprecision instrument runway” means a runway having an existing instrument approach procedure
utilizing air navigation facilities with only horizontal guidance, or area type navigation equipment, for
which a straight in nonprecision instrument approach procedure has been approved, or planned, and for
which no precision approach facilities are planned, or indicated on an FAA planning document or military
service military airport planning document.

“Precision instrument runway” means a runway having an existing instrument approach procedure
utilizing an Instrument Landing System (ILS), or a Precision Approach Radar (PAR). It also means a
runway for which a precision approach system is planned and is so indicated by an FAA approved airport
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layout plan; a military service approved military airport layout plan; any other FAA planning document,
or military service military airport planning document.

“Utility runway” means a runway that is constructed for and intended to be used by propeller driven
aircraft of 12,500 pounds maximum gross weight and less.

“Visual runway” means a runway intended solely for the operation of aircraft using visual approach
procedures, with no straight in instrument approach procedure and no instrument designation indicated on
an FAA approved airport layout plan, a military service approved military airport layout plan, or by any
planning document submitted to the FAA by competent authority.

77.3 Standards.

(a) The standards established in this part for determining obstructions to air navigation are used by the
Administrator in:

(1) Administering the Federal aid Airport Program and the Surplus Airport Program;
(2) Transferring property of the United States under section 16 of the Federal Airport Act;
(3) Developing technical standards and guidance in the design and construction of airports; and

(4) Imposing requirements for public notice of the construction or alteration of any structure where
notice will promote air safety.

(b) The standards used by the Administrator in the establishment of flight procedures and aircraft
operational limitations are not set forth in this part but are contained in other publications of the
Administrator.

775 Kinds of Objects Affected.

This part applies to:

(@) Any object of natural growth, terrain, or permanent or temporary construction or alteration, including
equipment or materials used therein, and apparatus of a permanent or temporary character; and

(b) Alteration of any permanent or temporary existing structure by a change in its height (including
appurtenances), or lateral dimensions, including equipment or materials used therein.
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Subpart B
NOTICE OF CONSTRUCTION OR ALTERATION

77.11 Scope.

(@) This subpart requires each person proposing any kind of construction or alteration described in
877.13(a) to give adequate notice to the Administrator. It specifies the locations and dimensions of
the construction or alteration for which notice is required and prescribes the form and manner of the
notice. It also requires supplemental notices 48 hours before the start and upon the completion of
certain construction or alteration that was the subject of a notice under §77.13(a).

(b) Notices received under this subpart provide a basis for:

(1) Evaluating the effect of the construction or alteration on operational procedures and proposed
operational procedures;

(2) Determinations of the possible hazardous effect of the proposed construction or alteration on air
navigation;

(3) Recommendations for identifying the construction or alteration in accordance with the current
Federal Aviation Administration Advisory Circular AC 70/7460 1 entitled “Obstruction Marking
and Lighting,” which is available without charge from the Department of Transportation,
Distribution Unit, TAD 484.3, Washington, D.C. 20590.

(4) Determining other appropriate measures to be applied for continued safety of air navigation; and

(5) Charting and other notification to airmen of the construction or alteration.

77.13 Construction or Alteration Requiring Notice.

(a) Except as provided in 877.15, each sponsor who proposes any of the following construction or
alteration shall notify the Administrator in the form and manner prescribed in 877.17:
(1) Any construction or alteration of more than 200 feet in height above the ground level at its site.

(2) Any construction or alteration of greater height than an imaginary surface extending outward and
upward at one of the following slopes:

(i) 100 to 1 for a horizontal distance of 20,000 feet from the nearest point of the nearest runway
of each airport specified in paragraph (a)(5) of this section with at least one runway more
than 3,200 feet in actual length, excluding heliports.

(if) 50 to 1 for a horizontal distance of 10,000 feet from the nearest point of the nearest runway
of each airport specified in paragraph (a)(5) of this section with its longest runway no more
than 3,200 feet in actual length, excluding heliports.

(iii) 5 to 1 for a horizontal distance of 5,000 feet from the nearest point of the nearest landing
and takeoff area of each heliport specified in paragraph (a)(5) of this section.
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©)

(4)

(%)

Any highway, railroad, or other traverse way for mobile objects, of a height which, if adjusted
upward 17 feet for an Interstate Highway that is part of the National System of Military and
Interstate Highways where overcrossings are designed for a minimum of 17 feet vertical
distance, 15 feet for any other public roadway, 10 feet or the height of the highest mobile object
that would normally traverse the road, whichever is greater, for a private road, 23 feet for a
railroad, and for a waterway or any other traverse way not previously mentioned, an amount
equal to the height of the highest mobile object that would normally traverse it, would exceed a
standard of paragraph (a) (1) or (2) of this section.

When requested by the FAA, any construction or alteration that would be in an instrument
approach area (defined in the FAA standards governing instrument approach procedures) and
available information indicates it might exceed a standard of Subpart C of this part.

Any construction or alteration on any of the following airports (including heliports):

(i) Anairport that is available for public use and is listed in the Airport Directory of the current
Airman’s Information Manual or in either the Alaska or Pacific Airman’s Guide and Chart
Supplement.

(i) An airport under construction, that is the subject of a notice or proposal on file with the
Federal Aviation Administration, and, except for military airports, it is clearly indicated that
airport will be available for public use.

(iii) An airport that is operated by an armed force of the United States.

(b) Each sponsor who proposes construction or alteration that is the subject of a notice under paragraph
(a) of this section and is advised by an FAA regional office that a supplemental notice is required
shall submit that notice on a prescribed form to be received by the FAA regional office at least
48 hours before the start of the construction or alteration.

(c) Each sponsor who undertakes construction or alteration that is the subject of a notice under
paragraph (a) of this section shall, within 5 days after that construction or alteration reaches its
greatest height, submit a supplemental notice on a prescribed form to the FAA regional office having
jurisdiction over the region involved, if

(1) The construction or alteration is more than 200 feet above the surface level of its site; or

(2) An FAA regional office advises him that submission of the form is required.

77.15

Construction or Alteration Not Requiring Notice.

No person is required to notify the Administrator for any of the following construction or alteration:

(@ Any object that would be shielded by existing structures of a permanent and substantial character or
by natural terrain or topographic features of equal or greater height, and would be located in the
congested area of a city, town, or settlement where it is evident beyond all reasonable doubt that the
structure so shielded will not adversely affect safety in air navigation.
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(b) Any antenna structure of 20 feet or less in height except one that would increase the height of
another antenna structure.

(c) Any air navigation facility, airport visual approach or landing aid, aircraft arresting device, or
meteorological device, of a type approved by the Administrator, or an appropriate military service on
military airports, the location and height of which is fixed by its functional purpose.

(d) Any construction or alteration for which notice is required by any other FAA regulation.

77.17 Form and Time of Notice.

(a) Each person who is required to notify the Administrator under 877.13 (a) shall send one executed
form set (four copies) of FAA Form 7460 1, Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration, to the
Manager, Air Traffic Division, FAA Regional Office having jurisdiction over the area within which
the construction or alteration will be located. Copies of FAA Form 7460 1 may be obtained from the
headquarters of the Federal Aviation Administration and the regional offices.

(b) The notice required under §77.13(a) (1) through (4) must be submitted at least 30 days before the
earlier of the following dates:

(1) The date the proposed construction or alteration is to begin.

(2) The date an application for a construction permit is to be filed.

However, a notice relating to proposed construction or alteration that is subject to the licensing
requirements of the Federal Communications Act may be sent to FAA at the same time the
application for construction is filed with the Federal Communications Commission, or at any time
before that filing.

(c) A proposed structure or an alteration to an existing structure that exceeds 2,000 feet in height above
the ground will be presumed to be a hazard to air navigation and to result in an inefficient utilization
of airspace and the applicant has the burden of overcoming that presumption. Each notice submitted
under the pertinent provisions of this Part 77 proposing a structure in excess of 2,000 feet above
ground, or an alteration that will make an existing structure exceed that height, must contain a
detailed showing, directed to meeting this burden. Only in exceptional cases, where the FAA
concludes that a clear and compelling showing has been made that it would not result in an
inefficient utilization of the airspace and would not result in a hazard to air navigation, will a
determination of no hazard be issued.

(d) In the case of an emergency involving essential public services, public health, or public safety that
requires immediate construction or alteration, the 30 day requirement in paragraph (b) of this section
does not apply and the notice may be sent by telephone, telegraph, or other expeditious means, with
an executed FAA Form 7460 1 submitted within 5 days thereafter. Outside normal business hours,
emergency notices by telephone or telegraph may be submitted to the nearest FAA Flight Service
Station.
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(€)

Each person who is required to notify the Administrator by paragraph (b) or (c) of §77.13, or both,
shall send an executed copy of FAA Form 117 1, Notice of Progress of Construction or Alteration, to
the Manager, Air Traffic Division, FAA Regional Office having jurisdiction over the area involved.

77.19  Acknowledgment of Notice.

(@)
(b)

(©)

The FAA acknowledges in writing the receipt of each notice submitted under §77.13(a).

If the construction or alteration proposed in a notice is one for which lighting or marking standards
are prescribed in the FAA Advisory Circular AC 70/7460 1, entitled “Obstruction Marking and
Lighting,” the acknowledgment contains a statement to that effect and information on how the
structure should be marked and lighted in accordance with the manual.

The acknowledgment states that an aeronautical study of the proposed construction or alteration has
resulted in a determination that the construction or alteration:

(1) Would not exceed any standard of Subpart C and would not be a hazard to air navigation;
(2) Would exceed a standard of Subpart C but would not be a hazard to air navigation; or

(3) Would exceed a standard of Subpart C and further aeronautical study is necessary to determine
whether it would be a hazard to air navigation, that the sponsor may request within 30 days that
further study, and that, pending completion of any further study, it is presumed the construction
or alteration would be a hazard to air navigation.

Subpart C
OBSTRUCTION STANDARDS
77.21 Scope.
(@) This subpart establishes standards for determining obstructions to air navigation. It applies to

(b)

B-6

existing and proposed manmade objects, objects of natural growth, and terrain. The standards apply
to the use of navigable airspace by aircraft and to existing air navigation facilities, such as an air
navigation aid, airport, Federal airway, instrument approach or departure procedure, or approved off
airway route. Additionally, they apply to a planned facility or use, or a change in an existing facility
or use, if a proposal therefore is on file with the Federal Aviation Administration or an appropriate
military service on the date the notice required by §77.13(a) is filed.

At those airports having defined runways with specially prepared hard surfaces, the primary surface
for each such runway extends 200 feet beyond each end of the runway. At those airports having
defined strips or pathways that are used regularly for the taking off and landing of aircraft and have
been designated by appropriate authority as runways, but do not have specially prepared hard
surfaces, each end of the primary surface for each such runway shall coincide with the corresponding
end of the runway. At those airports, excluding seaplane bases, having a defined landing and takeoff
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area with no defined pathways for the landing and taking off of aircraft, a determination shall be
made as to which portions of the landing and takeoff area are regularly used as landing and takeoff
pathways. Those pathways so determined shall be considered runways and an appropriate primary
surface as defined in 877.25(c) will be considered as being longitudinally centered on each runway
so determined, and each end of that primary surface shall coincide with the corresponding end of that
runway.

(c) The standards in this subpart apply to the effect of construction or alteration proposals upon an
airport if, at the time of filing of the notice required by §77.13(a), that airport is

)

(2)

®3)

77.23

Available for public use and is listed in the Airport Directory of the current Airman’s
Information Manual or in either the Alaska or Pacific Airman’s Guide and Chart Supplement; or

A planned or proposed airport or an airport under construction, that is the subject of a notice or
proposal on file with the Federal Aviation Administration, and, except for military airports, it is
clearly indicated that that airport will be available for public use; or,

An airport that is operated by an armed force of the United States.

Standards for Determining Obstructions.

(a) An existing object, including a mobile object, is, and a future object would be, an obstruction to air
navigation if it is of greater height than any of the following heights or surfaces:

)
)

)

(4)

(%)

A height of 500 feet above ground level at the site of the object.

A height that is 200 feet above ground level or above the established airport elevation,
whichever is higher, within 3 nautical miles of the established reference point of an airport,
excluding heliports, with its longest runway more than 3,200 feet in actual length, and that
height increases in the proportion of 100 feet for each additional nautical mile of distance from
the airport up to a maximum of 500 feet.

A height within a terminal obstacle clearance area, including an initial approach segment, a
departure area, and a circling approach area, which would result in the vertical distance between
any point on the object and an established minimum instrument flight altitude within that area or
segment to be less than the required obstacle clearance.

A height within an en route obstacle clearance area, including turn and termination areas, of a
Federal airway or approved off airway route, that would increase the minimum obstacle
clearance altitude.

The surface of a takeoff and landing area of an airport or any imaginary surface established
under 877.25, 877.28, or §77.29. However, no part of the takeoff or landing area itself will be
considered an obstruction.

(b) Except for traverse ways on or near an airport with an operative ground traffic control service,
furnished by an air traffic control tower or by the airport management and coordinated with the air
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traffic control service, the standards of paragraph (a) of this section apply to traverse ways used or to
be used for the passage of mobile objects only after the heights of these traverse ways are increased

by:

(1) Seventeen feet for an Interstate Highway that is part of the National System of Military and
Interstate Highways where overcrossings are designed for a minimum of 17 feet vertical
distance.

(2) Fifteen feet for any other public roadway.

(3) Ten feet or the height of the highest mobile object that would normally traverse the road,
whichever is greater, for a private road.

(4) Twenty three feet for a railroad, and,

(5) For a waterway or any other traverse way not previously mentioned, an amount equal to the
height of the highest mobile object that would normally traverse it.

77.25 Civil Airport Imaginary Surfaces.

The following civil airport imaginary surfaces are established with relation to the airport and to each
runway. The size of each such imaginary surface is based on the category of each runway according to
the type of approach available or planned for that runway. The slope and dimensions of the approach
surface applied to each end of a runway are determined by the most precise approach existing or planned
for that runway end.

(a)

(b)

(©)
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Horizontal surface. A horizontal plane 150 feet above the established airport elevation, the perimeter
of which is constructed by swinging arcs of specified radii from the center of each end of the primary
surface of each runway of each airport and connecting the adjacent arcs by lines tangent to those
arcs. The radius of each arc is:

(1) 5,000 feet for all runways designated as utility or visual;

(2) 10,000 feet for all other runways. The radius of the arc specified for each end of a runway will
have the same arithmetical value. That value will be the highest determined for either end of the
runway. When a 5,000-foot arc is encompassed by tangents connecting two adjacent 10,000-
foot arcs, the 5,000-foot arc shall be disregarded on the construction of the perimeter of the
horizontal surface.

Conical surface. A surface extending outward and upward from the periphery of the horizontal
surface at a slope of 20 to 1 for a horizontal distance of 4,000 feet.

Primary surface. A surface longitudinally centered on a runway. When the runway has a specially
prepared hard surface, the primary surface extends 200 feet beyond each end of that runway; but
when the runway has no specially prepared hard surface, or planned hard surface, the primary
surface ends at each end of that runway. The elevation of any point on the primary surface is the
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same as the elevation of the nearest point on the runway centerline. The width of a primary surface
is:

(1) 250 feet for utility runways having only visual approaches.
(2) 500 feet for utility runways having nonprecision instrument approaches.
(3) For other than utility runways the width is:

(i) 500 feet for visual runways having only visual approaches.

(if) 500 feet for nonprecision instrument runways having visibility minimums greater than three
fourths statute mile.

(iii) 1,000 feet for a nonprecision instrument runway having a nonprecision instrument approach
with visibility minimums as low as three fourths of a statute mile, and for precision
instrument runways.

The width of the primary surface of a runway will be that width prescribed in this section for the
most precise approach existing or planned for either end of that runway.

(d) Approach surface. A surface longitudinally centered on the extended runway centerline and
extending outward and upward from each end of the primary surface. An approach surface is
applied to each end of each runway based upon the type of approach available or planned for that
runway end.

(1) The inner edge of the approach surface is the same width as the primary surface and it expands
uniformly to a width of:

(i) 1,250 feet for that end of a utility runway with only visual approaches;
(if) 1,500 feet for that end of a runway other than a utility runway with only visual approaches;
(iii) 2,000 feet for that end of a utility runway with a nonprecision instrument approach;

(iv) 3,500 feet for that end of a nonprecision instrument runway other than utility, having
visibility minimums greater than three fourths of a statute mile;

(v) 4,000 feet for that end of a nonprecision instrument runway, other than utility, having a
nonprecision instrument approach with visibility minimums as low as three fourths statute
mile; and

(vi) 16,000 feet for precision instrument runways.
(2) The approach surface extends for a horizontal distance of:
(i) 5,000 feet at a slope of 20 to 1 for all utility and visual runways;

(if) 10,000 feet at a slope of 34 to 1 for all nonprecision instrument runways other than utility;
and,

B-9

Gillespie Field Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan
January 25, 2010



APPENDIX B

14 CODE OF FEDERAL REGULATIONS PART 77: OBJECTS AFFECTING NAVIGABLE AIRSPACE

)

(iii) 10,000 feet at a slope of 50 to 1 with an additional 40,000 feet at a slope of 40 to 1 for all
precision instrument runways.

The outer width of an approach surface to an end of a runway will be that width prescribed in
this subsection for the most precise approach existing or planned for that runway end.

(e) Transitional surface. These surfaces extend outward and upward at right angles to the runway
centerline and the runway centerline extended at a slope of 7 to 1 from the sides of the primary
surface and from the sides of the approach surfaces. Transitional surfaces for those portions of the
precision approach surface which project through and beyond the limits of the conical surface,
extend a distance of 5,000 feet measured horizontally from the edge of the approach surface and at
right angles to the runway centerline.

17.27

77.28

(a) Related to airport reference points. These surfaces apply to all military airports. For the purposes of
this section a military airport is any airport operated by an armed force of the United States.

)

)

)

[Reserved]

Military Airport Imaginary Surfaces.

Inner horizontal surface. A plane is oval in shape at a height of 150 feet above the established
airfield elevation. The plane is constructed by scribing an arc with a radius of 7,500 feet about
the centerline at the end of each runway and interconnecting these arcs with tangents.

Conical surface. A surface extending from the periphery of the inner horizontal surface outward
and upward at a slope of 20 to 1 for a horizontal distance of 7,000 feet to a height of 500 feet
above the established airfield elevation.

Outer horizontal surface. A plane, located 500 feet above the established airfield elevation,
extending outward from the outer periphery of the conical surface for a horizontal distance of
30,000 feet.

(b) Related to runways. These surfaces apply to all military airports.

B-10

)

2)

®3)

Primary surface. A surface located on the ground or water longitudinally centered on each
runway with the same length as the runway. The width of the primary surface for runways is
2,000 feet. However, at established bases where substantial construction has taken place in
accordance with a previous lateral clearance criteria, the 2,000 foot width may be reduced to the
former criteria.

Clear zone surface. A surface located on the ground or water at each end of the primary surface,
with a length of 1,000 feet and the same width as the primary surface.

Approach clearance surface. An inclined plane, symmetrical about the runway centerline
extended, beginning 200 feet beyond each end of the primary surface at the centerline elevation
of the runway end and extending for 50,000 feet. The slope of the approach clearance surface is
50 to 1 along the runway centerline extended until it reaches an elevation of 500 feet above the
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established airport elevation. It then continues horizontally at this elevation to a point 50,000
feet from the point of beginning. The width of this surface at the runway end is the same as the
primary surface, it flares uniformly, and the width at 50,000 is 16,000 feet.

(4) Transitional surfaces. These surfaces connect the primary surfaces, the first 200 feet of the clear
zone surfaces, and the approach clearance surfaces to the inner horizontal surface, conical
surface, outer horizontal surface or other transitional surfaces. The slope of the transitional
surface is 7 to 1 outward and upward at right angles to the runway centerline.

77.29  Airport Imaginary Surfaces for Heliports.

(@)

(b)

Heliport primary surface. The area of the primary surface coincides in size and shape with the
designated takeoff and landing area of a heliport. This surface is a horizontal plane at the elevation
of the established heliport elevation.(b)Heliport approach surface. The approach surface begins at
each end of the heliport primary surface with the same width as the primary surface, and extends
outward and upward for a horizontal distance of 4,000 feet where its width is 500 feet. The slope of
the approach surface is 8 to 1 for civil heliports and 10 to 1 for military heliports.

Heliport transitional surfaces. These surfaces extend outward and upward from the lateral
boundaries of the heliport primary surface and from the approach surfaces at a slope of 2 to 1 for a
distance of 250 feet measured horizontally from the centerline of the primary and approach surfaces.

Subpart D

AERONAUTICAL STUDIES EFFECT OF
PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION ON NAVIGABLE AIRSPACE

77.31 Scope.

(a)

(b)

This subpart applies to the conduct of aeronautical studies of the effect of proposed construction or
alteration on the use of air navigation facilities or navigable airspace by aircraft. In the aeronautical
studies, present and future IFR and VFR aeronautical operations and procedures are reviewed and
any possible changes in those operations and procedures and in the construction proposal that would
eliminate or alleviate the conflicting demands are ascertained.

The conclusion of a study made under this subpart is normally a determination as to whether the
specific proposal studied would be a hazard to air navigation.

77.33 Initiation of Studies.

(@)

An aeronautical study is conducted by the FAA:

(1) Upon the request of the sponsor of any construction or alteration for which a notice is submitted
under Subpart B of this part, unless that construction or alteration would be located within an
antenna farm area established under Subpart F of this part; or
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(2) Whenever the FAA determines it appropriate.

77.35 Aeronautical Studies.

(@)

(b)

(©)

(d)

The Regional Manager, Air Traffic Division of the region in which the proposed construction or
alteration would be located, or his designee, conducts the aeronautical study of the effect of the
proposal upon the operation of air navigation facilities and the safe and efficient utilization of the
navigable airspace. This study may include the physical and electromagnetic radiation effect the
proposal may have on the operation of an air navigation facility.

To the extent considered necessary, the Regional Manager, Air Traffic Division or his designee:
(1) Solicits comments from all interested persons;

(2) Explores objections to the proposal and attempts to develop recommendations for adjustment of
aviation requirements that would accommodate the proposed construction or alteration;

(3) Examines possible revisions of the proposal that would eliminate the exceeding of the standards
in Subpart C of this part; and

(4) Convenes a meeting with all interested persons for the purpose of gathering all facts relevant to
the effect of the proposed construction or alteration on the safe and efficient utilization of the
navigable airspace.

The Regional Manager, Air Traffic Division or his designee issues a determination as to whether the
proposed construction or alteration would be a hazard to air navigation and sends copies to all known
interested persons. This determination is final unless a petition for review is granted under §77.37.

If the sponsor revises his proposal to eliminate exceeding of the standards of Subpart C of this part,
or withdraws it, the Regional Manager, Air Traffic Division, or his designee, terminates the study
and notifies all known interested persons.

77.37 Discretionary Review.

(@)

(b)
(©)
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The sponsor of any proposed construction or alteration or any person who stated a substantial
aeronautical objection to it in an aeronautical study, or any person who has a substantial aeronautical
objection to it but was not given an opportunity to state it, may petition the Administrator, within 30
days after issuance of the determination under §77.19 or §77.35 or revision or extension of the
determination under §77.39 (c), for a review of the determination, revision, or extension. This
paragraph does not apply to any acknowledgment issued under §77.19 (c) (1).

The petition must be in triplicate and contain a full statement of the basis upon which it is made.

The Administrator examines each petition and decides whether a review will be made and, if so,
whether it will be:

(1) A review on the basis of written materials, including study of a report by the Regional Manager,
Air Traffic Division of the aeronautical study, briefs, and related submissions by any interested
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party, and other relevant facts, with the Administrator affirming, revising, or reversing the
determination issued under 877.19, §77.35 or §77.39 (c); or

(2) A review on the basis of a public hearing, conducted in accordance with the procedures
prescribed in Subpart E of this part.

77.39 Effective Period of Determination of No Hazard.

(a)

(b)

(©)

(d)

(€)

Unless it is otherwise extended, revised, or terminated, each final determination of no hazard made
under this subpart or Subpart B or E of this part expires 18 months after its effective date, regardless
of whether the proposed construction or alteration has been started, or on the date the proposed
construction or alteration is abandoned, whichever is earlier.

In any case, including a determination to which paragraph (d) of this section applies, where the
proposed construction or alteration has not been started during the applicable period by actual
structural work, such as the laying of a foundation, but not including excavation, any interested
person may, at least 15 days before the date the final determination expires, petition the FAA official
who issued the determination to:

(1) Revise the determination based on new facts that change the basis on which it was made; or
(2) Extend its effective period.

The FAA official who issued the determination reviews each petition presented under paragraph (b)
of this section, and revises, extends, or affirms the determination as indicated by his findings.

In any case in which a final determination made under this subpart or Subpart B or E of this part
relates to proposed construction or alteration that may not be started unless the Federal
Communications Commission issues an appropriate construction permit, the effective period of each
final determination includes:

(1) The time required to apply to the Commission for a construction permit, but not more than 6
months after the effective date of the determination; and

(2) The time necessary for the Commission to process the application except in a case where the
Administrator determines a shorter effective period is required by the circumstances.

If the Commission issues a construction permit, the final determination is effective until the date
prescribed for completion of the construction. If the Commission refuses to issue a construction
permit, the final determination expires on the date of its refusal.
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Exhibit B-1

14 Code of Federal Regulations Part 77 Imaginary Surfaces
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Source: 14 Code of Federal Regulations Part 77, Objects Affecting Navigable Airspace. September 25, 1989.
Prepared by:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc., October 2009.
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Exhibit B-2

14 Code of Federal Regulations Part 77 Notification

Form Approved OMB No, 29 200001

Please Type or Print on This Farm Expiration Date: 731407
. . . i . FOR FAA USE ONLY
'-‘ Failure To Provide All Requested Information May Delay Processing of Your Notice
(™4 Asrmnaiics Study N ber

U5, Depertment of Transportation Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration

Federal foidtion Administration

1. Sponsor (person, company, elc. proposing this action
5 (e HA RIS ) 9. Latitude: 2 : - .
At of: 4
Marma 10. Longitude: .
Addrass 1. Datum: [Jnapses  [Jwapz7 [ otner
12. Nearest: City State
City State Tip: 13. Nearest Public-use (nof private-use) or Military Alrport or Heliport:
Telephane: Fax.
14. Distance from #13. to Structure:
2. Sponsor's Representative (if ofher than #7) 15. Direction from #13. to Structure
Attn. of: 16. Site Elevation (amsL): ft
Narme 17. Total Structure Height (AGL): .
Address 18. Overall Height (#16 + #17) (AMSL): ;
19. Previous FAA Aercnautical Study Number (if appiicabie):
City State: Zip: -OF
Telephane Fax : T 5 )
20. Description of Location: (afiach 3 USGS 7.5 minuie Quadrangle Map with
the precise site marfied and any certified surve
3. Notice of:  [] New Canstruction [ atteration [ Existing " = A
4. Duration: [ Pemanent [ Temparary ¢ months, days)
5. Work Schedule: Beginning End
6. Type: [ lanternaTower [crane [ ouiing [ power Line
[ Landfin [ wwater Tank [ ather
7. Marking/Painting andior Lighting Preferred:
[ ren Lights and Paint [ bual - Red and Medium Intensity White
[ white - Medium Intensity [] Dual - Red and high Intensity White
[ white - High Intensity []Other
8. FCC Antenna Structure Registration Number (if zopiicabia)

21. Complete Description of Proposal: Frequency/Power (ki)

Notice s required by 14 Code of Federal Regulations, part 77 pursuant to 49 U5 .C., Section 44716, Persans who knowingly and wilingly violate the notice
reqiuirern ents of part 77 are subject to a civil penalty of $1,000 per day until the notice is recelved, pursuant to 48 1U.5.C., Section 46301(a)

| hereby certify that all of the above statements made by me aretrue, complete, and correct to the best of my knowledge. In addition, | agree to mark and/er light the
structure in accordance with established marking & lighting standards as necessarny.

Date Typed or Printed Mame and Title of Person Filing Motice Signature

FAA Fomn 7460-1 (2-69) Supersedes Previous Edition Electranic Wersion (Adobe) NSN: 0052-00-012-0009
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Exhibit B-2 Continued
14 Code of Federal Regulations Part 77 Notification

A Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration (Form 7460-1) must be filed with the Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA).

If construction or alteration is not located on an airport, you may file electronically (i.e., e-filing) using
the following web-link:

https://oeaaa.faa.gov/oeaaaEXT/portal.jsp

If construction or alteration is located on an airport, you must file Form 7460-1 via US Postal Mail to:

Western Pacific Region

HI, CA, NV, AZ, GU

Western-Pacific Regional Office Air Traffic Division, AWP-520
15000 Aviation Boulevard Hawthorne, CA 90260

Tel: 310-725-6557

Form 7460-1 is available online in PDF (printable version, only) or Word format (data may be typed into
form).

http://forms.faa.qgov/forms/faa7460-1.pdf

http://www.faa.gov/aso/aso500/7460-1n.doc

Note:
Original form on Federal Aviation Administration website contains interactive fields.

Source: Federal Aviation Administration, Form 7460-1, February 1999.
Prepared by:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc., October 2009.
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Appendix C

Airport Land Use Compatibility Concepts

INTRODUCTION

This appendix provides basic information regarding the concepts and rationale used to develop the
compatibility policies and maps discussed in Chapters 2 and 3 of this Airport Land Use Compatibility
Plan (the Compatibility Plan). Some of the material is excerpted directly from the California Airport
Land Use Planning Handbook (the Handbook) published by the California Department of Transportation,
Division of Aeronautics (Division of Aeronautics) in January 2002. Other portions are based on concepts
that evolved from technical input obtained during review and discussion of preliminary drafts of key
policies.

State law requires that airport land use commissions “be guided by” the information presented in the
Handbook. Despite the statutory reference to it, though, the Handbook does not constitute formal state
policy or regulation. Indeed, adjustment of the guidelines to fit the circumstances of individual airports is
suggested by the Handbook. The Handbook guidance does not supersede or otherwise take precedence
over the policies adopted by the San Diego County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) in this
Compatibility Plan. Furthermore, this appendix itself does not constitute ALUC policy. If the material
herein conflicts in any way with the actual policy language or maps, the policies and maps govern.

As outlined in the Handbook, the noise and safety compatibility concerns of ALUCs fall into four
categories. This Compatibility Plan refers to these categories as “factors/layers:”

« Noise: As defined by cumulative noise exposure contours describing noise from aircraft operations
near an airport.

. Safety: From the perspective of minimizing the risks of aircraft accidents beyond the runway
environment.

« Airspace Protection: Accomplished by limits on the height of structures and other objects in the airport
vicinity and restrictions on other uses that potentially pose hazards to flight.

« Overflight: The impacts of routine aircraft flight over a community.

The documentation in the remainder of this appendix is organized under these four factors. Under each of
the four compatibility category headings, the discussion is presented in relation to four topics:

« Compatibility Objective: The objective to be sought by establishment and implementation of the
compatibility policies.

« Measurement: The scale on which attainment of the objectives can be measured.

« Compatibility Strategies: The types of strategies that, when formulated as compatibility policies, can
be used to accomplish the objectives.
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C-2

« Basis for Setting Criteria: The factors that should be considered in setting the respective compatibility
criteria.

NOISE

Noise is perhaps the most basic airport land use compatibility concern. Certainly, it is the most noticeable
impact of airport operations.

Compatibility Objective

The purpose of noise compatibility policies is to avoid introducing new noise-sensitive land uses in the
portions of an airport environs that are exposed to significant levels of aircraft noise, taking into account
the characteristics of the airport and the communities surrounding the airport.

Measurement

For the purposes of airport land use compatibility planning, noise generated by aircraft operations to,
from, and around an airport is primarily measured in terms of the cumulative noise levels of all aircraft
operations. In California, the cumulative noise level metric established by State regulations, including the
metric used for measuring aircraft noise, is the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL). Cumulative
noise level metrics are used to measure the noise levels of all aircraft operating at an airport on an average
day (1/365) of the year. The calculations take into account the number of operations of each aircraft type,
the noise levels they produce, the time of day at which they operation, and their geographic distribution
(the runways and flight tracks used). To reflect an assumed greater community sensitivity to nighttime
and evening noise, the CNEL metric treats events during these periods as being louder than actually
measured. Specifically, an extra weight of 4.77 dB is added to noise events between 7:00 p.m. and 10:00
p.m., and an extra 10.0 dB is added to events between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.

Cumulative noise level metrics provide a single measure of the sound level, in decibels (dB), to which
any point near an airport is exposed during an average day. Although the maximum noise levels
produced by individual aircraft are a major component of the calculations, cumulative noise level metrics
do not explicitly describe these peak values. Cumulative noise levels are usually illustrated on airport
area maps as contour lines connecting points of equal noise exposure.

For civilian airports, noise contours are typically calculated using the Federal Aviation Administration’s
(FAA's) Integrated Noise Model (INM) computer program. For military airports, the similar Department
of Defense’s NOISEMAP model is used. Inputs to these models are of two basic types: standardized
aircraft performance and noise data this data can be adjusted for a particular airport if necessary) and
airport-specific data (including aircraft types and number of operations, time of day of aircraft operations,
runway usage distribution, and the location and usage of flight tracks). Airport elevation and surrounding
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topographic data can also be entered. For airports with airport traffic control towers, some of these inputs
can be obtained from recorded data. Noise monitoring and radar flight tracking data available for airports
in metropolitan areas are other sources of valuable information. At most airports, though, the individual
input variables must be estimated. The underlying aircraft operational data used to develop noise
exposure contours for this Compatibility Plan is described in Chapter 4.

Compatibility Strategies

The basic strategy for achieving noise compatibility in an airport vicinity is to limit development of land
uses that are particularly sensitive to noise. The most acceptable land uses are ones that either involve
few people (especially people engaged in noise-sensitive activities) or generate significant noise levels
themselves (such as other transportation facilities or some industrial uses).

Generally, California law regards any residential land uses as normally incompatible where noise
exposure exceeds 65 dB CNEL. State airport noise regulations, though, apply only to “noise problem
airports,” which are defined by specific criteria in the regulations and which can operate only under a
noise variance from the State Department of Transportation. In addition, the 65 dB CNEL standard is set
with respect to high-activity airports, particularly major air carrier airports in urban locations where
ambient noise levels are generally higher than in suburban and rural areas. As discussed below and as
provided in the Handbook, a lower threshold of incompatibility is often appropriate at certain airports,
particularly in suburban or rural locations where the ambient noise levels are lower than in urban areas.

In places where the noise exposure is not so severe as to warrant exclusion of new residential
development, one strategy is to have very low densities—that is, parcels large enough that the dwelling
can be placed in a portion of the property that is less affected by aircraft noise. In urban areas, however,
this strategy is seldom viable. The alternative for such locations is to encourage high-density, multifamily
residential development with little, if any, outdoor areas, provided that the 65 dB CNEL standard and
limitations based on safety are not exceeded. Ambient noise levels are typically higher in multifamily
developments than in single-family subdivisions, outdoor living space is less, and sound insulation
features can more easily be added to the buildings. All of these factors tend to make aircraft noise less
intrusive.

Sound insulation is an important requirement for residential and other noise-sensitive indoor uses in high
noise areas. The California Building Code requires that sufficient acoustic insulation be provided in any
habitable rooms of new hotels, motels, dormitories, dwellings (other than detached single-family
residences) to ensure that aircraft noise is reduced to an interior level of 45 dB CNEL or less. To
demonstrate compliance with this standard, an acoustical analysis must be completed for any residential
structure proposed to be located where the annual CNEL exceeds 60 dB. This Compatibility Plan extends
the 45 dB CNEL interior noise limit standard to single-family dwellings as well. The Compatibility Plan
further requires dedication of an avigation easement (see later discussion in this appendix) as a condition
for development approval in locations where these standards apply.
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Basis for Setting Criteria

Compatibility criteria related to cumulative noise levels are well-established in federal and State laws and
regulations. The California Airport Noise Regulations (California Code of Regulations, Section 5000 et
seq.) states that:

The level of noise acceptable to a reasonable person residing in the vicinity of an airport is
established as a community noise equivalent level (CNEL) value of 65 dB for purposes of
these regulations. This criterion level has been chosen for reasonable persons residing in
urban residential areas where houses are of typical California construction and may have
windows partially open. It has been selected with reference to speech, sleep and community
reaction.

No airport declared by a county board of supervisors as having a “noise problem” is to operate in a
manner that results in incompatible uses being located within the 65 dB CNEL contour. In San Diego
County, only San Diego International Airport has been so designated. Incompatible uses are defined as
being: residences of all types, public and private schools, hospitals and convalescent homes, and places
of worship. However, these uses are not regarded as incompatible where acoustical insulation has been
installed to reduce the interior noise level to 45 dB CNEL or the airport sponsor has acquired an avigation
easement for aircraft noise.

As noted in the regulations, the 65 dB CNEL standard is set with respect to urban areas. For many
airports and in many communities, 65 dB CNEL is too high to be considered acceptable to “reasonable
persons.” Through a process referred to as “normalization,” adjustments can be made to take into account
such factors as the background noise levels of the community and previous exposure to particular noise
sources. This process suggests, for example, that 60 dB CNEL may be a more suitable criterion for
suburban communities not exposed to significant industrial noise and 55 dB CNEL may be appropriate for
quiet suburban or rural communities remote from industrial noise and truck traffic. On the other hand,
even though it exceeds State standards, 70 dB CNEL may be regarded as acceptable noise exposure in
noisy urban residential communities near industrial areas and busy roads.

Industrial activity and transportation noise are two of the most prominent contributors to background
noise levels in a community. According to a U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) study,
however, the variable that correlates best with ambient noise levels across a broad range of communities
is population density (Population Distribution of the United States as a Function of Outdoor Noise Level,
EPA Report No. 550/9-74-009, June 1974). This study established the following formula as a means of
estimating the typical background noise level of a community:

DNLgpa=22+10* Iog(p)

where “p” is the population density measured in people per square statute mile.
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These factors are central considerations in the noise level criteria for new residential development
endorsed by the San Diego County ALUC and reflected in the policies of this Compatibility Plan. The
ALUC considers the maximum normally acceptable noise exposure for new residential development near
airports in urban areas to be 65 dB CNEL, 60 dB CNEL near airports in suburban areas, and 55 dB CNEL
near low-activity airports in rural areas. Based on the above EPA equation, these criteria are a minimum
of 5 dB above the predicted ambient noise levels in the respective communities.

Similar considerations apply in establishing maximum acceptable noise exposure for nonresidential land
uses, particularly those that are noise sensitive. For schools, lodging, and other such uses, a higher noise
exposure may be tolerated in noisy urban communities than in quieter suburban and rural areas. For uses
that are not noise sensitive or that generate their own noise, the maximum acceptable noise exposure
levels tend to be the same regardless of ambient noise conditions. The criteria listed in Chapter 3 of this
Compatibility Plan are set with these various factors in mind.

SAFETY

Compared to noise, safety is, in many respects, a more difficult concern to address in airport land use
compatibility policies. A major reason for this difference is that safety policies address uncertain events
that occur only occasionally, whereas noise policies deal with known, more or less predictable, events
that do occur with every aircraft operation. Because aircraft accidents happen infrequently and the time,
place, and consequences of an individual accident cannot be predicted, the concept of risk is central to the
assessment of safety compatibility.

Compatibility Objective

The overall objective of safety compatibility criteria is to minimize the risks associated with potential off-
airport aircraft accidents and emergency landings beyond the runway environment. This objective has
two components:

« Safety on the Ground: The most fundamental safety compatibility component is to provide for the
safety of people and property on the ground in the event of an aircraft accident near an airport.

« Safety of Aircraft Occupants: The other important component is to enhance the chances of survival of
the occupants of an aircraft involved in an accident that takes place beyond the immediate runway
environment.

Measurement

Because aircraft accidents happen infrequently, measuring the risks associated with their occurrence is
difficult. It is necessary to look at accident-related information for many airports to assemble enough data
to be statistically valid. It is beyond the intent of this document to provide statistical data about aircraft
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accidents. Information on that topic can be found in the Handbook. However, certain aspects of aircraft
accidents are necessary to discuss in that they have a direct bearing on land use compatibility strategies.

From the standpoint of land use planning, two variables determine the degree of risk posed by potential
aircraft accidents: frequency and consequences.

Frequency Variable

The frequency variable relates to where and when aircraft accidents occur in the vicinity of an airport.
More specifically, these two elements can be described as follows:

« Spatial Element; The spatial element describes where aircraft accidents can be expected to occur. Of
all accidents that take place in the vicinity of airports, what percentage occurs in any given location?

« Time Element: The time element describes, in any given location around a particular airport, the
chance that an accident will occur in a specified period of time.

Of these two elements, the spatial element is the one most meaningfully applied to land use compatibility
planning around an individual airport. A sufficient number of aircraft accidents have occurred nationwide
to provide useful data regarding where they mostly occur in the environs of airports. As described below,
the Handbook uses these data to define a set of safety zones. Additionally, the relative concentration of
accidents in certain parts of the airport environs is a key consideration in the establishment of
compatibility criteria applicable within those zones.

The time element, in contrast, is not very useful for land use compatibility planning for several reasons.
First, at any given airport, the number of accidents is, with rare exception, too few to be statistically
meaningful in determining where future accidents might occur. Second, a calculation of accident
frequency over time depends upon the size of the area under consideration—the smaller the area
examined, the less likely it is that an accident will occur in that spot.

The Handbook presents a set of diagrams indicating where accidents are most likely to occur around
commercial and general aviation airports. Exhibits C-1 and C-2 show the spatial distribution of general
aviation aircraft accidents in the vicinity of airports on arrival and departure, respectively. (Note that
these diagrams show data for all general aviation accidents in the Handbook database.) Data on accidents
associated with different runway lengths are also provided in the Handbook, and were considered in
delineating the safety zones depicted in Chapter 3 of this Compatibility Plan.

The diagrams reveal several facts:

« About half of arrival accidents and a third of departure accidents take place within the FAA-defined
runway protection zone for a runway with a low-visibility instrument approach procedure (a 2,500-
foot-long trapezoid, varying from 1,000 feet wide at the inner edge to 1,750 feet wide at the outer
edge). This lends validity to the importance of runway protection zones as areas within which land use
activities should be minimal.
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« Although the runway protection zones represent the locations within which risk levels are highest, a
significant degree of risk exists well beyond the runway protection zone boundaries. Among all
near-airport (within 5 miles) accidents, over 80% are concentrated within 1.5 to 2.0 miles of a runway
end.

« Arrival accidents tend to be concentrated relatively close to the extended runway centerline.
Approximately 80% of arrival accidents occur within a strip extending 10,000 feet from the runway
landing threshold and 2,000 feet on each side of the runway centerline.

« Departure accidents are comparatively more dispersed laterally from the runway centerline, but are
concentrated closer to the runway end. Many departure accidents also occur lateral to the runway
itself, particularly when the runway is long. Approximately 80% of the departure accident sites are
within an area 2,500 feet from the runway centerline and 6,000 feet beyond the runway end or adjacent
to the runway.

To provide some sense of order to the scatter of individual accident points, an analysis presented in the
Handbook aggregates the accident location points (the scatter diagrams showing where accidents have
occurred relative to the runway) in a manner that better identifies where the accident sites are most
concentrated. The results are presented as risk intensity contours. Exhibits C-1 and C-2 divide the near-
airport accident location points into five groups of 20% occurrence each (note that only accident sites that
were not on a runway, but were within 5 miles of an airport are included in the database). The 20%
contour represents the highest or most concentrated risk intensity, the 40% contour represents the next
highest risk intensity, and so on up to 80%. The final 20% of the accident sites are beyond the 80%
contour. Each contour is drawn so as to encompass 20% of the points within the most compact area. The
contours are irregular in shape. No attempt was made to create geometric shapes. However, the risk
contours can serve as the basis for creating geometric shapes that can then be used as safety zones. The
Handbook contains several examples.

The Handbook takes the additional step of translating the risk contours into generic safety zones with
regular geometric shapes. Generic safety zones are illustrated for different types and lengths of runways.
The shapes of these zones reflect not just the accident distribution data, but also the ways in which
different phases of aircraft operations create different accident risk characteristics near an airport. For
most runways, the Handbook suggests the creation of six safety zones. The locations, typical dimensions,
and characteristics of the accident risks within each zone are outlined in Table C-1. In general terms, the
relative degree of the risk in each zone is described below.

« Zone 1 is exposed to the greatest risk of aircraft accidents. The dimensions of this zone are established
by FAA standards. The FAA encourages airport ownership of this zone and provides specific land use
standards to the extent that the land is airport owned. Where the land is not airport owned, the FAA
states that the standards should serve as recommendations.

« Zone 2 lies beyond Zone 1 and also has a significant degree of risk as reflected in both national and
local accident location data.

« Zone 3 has less risk than Zone 2, Zone 3 encompasses locations where aircraft often turn at low altitude
while approaching or departing a runway.
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Exhibit C-1
General Aviation Accident Distribution Contours — All Arrivals
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Notes:
445 arrival accidents in database — each dot represents one accident site.
Contours represent relative intensities (highest concentrations) of points in 20 percent increments.

gggéce: State of California Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics. California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook. Figure 9C, January
Prepared by:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc., October 2009.
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Exhibit C-2
General Aviation Accident Distribution Contours — All Departures
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Notes:
428 departure accidents in database — each dot represents one accident site.
Contours represent relative intensities (highest concentrations) of points in 20 percent increments.
gggéce: State of California Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics. California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook, Figure 9D, January

Prepared by:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc., October 2009.
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« Zone 4 lies along the extended runway centerline beyond Zone 2 and is especially significant at airports
that have straight-in instrument approach procedures or a high volume of operations, resulting in an
extended traffic pattern.

« Zone 5 is a unique area adjacent to the runway that, for most airports, is on airport property. The risk is
comparable to that of Zone 4.

« Zone 6 contains the aircraft traffic pattern. Although a high percentage of accidents occur within
Zone 6, for any given runway, Zone 6 is larger than all the other zones combined. Relative to the other
zones, the risks in Zone 6 are much lower, but are still greater than in locations more distant from the
airport.

Although accident location data, together with information on how aircraft flight parameters affect where
accidents occur, are the bases for delineation of the generic safety zones, the Handbook indicates that the
zone sizes and shapes must be adjusted in recognition of airport-specific characteristics. Among these
characteristics are:

« The Particular Mix of Aircraft Types Operating at the Airport. Larger aircraft generally are faster than
smaller aircraft and thus fly longer and wider traffic patterns or make straight-in approaches.

« The Overall Volume of Aircraft Operations. At busy airports, a larger traffic pattern is common
because aircraft must get in sequence for landing.

« Nearby Terrain or Other Airports. These physical features may, for example, limit a traffic pattern to a
single side of the airport or dictate “nonstandard” approach and departure routes.

« Instrument Approach Procedures. Aircraft following these procedures typically fly long, straight-in,
gradual descents to the runway. In some cases, though, an approach route may be aligned at an angle
to the runway rather than straight in.

« Existence of an Airport Traffic Control Tower. When a tower is present, controllers may direct or
allow pilots to fly unusual routes to expedite traffic flow. By comparison, at relatively busy airports
lacking airport traffic control towers, aircraft mostly follow the “standard” pattern dictated by federal
aviation regulations.

- A Dominant Direction of Traffic Flow. As reflected in the Handbook analysis of accident locations,
landing aircraft tend to follow routes directly in line with the runway during final descent and thus
accident sites are also concentrated along this alignment. Departing aircraft are more likely to turn to
head to their intended destination and the accident pattern is thus more dispersed. On runways where
the flow of aircraft operations is typically in one direction, this distinction in accident patterns is
considered.

Radar data are particularly helpful in showing exactly where aircraft fly when approaching or departing
an airport. These data can be used to further support adjustments to the safety zones based on the above
characteristics. Radar data, though, are not available for many of the outlying airports in San Diego
County. In these instances, information on normal traffic pattern locations was obtained through contact
with local flight instructors and others familiar with a particular airport.
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Table C-1
Safety Zone Aircraft Accident Risk Characteristics
Relative Percent of Accidents
Zone Description Nominal Dimensions Risk Level Nature of Accident Risk in Zone

1 Runway Protection Depending upon approach visibility Very High | Landing undershoots and | Arrivals: 28%-56%
Z(_)ng (RPZ) and minimums: 1,290 feet minimum, overshoots; over-runs on Departures: 23%-29%
within Runway 2,700 feet maximum beyond runway aborted take-offs; loss of
Primary Surface ends; 125 to 500 feet from centerline control on take-off. Total: 33%-39%
primarily on airport adjacent to runway (zone dimensions
property; airport established by FAA standards).
ownership Acreage (one runway end): 8 to 79
encouraged (RPZ only)

2 Inner Safety Zone Along extended runway centerline, to High Aircraft at low altitude with | Arrivals: 9%-15%

a distance of 2,'000 feet minimum, !lmlted dlrect'lonal optlons Departures: 3%-28%
6,000 feet maximum beyond runway in emergencies: typically
ends. under 400 feet on landing; | Total: 8%-22%
Acreage (one runway end): 44 to 114 on te_lke-oﬁ, engine at

maximum stress.

3 Inner Turning Zone Fan-shaped area adjacent to Zone 2 Moderate | Turns at low altitude on Arrivals: 2%—6%
extendlng 2,000 feet minimum, 4,000 qrrlval for aircraft flying Departures: 5%-9%
feet maximum from runway ends. tight base leg present stall- Total: %75

i ial li otal:
Acreage (one runway end): 50 to 151 spin potential ||k¢|y o
touchdown area if
emergency at low altitude
on take-off, especially to
left of centerline.

4 Outer Safety Zone Along extended runway centerline Low to Low altitude overflight for Arrivals: 3%-8%
extending 3,500_feet minimum, Moderate | aircraft on straight-i‘n Departures: 2%-4%
10,000 feet maximum beyond runway approaches, especially
ends. instrument approaches; on | Total: 2%-6%
Acreage (one runway end): 35 to 92 departure, aircraft normally

complete transition from
take-off power and flap
settings to climb mode and
begin turns to en route
heading.

5 Sideline Zone Adjacent to runway, 500 feet Low to Low risk on landing; Arrivals: 1%-3%
primarily on airport minimu_m, 1,000 feet maximum from Moderate mode_rate risk from loss of Departures: 5%-8%
property centerline. directional control on take- Total: 3%-5%

N i ith twin- otal:
Acreage: varies with runway length off, _espeqally with twin o
engine aircraft.

6 Traffic Pattern Zone | Oval area around other zones: 5,000 Low Significant percentage of Arrivals: 10%-21%
feet minimum, 10,000 feet maximum agcidents, bqt spreaq over Departures: 24%-39%
beyond runway ends; 4,500 feet wide area; widely varied
minimum, 6,000 feet maximum from causes. Total: 18%-29%
runway centerline.

Acreage: varies with runway length
Source: State of California Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics. California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook., Figures 9K and 9L,

Tables 9B, 9C, and 9D, January 2002.

Prepared by:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc., October 2009.
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As an added note with regard to this discussion of the spatial distribution of aircraft accidents, a question
that arose during the preparation of this Compatibility Plan should be noted. The issue was whether the
distribution of accidents around airports in San Diego County is comparable to the nationwide data
included in the Handbook. With the assistance of local airport operators, aviation businesses, and other
individuals having long-term familiarity with the airports in the County, data were assembled on aircraft
accident locations near three of the major general aviation airports in the County: Brown Field Municipal
Airport, McClellan-Palomar Airport, and Montgomery Field. To the extent that a difference in the
accident location patterns for these three airports could be discerned from the assembled data, the
differences appear to be more airport-specific than representative of a distinct pattern of accident
locations for all general aviation airports in the County. Given this outcome, reliance continues to be
placed upon the larger and more statistically valid nationwide accident location database.

Consequences Variable

The consequences variable describes what happens when an aircraft accident occurs. Specific measures
can be defined in terms of deaths, injuries, property damage, or other such characteristics. In many
respects, the consequences component of the aircraft accident risk assessment is a more important
variable than accident frequency. Not only can a single accident cost many lives, it can indirectly force
operational changes or even airport closure.

Relatively little data are available specifically documenting the consequences of aircraft accidents.
Except with regard to numbers of deaths or injuries to people on the ground, data on various aspects of
aircraft accidents must be used to infer what the consequences were. Swath size, which indicates the area
over which accident debris is spread, is useful information. Swath size depends upon the type of aircraft
and the nature of the accident: was the aircraft in controlled flight (an engine failure for example), but
then collided with something on the ground or did a catastrophic event (such as a midair collision or stall-
spin) result in the aircraft making an uncontrolled descent? For small general aviation aircraft, swath size
data suggest that a controlled emergency landing in which the aircraft occupants have a strong chance of
surviving is possible in an area about the size of a football field: 75 feet by 300 feet or about 0.5 acre.
For larger aircraft, the minimum flight speed is so much faster that the consequences for people on board
and on the ground are likely to be severe regardless of the land use or terrain characteristics.

Compatibility Strategies

The relatively low numbers of deaths and injuries from aircraft accidents is sometimes cited as indicating
that the risks related to such accidents are low. Clearly, though, the more people occupying the critical
areas around airports, the greater the risks. Aircraft accidents may be rare, but when they occur, the
consequences can be severe.

From a land use compatibility perspective, it is therefore essential to avoid conditions that can lead to
catastrophic results. Basically, the question is: what land use planning measures can be taken to reduce
the severity of an aircraft accident if one occurs in a particular location near an airport? In determining
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specific strategies, both components of the safety compatibility objective must be considered:
(1) protecting people and property on the ground and (2) primarily for general aviation airports,
enhancing safety for aircraft occupants. In each case, the primary strategy is to limit the intensity of use
(the number of people concentrated on the site) in locations most susceptible to an off-airport aircraft
accident. Three types of criteria help limit this intensity of use, as discussed below.

Density and Intensity Limitation Criteria

Establishing criteria limiting the maximum number of dwellings or people in areas close to an airport is
the most direct method of reducing the potential severity of an aircraft accident. In setting these criteria,
consideration must be given to the two different categories of aircraft accidents: those in which the
aircraft is descending, and is flying under directional control of the pilot or those in which the aircraft is
out of control as it falls. Available data documented in the Handbook and confirmed during analysis of
data regarding aircraft accidents in San Diego County indicate that a substantial percentage, if not the
majority, of general aviation aircraft accidents are in the first category. Moreover, these data do not
include the incidents in which the pilot made a successful emergency landing—the latter are generally
categorized as “incidents” rather than “accidents™ and do not appear in the National Transportation Safety
Board data from which the database in the Handbook is drawn.

Limitations on usage intensity—the number of people per acre—must take into account both types of
potential aircraft accidents. To the extent that accidents and incidents are of the controlled variety,
allowing high concentrations of people in a small area would be sensible, as long as sparsely populated
open areas are in the immediate airport vicinity. However, concentrated populations present a greater risk
for severe consequences in the event of an uncontrolled accident at that location. The policies in Chapter
3 address both of these circumstances. Limiting the average usage intensity over a site reduces the risks
associated with either type of accident. In most types of land use development, though, people are not
spread equally throughout the site. To minimize the risks from an uncontrolled accident, the policies also
limit the extent to which people can be concentrated and development can be clustered in any small area.

Open Land Requirements

Developing requirements for open land near an airport addresses the objective of enhancing safety for the
occupants of an aircraft forced to make an emergency landing away from a runway. If sufficiently large
and clear of obstacles, open land areas can be valuable for light aircraft having to land anywhere near an
airport. For large and high-performance aircraft, however, open land has little value for emergency
landing purposes and is useful primarily where it is an extension of the clear areas immediately adjoining
a runway.
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Highly Risk-Sensitive Uses

Certain critical types of land uses—particularly schools, hospitals, and other uses in which the mobility of
occupants is effectively limited—should be avoided near the ends of runways regardless of the number of
people involved. Critical community infrastructure also should be avoided near airports. These types of
facilities include power plants, electrical substations, public communications facilities and other facilities,
the damage or destruction of which could cause significant adverse effects to public health and welfare
well beyond the immediate vicinity of the facility. Lastly, above-ground storage of large quantities of
highly flammable or hazardous materials may pose high risks if involved in an aircraft accident and,
therefore, are generally incompatible close to runway ends.

Basis for Setting Criteria

As with noise contours, risk data alone does not answer the question as to the degree of land use
restrictions that should be established in response to the risks. Although most ALUCs have adopted
policies that restrict certain land use activities in locations beyond the runway protection zones, the size of
the area in which restrictions are established and the specific restrictions applied vary from one county to
another.

Data useful in defining the geographic extent of airport safety areas are discussed above. Determining the
safety compatibility criteria applicable within these areas presents the fundamental question of what is
safe. Expressed another way: what is an acceptable risk? In one respect, it may seem ideal to minimize
risks by prohibiting most types of land use development from areas near airports. However, as addressed
in the Handbook, there are usually costs associated with such high degrees of restriction. In practice,
safety criteria are set on a progressive scale with the greatest restrictions established in locations with the
greatest potential for aircraft accidents.

Little established guidance is available to ALUCs regarding how restrictive safety criteria for various
parts of an airport environs should be. Unlike the case with noise, no formal federal or State laws or
regulations that set safety criteria for airport area land uses exist for civilian airports except within runway
protection zones (and with regard to airspace obstructions, as described separately in the next section).
FAA safety criteria primarily focus on the runway and its immediate environment. Runway protection
zones—formerly called clear zones—were originally established mostly for the purpose of protecting the
occupants of aircraft that overrun or land short of a runway. Now, they are defined by the FAA as zones
intended to enhance the protection of people and property on the ground.

The most useful reference that ALUCs can use to determine appropriate safety compatibility criteria for
airport environs is the Handbook itself. Although the Handbook is not regulatory in nature, State law
obligates ALUCs to “be guided by” the information presented in the Handbook. Suggested usage
intensity limitations, measured in terms of people per acre, are set forth along with other safety criteria.
Reference should be made to that document for detailed descriptions of the suggested criteria. Three risk-
related variables discussed in the Handbook are worth noting here, as follows.
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« Runway Proximity: In general, the areas of highest risk are closest to the runway ends and secondarily
along the extended runway centerline. However, many common aircraft flight tracks do not follow the
runway alignment, particularly on departure. Also, where an aircraft crashes may not be along the
flight path that was intended to be followed.

« Urban versus Rural Areas: Irrespective of airports, people living in urban areas face different types of
risks than those living in rural areas. The cost of avoiding risks differs between these two settings as
well. The Handbook acknowledges these differences by indicating that usage intensities can be greater
in heavily developed urban areas compared to partially undeveloped suburban areas or minimally
developed rural locations, yet be equivalent in terms of the level of acceptable risk.

« Existing versus Proposed Uses: Another distinction in compatibility policies can be drawn between
existing and proposed development. It is reasonable for safety-related policies to be established that
prohibit certain types of new development while considering identical existing development to be
acceptable. The range of risks can be divided into three levels (see page 9-15 of the Handbook). At the
bottom of the scale are negligible and acceptable risks for which no action is necessary. At the top of
the scale are intolerable risks for which action is necessary regardless of the cost. In between are risks
that are significant, but tolerable. Whether or not action should be taken to reduce these risks depends
upon the costs involved. Typically, the cost of removing an incompatible development is greater than
the cost of avoiding its construction in the first place.

Preparation of this Compatibility Plan has been greatly guided by information in the Handbook. The
Handbook, though, also recognizes the importance of tailoring compatibility plans to local circumstances.
Such is the case with the safety compatibility criteria included in this Compatibility Plan. In many
respects, San Diego County not only has areas of highly intensive existing development, but also strong
continuing demands for further development. The airport environs are not exempt from these pressures.
A major effort has been made in this Compatibility Plan to adhere to the fundamental objective, as
identified in State law, of minimizing the public’s exposure to excessive safety hazards within airport
environs while not unduly restricting needed land use development.

AIRSPACE PROTECTION

Relatively few aircraft accidents are caused by land use conditions that are hazards to flight. The
potential exists, however, and protecting against such land use conditions is essential to airport land use
safety compatibility. In addition, and importantly, land use conditions that are hazards to flight may
affect the continued viability of airport operations and limit the ability of an airport to operate in the
manner identified by the airport sponsor in an adopted airport master plan and airport layout plan.

Compatibility Objective

Because airspace protection is, in effect, a safety factor, its objective can also be thought of in terms of
risk. Specifically, the objective is to avoid the development of land use conditions that, by posing hazards
to flight, can increase the risk of an accident occurring. The particular hazards of concern are:
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« Airspace obstructions;
« Wildlife hazards, particularly bird strikes; and

« Land use characteristics that pose other potential hazards to flight by creating visual or electronic
interference with air navigation.

This objective (i.e., aircraft accident risk reduction) is best accomplished by policies that (1) limit the
height of structures and other objects in the airport vicinity and (2) restrict other uses that potentially pose
hazards to flight.

Measurement

The measurement of requirements for airspace protection around an airport is a function of several
variables, including: the dimensions and layout of the runway system, the type of operating procedures
established for the airport, and, indirectly, the performance capabilities of aircraft operated at the airport.

« Airspace Obstructions: Whether a particular object constitutes an airspace obstruction depends upon
two factors: the height of the object relative to the runway elevation and the proximity of the object to
the airport. The acceptable height of objects near an airport is most commonly determined by standards
set forth in Federal Aviation Regulation (FAR) Part 77, Objects Affecting Navigable Airspace. These
regulations (cited as 14 Code of Federal Regulations — CFR - Part 77) establish a three-dimensional
"structure” in the airspace above an airport. Any object that penetrates this airspace is considered to be
an “obstruction” and may affect the aeronautical use of the airspace. Additionally, another set of
airspace protection surfaces is defined by the U.S. Standard for Terminal Instrument Procedures
(TERPS) (FAA Order 8260.3B). Although the intended function of these TERPS standards relates to
the design of instrument approach and departure procedures, the standards can be important for airport
land use compatibility planning purposes where ground elevations near an airport exceed the FAR Part
77 criteria.

. Wildlife and Other Hazards to Flight: The significance of other potential hazards to flight is
principally measured in terms of the specific characteristics of the hazards and their distance from the
airport and/or its normal traffic patterns.

Compatibility Strategies
Compatibility strategies for the protection of aeronautical airspace are relatively simple and are directly

associated with the individual types of hazards:

« Airspace Obstructions: Buildings, antennas, other types of structures, and trees should be limited in
height so as not to pose a potential hazard to flight.

- Wildlife and Other Hazards to Flight: Land uses that may create or attract other types of hazards to
flight near an airport should be avoided or modified so as not to include the offending characteristic.
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Basis for Setting Criteria

The criteria for determining airspace obstructions have been long-established in FAR Part 77. Also, State
of California regulation of obstructions under the State Aeronautics Act (Public Utilities Code, §21659) is
based on FAR Part 77 criteria. A shortcoming of FAR Part 77 criteria, however, is that they often are too
generic to fit the conditions specific to individual airports. The airspace protection surfaces defined in
these criteria can be either more or less restrictive than appropriate for a particular airport. For example,
the surfaces can be less restrictive than needed in instances where an instrument approach procedure or its
missed approach segment are not aligned with the runway. FAR Part 77 also does not take into account
instrument departure procedures that, at some airports, can have critical airspace requirements. Moreover,
FAR Part 77 provides no useful guidance as to acceptable heights of objects where the ground level
already penetrates the airspace surfaces.

To define airspace protection surfaces better suited to these situations, reference must be made to the
TERPS standards. These standards are used for creation of instrument approach and departure
procedures. Thus, they exactly match the procedures in effect at an individual airport. Unlike the FAR
Part 77 surfaces, the elevations of which are set relative to the runway end elevations irrespective of
surrounding terrain and obstacles, the TERPS surface elevations are directly determined by the location
and elevation of critical obstacles. By design, neither the ground nor any obstacles can penetrate a TERPS
surface. However, construction of a tall object that penetrates a TERPS surface can dictate immediate
modifications to the location and elevation of the surfaces and directly cause flight visibility and altitude
minimums to be raised or the instrument course to be realigned. In severe instances, obstructions can
force a procedure to be cancelled altogether. A significant downside to use of TERPS surfaces for
compatibility planning purposes is that they are highly complex compared to the relative simplicity of
FAR Part 77 surfaces. Also, the configuration and elevations of TERPS surfaces can change, not only in
response to new obstacles, but as implementation of new navigational technologies permits additional or
modified instrument procedures to be established at an airport.

As presented in Chapter 3 of this Compatibility Plan, primary reliance is placed on FAR Part 77 criteria.
Where an instrument approach procedure is established, the associated TERPS surfaces were evaluated as
well. In most locations, the TERPS surfaces are well above the underlying terrain and present no
significant constraint on land use development. As a precaution to help ensure that tall towers or
antennas located on high terrain do not penetrate a TERPS surface, locations where the ground elevation
is within 100 feet of a TERPS surface are shown on exhibits in Chapter 3.

Among other hazards to flight, bird strikes represent the most widespread concern. The FAA
recommends that uses known to attract birds—sanitary landfills being a primary example—be kept at
least 10,000 feet away from any runway used by turbine-powered aircraft. More information regarding
criteria for avoiding uses that can attract wildlife to airports is provided in FAA Advisory Circulars
150/5200-34, Construction or Establishment of Landfills near Public Airports, and 150/5300-33,
Hazardous Wildlife Attractants on or near Airports.
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Other flight hazards include land uses that may cause visual or electronic hazards to aircraft in flight or
taking off from or landing at the airport. Specific characteristics to be avoided include sources of glare or
bright lights; distracting lights that could be mistaken for airport lights; sources of dust, steam, or smoke
that may impair pilot visibility; and sources of electrical interference with aircraft communications or
navigation.

OVERFLIGHT

Experience at many airports has shown that noise-related concerns do not stop at the boundary of the
outermost mapped CNEL contours. Many people are sensitive to the frequent presence of aircraft
overhead, even at low levels of noise. These reactions can mostly be expressed in the form of annoyance.

The Handbook notes that, at many airports, particularly air carrier airports, complaints are often received
from locations beyond any of the defined noise contours. Indeed, heavily used flight corridors to and
from metropolitan areas are known to generate noise complaints 50 miles or more from the associated
airport. The basis for such complaints may be a desire and expectation that outside noise sources not be
intrusive—or, in some circumstances, even distinctly audible—above the quiet, natural background noise
level. Elsewhere, especially in locations beneath the traffic patterns of general aviation airports, a fear
factor also contributes to some individuals’ sensitivity to aircraft overflights.

While these noise impacts may be important community concerns, the question of importance here is
whether any land use planning actions can be taken to avoid or mitigate the impacts or otherwise address
the concerns. Commonly, when overflight impacts are under discussion in a community, the focus is on
modification of the flight routes. Indeed, some might argue that overflight impacts should be addressed
solely on the aviation side of the equation—not only by flight route changes, but also through other
modifications as to where, when, and how aircraft are operated. Such changes are not always possible
because of terrain, aircraft performance capabilities, FAA regulations, and other factors.

In any case, ALUCs are particularly limited in their ability to deal with overflight concerns. Most
significantly, ALUCs have no authority over aircraft operations. The most they can do to bring about
changes in aircraft overflights is to make requests or recommendations. Even with regard to land use, the
authority of ALUCs extends only to proposed development and the delineation of an airport’s overall
influence area. The authority and responsibility for implementing the Compatibility Plan’s policies and
criteria rest with the local governments.

These limitations notwithstanding, ALUCs can and should take steps to help minimize overflight impacts.
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Compatibility Objective

In an idealistic sense, the compatibility objective with respect to aircraft overflight is the same as for
noise: avoid new land use development that would be disrupted by overflight activity and lead to
annoyance and complaints. However, given the extensive geographic area subject to overflights, this
objective is unrealistic except relatively close to the airport. A more realistic objective of overflight
compatibility policies, therefore, is to help notify people about the presence of aircraft overflights near
airports so that they can make more informed decisions regarding acquisition or lease of property in the
affected areas.

Measurement

Cumulative noise metrics, such as CNEL, Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL), or Equivalent Sound
Level (Leq), are well-suited for use in establishing land use compatibility policy criteria and are the only
noise metrics for which widely accepted standards have been adopted. However, these metrics are not
very helpful in determining the extent of overflight impact areas. Locations where overflight concerns
may be significant are typically well beyond where noise contours can be drawn with precision. Flight
tracks tend to be quite divergent and noise monitoring data are seldom available. Moreover, even if the
contours could be drawn precisely, the noise levels indicated by such contours may not be much above
the ambient noise levels.

For the purposes of airport land use compatibility planning, two other forms of noise exposure
information are more useful. One form is the momentary, maximum sound level (L) experienced on
the ground as the aircraft flies overhead while landing at and taking off from a runway. These noise
levels can be depicted in the form of a noise “footprint”, as shown on Exhibits C-3 and C-4 for a variety
of air carrier and general aviation aircraft. Each of these footprints is broadly representative of those
produced by other aircraft types similar to those shown. The actual sound level produced by any single
aircraft takeoff or landing will vary not only among specific makes and models of aircraft, but also from
one operation to another of identical aircraft.

In examining the noise footprints, two additional points are important to note. One is the importance of
the outermost contour. This noise level (65 dBA Lnax) is the level at which interference with speech
begins to be significant. Land uses anywhere within the noise footprint of a given aircraft operation
would experience noise, even if only briefly, that could be disruptive to outdoor conversation. Indoors,
with windows closed, the aircraft noise level would have to be at least 20 dBA louder to result in similar
effects.
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Exhibit C-3

Noise Footprints of Selected Aircraft — General Aviation Aircraft
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Notes: This drawing shows the relative noise levels produced by different types of aircraft during landing and
takeoff. The contours represent the momentary maximum sound level experienced on the ground as the aircraft
flies over. The outermost contour for each aircraft indicates a 65 dBA sound level. Additional contours are at 10
dBA increments (75, 85, and in most cases 95 dBA). Aircraft are not to scale.

Source: Ricondo & Associates, Inc., November 2009, noise footprints developed using Integrated Noise Model (INM)  v7.0a; aircraft templates from

PathPlanner v5.41.
Prepared by:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc., January 2010.
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Exhibit C-4
Noise Footprints of Selected Airline and Military Aircraft
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Notes: This drawing shows the relative noise levels produced by different types of aircraft during landing and
takeoff. The contours represent the momentary maximum sound level experienced on the ground as the aircraft
flies over. The outermost contour for each aircraft indicates a 65 dBA sound level. Additional contours are at 10
dBA increments (75, 85, and in most cases 95 dBA). Aircraft are not to scale.

Source: Ricondo & Associates, Inc., November 2009, noise footprints developed using Integrated Noise Model (INM)  v7.0a; aircraft templates from
PathPlanner v5.41.

Prepared by:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc., January 2010.
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The second point to note concerns the differences among various aircraft, particularly among business
jets. As the data show, business jets manufactured in the 1990s are much quieter than those manufactured
10 and 20 years earlier. The noise impacts of the 1990s era jets are similar to those of twin-engine piston
aircraft, and jets manufactured in this century are quieter yet. At many general aviation airports, the size
of the CNEL contours is driven by a relatively small number of operations by the older, noisier business
jets. These aircraft are gradually disappearing from the nationwide aircraft fleet and will likely be mostly
gone within 20 years, but it is uncertain when they will be completely retired.

The second useful form of overflight information is a mapping of the common flight tracks used by
aircraft when approaching and departing an airport. Where available, recorded radar data are an ideal
source for flight track mapping. Even more informative is a refinement of the simple flight track mapping
with data such as the frequency of use and aircraft altitudes. This type of data is available for San Diego
International Airport and other airports in the metropolitan area. Unfortunately, at the more outlying
general aviation airports, radar flight track data are either unavailable for the low altitudes of interest or
not recorded in a manner that is very useful. For these airports, it is necessary to rely upon standard
traffic pattern locations defined by the FAA, supplemented by anecdotal information obtained from air
traffic controllers, airport staff, flight instructors, and others familiar with operations at the airports.
Considerations used in delineating the area of overflight concern in this Compatibility Plan are discussed
in Chapter 4.

Compatibility Strategies

As noted earlier, the ideal land use compatibility strategy with respect to overflight annoyance is to avoid
the development of new residential and other noise-sensitive uses in the affected locations. To the extent
that this strategy is not practical, other strategies need to be explored.

The strategy emphasized in this Compatibility Plan is to help those with above-average sensitivity to
noise from aircraft overflights—people who are highly annoyed by such overflights—to avoid living in
locations where frequent overflights occur. This strategy involves ensuring that people are aware of an
airport’s proximity and its current and potential aircraft noise impacts on the community before they
move to the area. Buyer awareness measures such as dedication of avigation easements, recorded deed
notices, and/or real estate disclosure statements are some ways to accomplish the strategy.

The two specific types of buyer awareness measures included in this Compatibility Plan are overflight
notifications and real estate disclosure statements. The Overflight Notification, as described in Chapter 3
and Appendix F, is a form of recorded deed notice. Real estate disclosure statements are a requirement
of State law, and this Compatibility Plan serves to define the boundaries of the areas in which disclosure
is deemed appropriate.

A second strategy is to minimize annoyance by promoting types of land uses that tend to mask or reduce
the intrusiveness of aircraft noise. Although this strategy does not directly appear in the overflight
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policies of this Compatibility Plan, the objectives of the Plan would be well-served if local jurisdictions
consider this strategy in their own planning efforts. To the extent that residential land uses must be
located in aircraft overflight areas, multifamily residences—because they tend to have comparatively little
outdoor living areas, fewer external walls through which aircraft noise can intrude to each dwelling unit,
and relatively high noise levels of their own—are preferable to single-family dwellings. Particularly
undesirable are “ranchette” style residential areas consisting of large (about an acre on average) lots.
Such developments are dense enough to expose many people to overflight noise, yet sufficiently rural in
character that background noise levels are likely to be low.

Basis for Setting Criteria

In California, the most definitive guidance on determining where overflight impacts are significant or
what actions should be taken in response is provided in a State law that became effective in January 2004.
California statutes (Business and Professions Code, §11010; Civil Code, 88 1103, 1353) now require
most residential real estate transactions, including all involving new subdivisions, to include disclosure
that an airport is nearby. The area encompassed by the disclosure requirements is 2 miles from the airport
or the airport influence area established by the county’s airport land use commission. The law defines the
airport influence area as “the area in which current or future airport-related noise, overflight, safety, or
airspace protection factors may significantly affect land uses or necessitate restrictions on those uses as
determined by an airport land use commission.” This Compatibility Plan recommends that the disclosure
of airport proximity be applied to all new developments within the airport influence area and recommends
that disclosure be provided as part of all real estate transactions involving private property, especially any
sale, lease, or rental of residential property.

In addition to the real estate disclosure requirements, this Compatibility Plan recommends an Overflight
Notification to be recorded for local agency approval of residential land use developments with the
Overflight Notification area boundary depicted in Chapter 3 of this Compatibility Plan.
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Methods for Determining Concentrations of People

INTRODUCTION

The underlying safety compatibility criterion used by the San Diego County Airport Land Use
Commission (ALUC) in this Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (the Compatibility Plan) is “usage
intensity”—the maximum number of people per acre that can be in a given area at any one time. If a
proposed use exceeds the maximum intensity, it is considered incompatible and thus inconsistent with
compatibility planning policies. The usage intensity concept is identified in the California Airport Land
Use Planning Handbook (the Handbook) as the measure best suited for assessing land use safety
compatibility with airports. The Handbook is published by the California Department of Transportation,
Division of Aeronautics, and is required under State law to be used as a guide in preparing airport land
use compatibility plans.

It is recognized, though, that “people per acre” is not a common measure in other facets of land use
planning. This Compatibility Plan, therefore, also uses the more common Floor Area Ratio (FAR) as a
measure of usage intensity on the local level. The local implementing agency is responsible for
determining which method of identifying usage intensity is best suited to their jurisdiction. This appendix
provides guidance on ways to determine usage intensity and defines the relationships between this
measure, FAR, and other measures used in land use planning. For a discussion of the rationale for use of
people per acre as a measure of risk exposure, see Appendix C.

COUNTING PEOPLE

The most difficult task in calculating usage intensity is estimating the number of people expected to use a
particular facility under normal circumstances. All people—not just employees, but also customers and
visitors—who may be on the property at a single point in time, whether inside or outside, must be
counted. The only exceptions are rare special events, such as an air show at an airport, for which a
facility is not designed and not typically used, and for which extra safety precautions can be taken, as
appropriate.

Ideally, the actual number of people for which the facility is designed would be known. For example, the
number of seats in a proposed movie theater can be determined with accuracy once the theater size is
decided. Other buildings, though, may be built as a shell and the eventual number of occupants not
known until a specific tenant is secured. Furthermore, even then, the number of occupants can change in
the future as tenants change. Even greater uncertainty is involved with relatively open uses that do not
have fixed seating—retail stores or sports parks, for example.

D-1

Gillespie Field Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan
January 25, 2010



APPENDIXD METHODS FOR DETERMINING CONCENTRATIONS OF PEOPLE

D-2

Without clearly measurable occupancy numbers, other sources must be relied upon to estimate the
number of people expected to use a proposed development.

Survey of Similar Uses

One option is to conduct a survey of similar uses already in existence. However, gathering data in this
manner can be time consuming and costly. Also, unless the survey sample is sufficiently large and the
survey is conducted at various times, inconsistent numbers may result. Except for uncommon uses for
which occupancy levels cannot be estimated through other means, surveys are most appropriate as
supplemental information.

Maximum Occupancy

A second option for estimating the number of people that would be on a site is to rely upon data
indicating the maximum occupancy of a building measured in terms of occupancy load factor—the
number of square feet per occupant. The number of people on the site, assuming limited outdoor or
peripheral uses, can be calculated by dividing the total floor area of a proposed use by the occupancy load
factor. The challenge of this methodology is to establish realistic figures for square footage per occupant.
The number varies greatly among uses and, for some uses, changes over time.

A commonly used source of maximum occupancy data is the standards set in the California Building
Code (CBC). The chart reproduced as Table D-1 indicates the occupancy load factors for various types
of uses. The CBC, however, is intended primarily for purposes of structural design and fire safety and
represents a legal maximum occupancy in most jurisdictions. A CBC-based methodology consequently
results in occupancy numbers that are higher than typical maximum use in most instances. The numbers
also are based on usable floor area and do not take into account corridors, stairs, building equipment
rooms, and other functions that are part of a building’s gross square footage. Surveys of actual
occupancy load factors conducted by various agencies have indicated that many retail and office uses are
generally occupied at no more than 50% of their maximum occupancy levels, even at the busiest times of
day. Therefore, the Handbook indicates that the number of people calculated for office and retail uses can
usually be divided in half to reflect the actual occupancy levels before making the final people-per-acre
determination. Even with this adjustment, the CBC-based methodology typically produces intensities at
the high end of the likely range.
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Table D-1
Occupant Load Factors — California Building Code
Use Minimum Square Feet per Occupant
1. Aircraft Hangars (no repair) 500
2. Auction Rooms 7
3. Assembly Areas, Concentrated use (without fixed seats) 7

Auditoriums

Churches and chapels

Dance floors

Lobby accessory to assembly occupancy

Lodge rooms

Reviewing stands

Stadiums
Waiting Areas 3
4. Assembly Areas, Less Concentrated Use 15

Conference rooms

Dining rooms

Drinking establishments

Exhibit rooms

Gymnasiums
Lounges
Stages
Gaming 11
5. Bowling Alley (assume no occupant load for bowling lanes) 4
6. Children’s Homes and Homes for the Aged 80
7. Classrooms 20
8. Congregate residences 200
9. Courtrooms 40
10. Dormitories 50
11. Dwellings 300
12. Exercising rooms 50
13. Garage, parking 200
14. Health-care facilities 80
Sleeping rooms 120
Treatment rooms 240
15. Hotels and apartments 200
16. Kitchen—commercial 200
17. Library reading room 50
Stacked areas 100
18. Locker rooms 50
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Table D-1 Continued

Occupant Load Factors — California Building Code

Use Minimum Square Feet per Occupant

19. Malls Varies
20. Manufacturing areas 200
21. Mechanical equipment room 300
22. Nurseries for children (daycare) 35
23. Offices 100
24. School shops and vocational rooms 50
25. Skating rinks 50 on the skating area; 15 on the deck
26. Storage and stock rooms 300
27. Stores — Retail sales rooms

Basements and ground floors 30

Upper floors 60
28. Swimming pools 50 on the skating area; 15 on the deck
29. Warehouses 500
30. All others 100

Source; California Building Standards Commission. California Building Code, Table 10-A, 2001.

Prepared by:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc., October 2009.

Another source of data on square footage per occupant is the facility management industry. The data are
used to help businesses determine how much building space they need to construct or lease and therefore
tend to be more generous than the CBC standards. The numbers vary not only by type of facility, as with
the CBC standards, but also by type of industry. The following are selected examples of square footage
per employee gathered from a variety of sources.

Table D-2
Square Footage by Employee for Selected Industries
Type of Facility Square foot per Employee

Call Centers 150 - 175
Typical Offices 180 - 250
Law, Finance, Real Estate Offices 300 - 325
Research and Development, Light
Industry 300 -500
Health Services 500

Source: Mead & Hunt, Inc., February 2007.
Prepared by: Mead & Hunt, February 2007.

D-4

Gillespie Field Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan
January 25, 2010



APPENDIXD  METHODS FOR DETERMINING CONCENTRATIONS OF PEOPLE

The numbers above do not take into account the customers that may also be present for certain uses. For
retail businesses, dining establishments, theaters, and other uses where customers outhumber employees,
either direct measures of occupancy—the number of seats, for example—or other methodologies must be
used to estimate the potential number of people on the site.

Parking Space Requirements

For many jurisdictions and a wide variety of uses, the number of people on a site can be calculated based
on the number of automobile parking spaces required. Certain limitations and assumptions must be
considered when applying this methodology, however. An obvious limitation is that parking space
requirements can be correlated with occupancy numbers only where nearly all users arrive by private
vehicle rather than by public transportation, walking, or other method. Secondly, the jurisdiction needs to
have a well-defined parking ordinance that lists parking space requirements for a wide range of land uses.
For most uses, these requirements are typically stated in terms of the number of parking spaces that must
be provided per 1,000 square feet of gross building size or a similar ratio. Lastly, assumptions must be
made with regard to the average number of people that would arrive in each vehicle.

Both of the critical ratios associated with this methodology—parking spaces to building size and
occupants to vehicles—vary from among jurisdictions even for the same types of uses. Research of local
ordinances and other sources indicates that the following ratios are typical.

. Parking Space Ratios—The examples of parking space requirements in the table below are typical
of those found in ordinances adopted by urban and suburban jurisdictions. The numbers are ratios of
spaces required per 1,000 square feet of gross floor area. Gross floor area is typically measured to the
outside surfaces of a building and includes all floor levels as well as stairways, elevators, storage, and
mechanical rooms.

Table D-3
Typical Urban and Suburban Zoning Requirements for Automobile Parking
Ratio of Parking Space per 1,000 sq.
Type of Facility ft. Gross Floor Area

Small Restaurants 10.0
Medical Offices 40-57
Shopping Centers 40-50
Health Clubs 33-50
Business, Professional Offices 33-40
Retail Stores 3.0-35
Research and Development 25-40
Manufacturing 20-25
Furniture, Building Supply Stores 07-10

Source: Mead & Hunt, Inc., February 2007.
Prepared by: Mead & Hunt, February 2007.
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« Vehicle Occupancy Ratio—Data indicating the average number of people occupying each vehicle
parked at a particular business or other land use are provided in various transportation surveys. The
numbers vary among communities or regions and over time, thus current local data are best, if
available. The following data represent typical vehicle occupancies for different trip purposes.

Table D-4
Typical Vehicle Occupancy by Land Use or Trip Purpose
Vehicle Occupancy (average number of people per
Type of Facility/Land Use vehicle)
Work 1.05-12
Education 12-20
Medical 15-17
Shopping 15-138
Dining, Social, Recreational 17-23

Source: Mead & Hunt, Inc., February 2007.
Prepared by: Mead & Hunt, February 2007.

USAGE INTENSITY RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER DEVELOPMENT MEASURES

Calculating Usage Intensities

Once the number of people expected to occupy a particular development—both the entire site and
individual buildings—has been estimated, the usage intensity can be calculated. The criteria in Chapter 3
of this Compatibility Plan are measured in terms of the average intensity over the entire project site.

The average intensity is calculated by dividing the total number of people on the site by the site size. A
10-acre site expected to be occupied by as many as 1,000 people at a time would have an average usage
intensity of 100 people per acre. The site size equals the total size of the parcel or parcels to be
developed.

After calculating the usage intensities of a proposed development, a comparison can be made with the
criteria set forth in the Compatibility Plan to determine whether the proposal is consistent or inconsistent
with the policies.

Comparison with Floor Area Ratio

As noted earlier, usage intensity or people per acre is not a common metric in land use planning. Floor
Area Ratio or FAR—the gross square footage of the buildings on a site divided by the site size—is a more
common measure in land use planning. Some counties and cities adopt explicit FAR limits in their zoning
ordinances or other policies. Those that do not set FAR limits often set other requirements, such as a
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maximum number of building floors, minimum setback distances from the property line, and minimum
number of parking spaces. These requirements effectively limit floor area ratio as well.

To facilitate local jurisdictional implementation, Table I11-2 in Chapter 3 has structured around FAR
measures to determine usage intensity limits for many types of nonresidential land use development. To
use FAR in this manner, a critical additional piece of information is necessary to mitigate a shortcoming
of using FAR as a safety compatibility measure. FAR does not directly correlate with risks to people
because different types of buildings with the same FAR can have vastly different humbers of people
inside—a low-intensity warehouse versus a high-intensity restaurant, for example. For FAR to be applied
as a factor in setting development limitations, assumptions must be made as to the amount of space each
person (employees and others) in the building would occupy. Table I11-2 indicates the assumed
occupancy load factor for various land uses. Mathematically, the relationship between usage intensity
and FAR is:

(allowable usage intensity) x (occupancy load factor)

Floor Area Ratio =
43,560

where usage intensity is measured in terms of people per acre
and occupancy load factor is measured as square footage per person.

The land use types in Table 111-2 are organized, in part, based upon CBC occupancy type classifications.
These classifications are indicated in the table. Table D-5 below briefly describes each of these
classifications. Other land use types, especially ones not associated with buildings, were added to the
table to better address the range of land use categories included in general plans and zoning ordinances.
For most of these added land use types, FAR limits are not applicable.

The usage intensity, occupancy level, and FAR numbers in Table I11-2 were selected in an iterative
manner wherein each component was considered both separately and together. Usage intensities were
initially set with respect to guidelines provided in the Handbook (see Appendix C). Occupancy levels
were derived from the CBC, but were adjusted based on additional research of both local and national
sources as discussed earlier in this appendix. The FAR limits were initially calculated from these other
two measures using the formula above.

Additionally, research was conducted to determine the typical FARs of existing development in the
vicinity of urban airports in San Diego County. Extensive data provided by the City of Carlsbad indicate
that most of the development near McClellan-Palomar Airport has a FAR of 0.40 or less (some small
parcels that are part of larger sites and do not individually include parking have higher FARs). The City
of Carlsbad does not have a defined maximum FAR, but buildings have a three-story height limit.
Parking typically is all at ground level. FARs in the City of San Diego are higher, particularly for more
recent development. City of San Diego staff indicates that the typical FAR for new office and industrial
uses in its jurisdiction is 2.0. Table D-6 summarizes the usage intensities that correspond to the above
FAR data.
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Table D-5
Occupancy Types — California Building Code
Group and CBC
Division Section Description of Occupancy ¥
303.1.1 | A building or portion of a building having an assembly room with an occupant load of 1,000 or more and a
A-1 legitimate stage.
A building or portion of a building having an assembly room with an occupant load of less than 1,000 and a
A-2 legitimate stage.
A building or portion of a building having an assembly room with an occupant load of 300 or more without a
legitimate stage, including such buildings used for educational purposes and not classed as a Group E or
A-2.1 Group B Occupancy.
Any building or portion of a building having an assembly room with an occupant load of less than 300 without a
legitimate stage, including such buildings used for educational purposes and not classed as a Group E or
A-3 Group B Occupancy.
A-4 Stadiums, reviewing stands and amusement park structures not included within other Group A Occupancies.
304.1 A building or structure, or a portion thereof, for office, professional, or service-type transactions, including
B storage of records and accounts; eating and drinking establishments with an occupant load of less than 50.
305.1 Any building used for educational purposes through the 12th grade by 50 or more persons for more than
E-1 12 hours per week or 4 hours in any one day.
Any building used for educational purposes through the 12th grade by less than 50 persons for more than
E-2 12 hours per week or 4 hours in any one day.
E-3 Any building or portion thereof used for day-care purposes for more than six persons.
306.1 Moderate-hazard factory and industrial occupancies include factory and industrial uses not classified as Group
F-1 F, Division 2 Occupancies.
Low-hazard factory and industrial occupancies include facilities producing noncombustible or nonexplosive
F-2 materials that during finishing, packing or processing do not involve a significant fire hazard.
30.71 Occupancies with a quantity of material in the building in excess of those listed in Table 3-D that present a high
H-1 explosion hazard as listed in Section 307.1.1.
Occupancies with a quantity of material in the building in excess of those listed in Table 3-D that present a
H-2 moderate explosion hazard or a hazard from accelerated burning as listed in Section 307.1.1.
Occupancies with a quantity of material in the building in excess of those listed in Table 3-D that present a high
H-3 fire or physical hazard as listed in Section 307.1.1.
H-4 Repair garages not classified as Group S, Division 3 Occupancies.
H-5 Aircraft repair hangars not classified as Group S, Division 5 Occupancies and heliports.
307.1and | Semiconductor fabrication facilities and comparable research and development areas when the facilities in
307.11 which the hazardous production materials are used, and the aggregate quantity of material is in excess of those
H-6 listed in Table 3-D or 3-E.
307.1 Occupancies having quantities of materials in excess of those listed in Table 3-E that are health hazards as
H-7 listed in Section 307.1.1.
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Table D-5 Continued
Occupancy Types — California Building Code

Group and CBC
Division Section Description of Occupancy ¥

308.1 Nurseries for the full-time care of children under the age of six (each accommodating more than five children),
hospitals, sanitariums, nursing homes with nonambulatory patients and similar buildings (each accommodating

I-1.1 more than five patients [for SFM] six patients or children).

Health-care centers for ambulatory patients receiving outpatient medical care which may render the patient
[-1.2 incapable of unassisted self-preservation (each tenant space accommodating more than five such patients).

Nursing homes for ambulatory patients, homes for children six years of age or older (each accommodating
I-2 more than five persons [for SFM] six patients or children).

Mental hospitals, mental sanitariums, jails, prisons, reformatories and buildings where personal liberties of
I-3 inmates are similarly restrained.

309.1 A building or structure, or a portion thereof, for the display and sale of merchandise, and involving stocks of

M goods, wares or merchandise, incidental to such purposes and accessible to the public.
R-1 310.1 Hotels and apartment houses, congregate residences (each accommodating more than 10 persons).
R-2.1 Residential care facilities for the elderly (each accommodating more than six nonambulatory clients).
R-2.2 Residential care facilities for the elderly (each accommodating more than six ambulatory clients).
R-2.1.1 Residential care facilities for the elderly (each accommodating six or less nonambulatory clients).
R-2.2.1 Residential care facilities for the elderly (each accommodating six or less ambulatory clients).

Residential-based licensed facilities providing hospice care throughout, accommodating more than six
R-2.3 bedridden clients.

R-2.3.1 Residential-based facilities providing hospice care throughout, accommodating six or less bedridden clients.

R-3 Dwellings, lodging houses, congregate residences (each accommodating 10 or fewer persons).

3111 Moderate-hazard storage occupancies including buildings or portions of buildings used for storage of
S1 combustible materials not classified as Group S, Division 2 or Group H Occupancies.

Low-hazard storage occupancies including buildings or portions of buildings used for storage of
S-2 noncombustible materials

Repair garages where work is limited to exchange of parts and maintenance not requiring open flame or

S-3 welding, and parking garages not classified as Group S, Division 4 Occupancies.
S4 Open parking garages.
S5 Aircraft hangars and helistops.
U-1 3121 Private garages, carports, sheds and agricultural buildings.
U-2 Fences over 6 feet (1829 mm) high, tanks and towers.
Notes:

All references to tables are contained in the California Building Code.
SFM = State Fire Marshall
1  For detailed descriptions, see occupancy definitions in noted sections of the California Building Code.

Source: California Building Standards Commission. California Building Code, 2001.
Prepared by:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc., October 2009.
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Table D-6
Usage Intensities of Existing Development — San Diego County Urban Areas
Existing Development Intensities Median 90t Percentile Specific Sites
(people/acre) Average Acre | Single Acre | Average Acre | Single Acre | Average Acre | Single Acre
Montgomery Field Environs
Industrial 39 110 44 152
Office 56 290 72 351
Retail/Commercial 95 350 174 459
Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS)
Miramar Environs
Industrial 37 110 45 218
Office 63 292 70 321
Retail/Commercial 92 350 116 355
McClellan-Palomar Airport Environs
Office/Research & Development 70 150 80 250
Shopping Centers
Single Story / Surface Parking
(Floor Area Ratio = 0.24) 100 425
Two Story / Parking Structure
(Floor Area Ratio = 0.54) 212 600
Notes:

1. “Average acre” means the development intensity averaged over the entire site of the particular development. “Single acre” means the
maximum intensity for any single acre of the particular development.

2. Intensities were calculated on the basis of 300 square feet per person for Research & Development uses, 200 square feet per person for
office uses, and 125 square feet per person for retail/commercial uses using jurisdictional data on building and parcel sizes; all intensity
numbers are approximate

3. Montgomery Field and MCAS Miramar environs data from the City of San Diego.
4. McClellan-Palomar Airport environs data from the City of Carlshad.

Source: Mead & Hunt, Inc., February 2007, except as noted.
Prepared by:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc., October 2009.

Comparison with Parking Space Requirements

As discussed above, many jurisdictions have adopted parking space requirements that vary among land
use types. The occupancy load factor can be calculated by factoring in an estimated vehicle occupancy
rate for various land uses, as described earlier. For example, a typical parking space requirement for
office uses is 4.0 spaces per 1,000 square feet, or 1.0 space per 250 square feet. If each vehicle is
assumed to be occupied by 1.1 persons, the equivalent occupancy load factor would be 1.0 person per
227 square feet. This number is within the range noted above that was determined through separate
research of norms in the facility management industry.

As an added note, the occupancy load factor of 215 square feet per person indicated for office uses in
Table 111-2 is slightly more conservative than that produced by the above calculation. Therefore, for a
given usage intensity standard, the FAR limit in the table is slightly more restrictive than would result
from a higher occupancy load factor.
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Appendix E

General Plan Consistency Checklist

INTRODUCTION

This checklist is derived from the California Airport Land Use Compatibility Handbook (the Handbook)
and is intended to guide counties and cities as they modify their general plans and other local policies to
be consistent with the San Diego County Airport Land Use Commission’s (ALUC's) compatibility
plan(s). This checklist is also designed to facilitate ALUC reviews of those local plans and policies.

COMPATIBILITY CHECKLIST

General Plan Document

The following items typically appear directly in a general plan document. Amendment of the general
plan will be required if there are any conflicts with the compatibility plan.

« Land Use Map—No direct conflicts should exist between proposed land uses indicated on a general
plan land use map and the ALUC land use compatibility criteria.

« Residential densities (dwelling units per acre) should not exceed the set limits. Differences
between gross and net densities and the potential for secondary dwellings on single parcels (see
below) may need to be considered.

« Proposed nonresidential developments should be assessed with respect to applicable intensity
limits (see below).

« No new land uses of a type listed as specifically prohibited should be planned within affected
areas.

« Noise Element—General plan noise elements typically include criteria indicating the maximum noise
exposure normally acceptable for residential development. This limit must be consistent with the
equivalent compatibility plan criteria. Note, however, that a general plan may establish a different limit
with respect to aviation-related noise than for noise from other sources (this may be appropriate in that
aviation-related noise is often judged to be more objectionable than other types of equally loud noise).

Zoning or Other Policy Documents

The following items should be reflected either in the general plan or in a separate policy document, such
as a combining zone ordinance. If a separate policy document is adopted, modification of the general
plan to achieve consistency with the compatibility plan may not be necessary. Modifications would
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typically be required only to eliminate any conflicting language that may be present and to make
reference to the separate policy document.

E-2

Intensity Limitations on Nonresidential Uses—Local policies must be established to limit the usage
intensities of commercial, industrial, and other nonresidential land uses. Such policies can be
established by duplicating the performance-oriented criteria—specifically, the number of people per
acre—indicated in the compatibility plan. Alternatively, local jurisdictions may create a detailed list of
land uses that are allowable or not allowable within each compatibility zone. For certain land uses,
such a list may need to include limits on building sizes, floor area ratios, habitable floors, or other
design parameters equivalent to the usage intensity criteria.

Identification of Prohibited Uses—Compatibility plans may prohibit day care centers, hospitals, and
certain other uses within much of each airport’s influence area. These facilities are often permitted or
conditionally permitted uses within many commercial or industrial land use designations. Policies need
to be established that preclude these uses in accordance with the compatibility criteria.

Open Land Requirements—Compatibility plan requirements, if any, for assuring that a minimum
amount of open land is preserved in the airport vicinity must be reflected in local policies. Typically,
the locations intended to be maintained as open land would be identified on a map, with the total
acreage within each compatibility zone indicated. If some of the area included as open land is private
property, then policies must be established that ensure that the open land will continue to exist as the
property develops. Policies specifying the required characteristics of eligible open land must also be
established.

Infill Development—If a compatibility plan contains infill policies and a local government wishes to
apply them within its jurisdiction, the lands that meet the qualifications must be shown on a map.

Height Limitations and Other Hazards to Flight—To protect the airspace surrounding airports,
limitations must be set on the height of structures and other objects near airports. These limitations are
to be based on Part 77 of the Federal Aviation Regulations, but may include exceptions for objects on
high terrain if provided for in the compatibility plan. Restrictions must also be established on other
land use characteristics that can cause hazards to flight (specifically, visual or electronic interference
with navigation and uses that attract birds). Note that many jurisdictions have already adopted airport-
related hazard and height limit zoning ordinances that, if up to date, will satisfy this consistency
requirement.

Noise Insulation Requirements—Some compatibility plans require, for certain buildings proposed for
construction within high noise-impact areas, that the buildings incorporate sufficient sound insulation
to reduce aircraft-related noise to an acceptable level. These criteria apply to new residences, schools,
and certain other buildings housing noise-sensitive uses. Local policies must include parallel criteria.

Buyer Awareness Measures—As a condition for approval of development within certain
compatibility zones, some compatibility plans require either dedication of an avigation easement to the
airport sponsor or placement on deeds of a notice regarding airport-related impacts. If so, local
jurisdictional policies must contain similar requirements. Compatibility plans also may encourage, but
should not require, local jurisdictions to adopt a policy stating that airport proximity and the potential
for aircraft overflights be disclosed as part of real estate transactions regarding property in the airport
influence area.

Nonconforming Uses and Reconstruction—Local jurisdictional policies regarding nonconforming
uses and reconstruction must be equivalent to or more restrictive than those in the compatibility plan, if
any.

Gillespie Field Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan
January 25, 2010



APPENDIXE  GENERAL PLAN CONSISTENCY CHECKLIST

REVIEW PROCEDURES

In addition to incorporation of ALUC compatibility criteria, local jurisdictional implementing documents
must specify the manner in which development proposals will be reviewed for consistency with the
compatibility criteria.

« Actions Always Required to Be Submitted for ALUC Review—State law specifies which types of
development actions must be submitted for ALUC review. Local policies should either list these
actions or, at a minimum, note the jurisdiction’s intent to comply with the State statute.

« Other Land Use Actions Potentially Subject to ALUC Review—In addition to the above actions,
compatibility plan may identify certain major land use actions for which referral to the ALUC is
dependent upon agreement between the jurisdiction and the ALUC. If the jurisdiction fully complies
with all items in this general plan consistency checklist or has taken the necessary steps to overrule the
ALUC, then referral of the additional actions to the ALUC is voluntary. On the other hand, a
jurisdiction may elect not to incorporate all of the necessary compatibility criteria and review
procedures into its own policies. In this case, referral of major land use actions to the ALUC is
mandatory. Local policies should indicate the jurisdiction’s intentions in this regard.

« Process for Compatibility Reviews by Local Jurisdictions—If a jurisdiction chooses to submit only
the mandatory actions for ALUC review, then it must establish a policy indicating the procedures that
will be used to ensure that airport compatibility criteria are addressed during review of other projects.
Possibilities include a standard review procedure checklist that includes reference to compatibility
criteria and use of a geographic information system to identify all parcels within the airport influence
area, among other possibilities.

. Variance Procedures—Local procedures for granting variances to the zoning ordinance must include
provisions to ensure that any such variances do not result in a conflict with the compatibility criteria.
Any variance that involves issues of noise, safety, airspace protection, or overflight compatibility, as
addressed in the compatibility plan, must be referred to the ALUC for review.

. Enforcement—Policies must be established to ensure compliance with compatibility criteria during the
lifetime of the development. Enforcement procedures are especially necessary with regard to
limitations on usage intensities and the heights of trees. An airport combining district zoning ordinance
is one means of implementing enforcement requirements.
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Appendix F

Sample Implementation Documents

The responsibility for implementing the compatibility criteria set forth in this Airport Land Use
Compatibility Plan (the Compatibility Plan) rests largely with the local governments with jurisdiction in
the Airport Influence Area (AIA). As described in Appendix E, modification of general plans for
consistency with applicable compatibility plans is the major step in this process. However, not all of the
measures necessary for achievement of airport land use compatibility are necessarily included in general
plans. Other types of documents are also instrumental to implementation of Compatibility Plan policies.
Samples of such implementation documents are included in this appendix. It remains the responsibility of
each affected local agency to determine the specific methods to use in submitting their general plans and
other documents to the ALUC for a determination of consistency with the Compatibility Plan.

Airport Combining Zone Ordinance

As noted in Chapter 1 of this Compatibility Plan, one option that affected local agencies can use to
implement airport land use compatibility criteria and associated policies is adoption of an airport
combining zone ordinance. An airport combining zone ordinance is one method of collecting various
airport-related development conditions into one local policy document. Adoption of a combining zone is
not required, but suggested as an option. Table F-1 describes some of the potential components of an
airport combining zone ordinance.

Buyer Awareness Measures

Buyer awareness is an umbrella category for several types of implementation documents, all of which
have the objective of ensuring that prospective buyers of airport area property, particularly residential
property, are informed about the airport’s potential impact on the property. The Compatibility Plan
policies include the following measures.

. Avigation Easement—Avigation easements transfer certain property rights from the owner of the
underlying property to the owner of an airport or, in the case of military airports, to a local government
agency on behalf of the federal government (the U.S. Department of Defense is not authorized to
accept avigation easements). This Compatibility Plan recommends avigation easement dedication as a
condition for approval of development on properties exposed to high noise levels or when needed to
restrict the height of structures and trees to less than might ordinarily be the case on the properties.
Specific easement dedication requirements are set forth in Chapter 2. Also, airport sponsors may
require avigation easements in conjunction with programs for noise insulation of existing structures in
the airport vicinity. A sample of a standard avigation easement is included as Exhibit F-1.

« Overflight Notification—An Overflight Notification informs property owners that the property is
subject to aircraft overflight, aircraft noise exposure, and other airport-related impacts. No restrictions
on the height of objects, requirements for marking or lighting of objects, or access to the property for
these purposes are included in an Overflight Notification. An Overflight Notification serves only as
buyer acceptance of overflight conditions. Suggested wording of an Overflight Notification is included
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on Exhibit F-2. Unlike an avigation easement or other type of easement, an Overflight Notification is
not a conveyance of property rights. However, similar to an easement, an Overflight Notification is
recorded on the property deed and, therefore, remains in effect with sale of the property to subsequent
owners. Overflight Notifications are generally appropriate is areas outside the area exposed to 60 dB
Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL), outside safety zones, and within areas where the height of
structures and other objects would not pose a significant potential of being airspace obstruction
hazards.

Real Estate Disclosure—A less definitive, but more all-encompassing, form of buyer awareness
measure is for the ALUC and local jurisdictions to establish a policy indicating that information about
an airport’s influence area should be disclosed to prospective buyers of all airport-vicinity properties
prior to the transfer of title. The advantage of this type of measure is that it applies to existing land
uses as well as new development. The requirement for disclosure of information about the proximity of
an airport has been included in State of California law for some time, but legislation adopted in 2002,
which became effective in January 2004, explicitly ties the requirement to the airport influence areas
established by ALUCs (see Appendix A for excerpts from sections of the Business and Professions
Code and Civil Code that define these requirements). With certain exceptions, this legislation requires
disclosure of a property’s location within an airport influence area under any of the following three
circumstances: (1) sale or lease of subdivided lands; (2) sale of common interest developments; and (3)
sale of residential real property. In each case, the disclosure statement to be used is defined by State
law as follows:

NOTICE OF AIRPORT IN VICINITY

This property is presently located in the vicinity of an airport, within
what is known as an airport influence area. For that reason, the
property may be subject to some of the annoyances or inconveniences
associated with proximity to airport operations (for example: noise,
vibration, or odors). Individual sensitivities to those annoyances can
vary from person to person. You may wish to consider what airport
annoyances, if any, are associated with the property before you
complete your purchase and determine whether they are acceptable to
you.
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Table F-1

Sample Airport Combining Zone Components

Zoning Ordinance

Description

Airspace Protection

A combining district can establish restrictions on the height of buildings, antennas, trees, and other objects as
necessary to protect the airspace needed for operation of the airport. These restrictions should be based upon the
current version of Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR) Part 77, Objects Affecting Navigable Airspace, Subpart C.
Additions or adjustment to take into account instrument approach (TERPS) surfaces should be made as necessary.
Provisions prohibiting smoke, glare, bird attractions, and other hazards to flight should also be included.

FAA Notification
Requirements

Combining districts also can be used to ensure that project developers are informed about the need for compliance
with the notification requirements of FAR Part 77. Subpart B of the regulations requires that the proponent of any
project that exceeds a specified set of height criteria submit a Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration (Form
7460-1) to the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) prior to commencement of construction. The height criteria
associated with this notification requirement are lower than those in FAR Part 77, Subpart C, which define airspace
obstructions. The purpose of the notification is to determine if the proposed construction would constitute a potential
hazard or obstruction to flight. Notification is not required for proposed structures that would be shielded by existing
structures or by natural terrain of equal or greater height, where it is obvious that the proposal would not adversely
affect air safety.

State Regulation of
Obstruction

State law prohibits anyone from constructing or altering a structure or permitting an object of natural growth to
exceed the heights established by FAR Part 77, Subpart C, unless the FAA has determined the object would or does
not constitute a hazard to air navigation (Public Utilities Code, Section 21659). Additionally, a permit from the
Department of Transportation is required for any structure taller than 500 feet above the ground unless the height is
reviewed and approved by the Federal Communications Commission or the FAA (Public Utilities Code, Section
21656).

Designation of High
Noise-Impact Areas

California statutes require that multifamily residential structures in high-noise exposure areas be constructed so as to
limit the interior noise to a Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) of no more than 45 dB. A combining district
could be used to indicate the locations where special construction techniques may be necessary to ensure
compliance with this requirement. The combining district also could extend this criterion to single-family dwellings.

Maximum
Densities/Intensities

Airport noise and safety compatibility criteria are frequently expressed in terms of dwelling units per acre for
residential uses and people per acre for other land uses. These standards can either be directly included in a
combining zone or used to modify the underlying land use designations. For residential land uses, the correlation
between the compatibility criteria and land use designations is direct. For other land uses, the method of calculating
the intensity limitations needs to be defined. Alternatively, a matrix can be established indicating whether each
specific type of land use is compatible with each compatibility zone. To be useful, the land use categories need to be
more detailed than typically provided by general plan or zoning ordinance land use designations.

Open Areas for
Emergency Landing
of Aircraft

In most circumstances in which an accident involving a small aircraft occurs near an airport, the aircraft is under pilot
control as it descends. When forced to make an off-airport emergency landing, pilots will usually attempt to do so in
the most readily available open areas. To enhance safety both for people on the ground and the occupants of the
aircratft, airport compatibility plans often contain criteria requiring a certain amount of open land near airports. These
criteria are most effectively implemented by planning at the general or specific plan level, but may also need to be
included in a combining district so that they will be applied to development of large parcels. Adequate open areas
can often be provided by clustering development on adjacent land.
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Table F-1 Continued

Sample Airport Combining Zone Components

Zoning Ordinance

Description

Areas of Special
Compatibility
Concern

A significant drawback of standard general plan and zoning ordinance land use designations is that they can be
changed. Uses that are currently compatible may not continue to be compatible in the future. Designation of areas
of special compatibility concern would serve as a reminder that airport impacts should be carefully considered in any
decision to change the existing land use designation. [A legal consideration supporting the value of this concept is
that down-zoning of a property to a less intensive use is becoming more difficult. It is much better not to
inappropriately up-zone the property in the first place.]

Real Estate
Disclosure Policies

The geographic extent and specific language of recommended real estate disclosure statements can be described in
an airport combining zone ordinance.

Notes:

FAR = Federal Aviation Regulations (Title 14 of the Code of Federal Regulations)
TERPS = U.S. Standard for Terminal Instrument Procedures, Federal Aviation Administration Order 8260.3B.

Source: State of California Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics. California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook, Table 5B, January

2002.

Prepared by:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc., October 2009.
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Exhibit F-1

Typical Avigation Easement

This indenture made this day of , 20__, between hereinafter referred to as Grantor,
and the [Insert County or City name], a political subdivision in the State of California, hereinafter referred to as Grantee.

The Grantor, for good and valuable consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of which are hereby acknowledged, does hereby grant to the
Grantee, its successors and assigns, a perpetual and assignable easement over the following described parcel of land in which the Grantor
holds a fee simple estate. [For military airports: Grantee shall hold said easement on behalf of the United States Government.] The
property which is subject to this easement is depicted as on “Exhibit A" attached and is more particularly de-
scribed as follows:

[Insert legal description of real property]
The easement applies to the Airspace above an imaginary plane over the real property. The plane is described as follows:

The imaginary plane above the hereinbefore described real property, as such plane is defined by Part 77 of the Federal Aviation
Regulations, and consists of a plane [describe approach, transition, or horizontal surface]; the elevation of said plane being based upon the

Airport official runway end elevation of ____ feet Above Mean Sea Level (AMSL), as determined by [Insert Name and Date
of Survey or Airport Layout Plan that determines the elevation] the approximate dimensions of which said plane are described and shown on
Exhibit A attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference.

The aforesaid easement and right-of-way includes, but is not limited to:

1) For the use and benefit of the public, the easement and continuing right to fly, or cause or permit the flight by any and all persons,
or any aircraft, of any and all kinds now or hereafter known, in, through, across, or about any portion of the Airspace hereinabove
described; and

2 The easement and right to cause or create, or permit or allow to be caused and created within all space above the existing
surface of the hereinabove described real property and any and all Airspace laterally adjacent to said real property, such noise,
vibration, currents and other effects of air illumination and fuel consumption as may be inherent in, or may arise or occur from or
during the operation of aircraft of any and all kinds, now or hereafter known or used, for navigation of or flight in air; and

(3) A continuing right to clear and keep clear from the Airspace any portions of buildings, structures or improvements of any kinds,
and of trees or other objects, including the right to remove or demolish those portions of such buildings, structures, improvements,
trees, or other things which extend into or above said Airspace, and the right to cut to the ground level and remove, any trees
which extend into or above the Airspace; also the right to modify or remove any structures or uses of the land that generate
visual, electronic, or physical interference with aircraft flight including, but not limited to sources of glare or bright lights, distracting
lights that could be mistaken for airport lights, sources of dust, steam, or smoke that may impair pilot visibility, sources of
electrical interference with aircraft communications, and uses that create an increased attraction for wildlife in a manner that is
inconsistent with FAA rules and regulations; and

(4) The right to mark and light, or cause or require to be marked and lighted, as obstructions to air navigation, any and all buildings,
structures or other improvements, and trees or other objects, which extend into or above the Airspace; and

(5) The right of ingress to, passage within, and egress from the hereinabove described real property, for the purposes described in
subparagraphs (3) and (4) above at reasonable times and after reasonable notice.

For and on behalf of itself, its successors and assigns, the Grantor hereby covenants with the [Insert County or City name], for the direct
benefit of the real property constituting the Airport hereinafter de-scribed, that neither the Grantor, nor its successors in
interest or assigns will construct, install, erect, place or grow, in or upon the hereinabove described real property, nor will they permit or allow
any building structure, improvement, tree, or other object to extend into or above the Airspace so as to constitute an obstruction to air
navigation or to obstruct or interfere with the use of the easement and rights-of-way herein granted.

The easements and rights-of-way herein granted shall be deemed both appurtenant to and for the direct benefit of that real property which
constitutes the Airport, in the [Insert County or City name], State of California; and shall further be deemed in gross, being
conveyed to the Grantee for the benefit of [for public-use airports: the Grantee and any and all members of the general public] [for military
airports: the United States Government] who may use said easement or right-of-way, in landing at, taking off from or operating such aircraft
in or about the Airport, or in otherwise flying through said Airspace.
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Exhibit F-1 Continued

Typical Avigation Easement

Grantor, together with its successors in interest and assigns, hereby waives its right to legal action against Grantee, its successors or
assigns for monetary damages or other redress due to impacts, as described in paragraph (2) of the granted rights of easement, associated
with aircraft operations in the air or on the ground at the airport, including future increases in the volume or changes in location of said
operations. Furthermore, Grantee, its successors, and assigns shall have no duty to avoid or mitigate such damages through physical
modification of airport facilities or establishment or modification of aircraft operational procedures or restrictions. However, this waiver shall
not apply if the airport role or character of its usage (as identified in an adopted airport master plan, for example) changes in a fundamental
manner which could not reasonably have been anticipated at the time of the granting of this easement and which results in a substantial
increase in the in the impacts associated with aircraft operations. Also, this grant of easement shall not operate to deprive the Grantor, its
successors or assigns of any rights which may from time to time have against any air carrier or private operator for negligent or unlawful
operation of aircraft.

These covenants and agreements run with the land and are binding upon the heirs, administrators, executors, successors and assigns of
the Grantor, and, for the purpose of this instrument, the real property firstly herein-above described is the servient tenement and said
Airport is the dominant tenement.

DATED:

STATE
OF: }

SS

COUNTY
OF: }

On , before me, the undersigned, a Notary Public in and for said County and State personally appeared
, and known to me to be the persons whose names are subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged that they executed the same.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

Notary Public

Source: State of California Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics. California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook, January 2002.
Prepared by:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc., October 2009.
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Exhibit F-2
Sample Airport Overflight Notification — Gillespie Field

AIRPORT OVERFLIGHT NOTIFICATION

This Airport Overflight Notification concerns the real property situated in the City of , County of
, State of California, described as [APN No.:
—

This Overflight Notification provides disclosure of the condition of the above described property in recognition of, and in compliance with,
CALIFORNIA BUSINESS & PROFESSIONS CODE Section 11010 and CALIFORNIA CIVIL CODE Sections 1102.6, 1103.4 and 1353,
effective January 1, 2004, and related state and local regulations and consistent with the County of San Diego Airport Land Use
Commission’s policies for overflight notification provided in the Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan for Gillespie Field.

NOTICE OF AIRPORT IN VICINITY: This property is located in the vicinity of an airport and within the airport influence area.
The property may be subject to some of the annoyances or inconveniences associated with proximity to an airport and aircraft
operations (for example: noise, vibration, overflights or odors). Individual sensitivities to those annoyances can vary from person
to person. You should consider what airport annoyances, if any, affect the Property before you complete your purchase and
whether they are acceptable to you.

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) has sole and exclusive regulatory authority over the operation of aircraft in flight and on the
runway and taxiway surfaces at Gillespie Field. The FAA is therefore solely and exclusively responsible for airspace and air traffic
management, including ensuring the safe and efficient use of navigable airspace, developing air traffic rules, assigning the use of airspace
and controlling air traffic. Please contact the FAA for more detailed information regarding overflight and airspace protection issues.

The Airport Operator, the County of San Diego, maintains information regarding hours of operation, master plans and other relevant
information regarding airport operations. Please contact your local airport operator for more detailed information regarding airport specific
operational issues including hours of operation. The Airport Operator does not have any control over the operation of aircraft in flight.

This Overflight Notification shall run with the Property and shall be binding upon all parties having or acquiring any right, title or interest in the
Property.

Effective Date: , 2009 See Compatibility Plan Policy 3.6.3

Source: San Diego County Regional Airport Authority, 2008.
Prepared by:  Ricondo & Associates, Inc., October 2009.

F-7

Gillespie Field Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan
January 25, 2010



APPENDIXF  SAMPLE IMPLEMENTATION DOCUMENTS

THIS PAGE LEFT INTENTIONALLY BLANK

F-8

Gillespie Field Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan
January 25, 2010



Appendix G
On-Line Implementation Tool

AlRPORT L N> USE COMM!SSO
NNNNNNNNNNNNNN

Gillespie Field Airport Land Use Compatlblllty Plan






Appendix G

On-Line Implementation Tool

Chapter 3 of this Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (Compatibility Plan) sets forth the noise,
safety, airspace protection, and overflight criteria by which land use plans and individual
development projects are to be evaluated for compatibility with airports. To assist with the
evaluation, an interactive on-line implementation tool is being created. As of the adoption date of
this Compatibility Plan, the tool is not yet available for use, but will be functional as soon as
practicable.

The implementation tool will make use of the mapping and analysis capabilities of geographic
information system (GIS) software. Users will enter specific data regarding the location and
characteristics of a development proposal (for example: parcel number, parcel size, type of use,
building height and size, number of residential dwellings or nonresidential occupants). For most
projects, the tool will indicate whether the development proposal is compatible or incompatible with
the adopted criteria. Some projects may contain features that make a clear determination of
consistency difficult. The tool will flag those projects for individualized evaluation by staff.

The implementation tool will be designed to be accessed on line. For more information, please
contact the ALUC staff at 619-400-2400.
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Appendix H

Glossary of Terms

In addition to the terms defined in this appendix, reference also should be made to Section 2.2,
Definitions, of this Compatibility Plan for further terms that are of immediate importance when
interpreting and applying the compatibility policies and criteria relied on by the ALUC to review
general plans, projects, and other land use actions.

Above Ground Level (AGL): An elevation datum given in feet above ground level.

Air Carriers: The commercial system of air transportation, consisting of the certificated air carriers, air
taxis (including commuters), supplemental air carriers, commercial operators of large aircraft, and air
travel clubs.

Aircraft Accident: An occurrence incident to flight in which, as a result of the operation of an aircraft, a
person receives fatal or serious injury or an aircraft receives substantial damage.

« Except as provided below, substantial damage means damage or structural failure that adversely affects
the structural strength, performance, or flight characteristics of the aircraft, and that would normally
require major repair or replacement of the affected component.

« Engine failure, damage limited to an engine, bent fairings or cowling, dented skin, small puncture holes
in the skin or fabric, ground damage to rotor or propeller blades, damage to landing gear, wheels, tires,
flaps, engine accessories, brakes, or wingtips are not considered substantial damage.

Aircraft Incident: A mishap associated with the operation of an aircraft in which neither fatal nor serious
injuries nor substantial damage to the aircraft occurs.

Aircraft Mishap: The collective term for an aircraft accident or an incident.

Aircraft Operation: The airborne movement of aircraft at an airport or about an en route fix or at other
point where counts can be made. There are two types of operations: local and itinerant. An operation is
counted for each landing and each departure, such that a touch-and-go flight is counted as two operations.

Airport Elevation: The highest point of an airport’s useable runways, measured in feet above mean sea
level.

Ambient Noise Level: The level of noise that is all encompassing within a given environment for which
a single source cannot be determined. It is usually a composite of sounds from many and varied sources
near to and far from the receiver.

Approach Protection Easement: A form of easement that both conveys all of the rights of an avigation
easement and sets specified limitations on the type of land uses allowed to be developed on the property.
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Approach Speed: The recommended speed contained in aircraft manuals used by pilots when making an
approach to landing. This speed will vary for different segments of an approach as well as for aircraft
weight and configuration.

Based Aircraft: Aircraft stationed at an airport on a long-term basis.
Ceiling: Height above the earth’s surface to the lowest layer of clouds or obscuring phenomena.

Circling Approach/Circle-to-Land Maneuver: A maneuver initiated by the pilot to align the aircraft with
a runway for landing when a straight-in landing from an instrument approach is not possible or not
desirable.

Combining District: A zoning district that establishes development standards in areas of special concern
over and above the standards applicable to basic underlying zoning districts.

Commercial Operator: A person who, for compensation or hire, engages in the carriage by aircraft in air
commerce of persons or property, other than as an air carrier.

Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL): The noise metric adopted by the State of California for
evaluating airport noise. It represents the cumulative daytime noise level during a 24-hour day, measured
in decibels and adjusted to an equivalent level to account for the lower tolerance of people to noise during
evening (7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m.) and nighttime (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.) periods relative to the daytime
period. Evening noise event levels are weighted by a factor of three (+4.77 dB) and nighttime noise event
levels are weighted by a factor of ten (+10 dB) prior to summation. The noise levels are typically
depicted by a set of contours, each of which represents points having the same CNEL value.

Controlled Airspace: Any of several types of airspace within which some or all aircraft may be subject
to air traffic control.

Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL): The noise metric adopted by the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency for measurement of environmental noise. It represents the cumulative daytime noise level during
a 24-hour day, measured in decibels and adjusted to account for the lower tolerance of people to noise
during nighttime periods. The mathematical symbol is L.

Decibel (dB): A unit measuring the magnitude of a sound, equal to the logarithm of the ratio of the
intensity of the sound to the intensity of an arbitrarily chosen standard sound, specifically a sound just
barely audible to an unimpaired human ear. For environmental noise from aircraft and other
transportation sources, an A-weighted sound level (abbreviated dBA) is normally used. The A-weighting
scale adjusts the values of different sound frequencies to approximate the auditory sensitivity of the
human ear.
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Displaced Threshold: A landing threshold that is located at a point on the runway other than the
designated beginning of the runway (see Threshold).

Easement: A less-than-fee-title transfer of real property rights from the property owner to the holder of
the easement.

Equivalent Sound Level (Leg): The level of constant sound, measured in decibels, that over a given time
period, has the same sound energy as does a given time-varying sound over the same period.

Federal Aviation Administration (FAA): The U.S. government agency that is responsible for ensuring
the safe and efficient use of the nation’s airports and airspace.

Federal Aviation Regulations: Regulations formally issued by the FAA to regulate air commerce.

Findings: Legally relevant conclusions that expose a government agency’s mode of analysis of facts,
regulations, and policies, and that bridge the analytical gap between raw data and ultimate decision.

General Aviation: That portion of civil aviation that encompasses all facets of aviation except air
carriers.

Glide Slope: An electronic signal radiated by a component of an ILS to provide vertical guidance for
aircraft during approach and landing.

Global Positioning System (GPS): A navigational system that utilizes a network of satellites to
determine a positional fix almost anywhere on or above the earth. Developed and operated by the
U.S. Department of Defense, GPS has been made available to the civilian sector for surface, marine, and
aerial navigational use. For aviation purposes, the current form of GPS guidance provides en route aerial
navigation and selected types of nonprecision instrument approaches. Eventual application of GPS as the
principal system of navigational guidance throughout the world is anticipated.

Helipad: A small, designated area, usually with a prepared surface, on a heliport, airport, landing/takeoff
area, apron/ramp, or movement area used for takeoff, landing, or parking of helicopters.

Heliport: A facility used for operating, basing, housing, and maintaining helicopters.

Instrument Approach Procedure: A series of predetermined maneuvers for the orderly transfer of an
aircraft under instrument flight conditions from the beginning of the initial approach to a landing or to a
point from which a landing may be made visually. It is prescribed and approved for a specific airport by
competent authority (refer to Nonprecision Approach Procedure and Precision Approach Procedure).
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Instrument Flight Rules (IFR): Rules governing the procedures for conducting instrument flight.
Generally, IFR applies when meteorological conditions with a ceiling below 1,000 feet and visibility less
than 3 miles prevail.

Instrument Landing System (ILS): A precision instrument approach system that normally consists of the
following electronic components and visual aids: (1) Localizer; (2) Glide Slope; (3) Outer Marker; (4)
Middle Marker; (5) Approach Lights.

Instrument Operation: An aircraft operation in accordance with an IFR flight plan or an operation where
IFR separation between aircraft is provided by a terminal control facility.

Instrument Runway: A runway equipped with electronic and visual navigation aids for which a
precision or nonprecision approach procedure having straight-in landing minimums has been approved.

Inverse Condemnation: An action brought by a property owner seeking just compensation for land
taken for a public use against a government or private entity having the power of eminent domain. Itis a
remedy peculiar to the property owner and is exercisable by that party where it appears that the taker of
the property does not intend to bring eminent domain proceedings.

Land Use Density: A measure of the concentration of land use development in an area. The term is
commonly used with respect to residential development and refers to the number of dwelling units per
acre.

Land Use Intensity: A measure of the concentration of nonresidential land use development in an area.
For the purposes of airport land use planning, the term indicates the number of people per acre occupying
the land use.

Localizer (LOC): The component of an ILS that provides course guidance to the runway.

Mean Sea Level (MSL): An elevation datum given in feet from mean sea level.

Minimum Descent Altitude (MDA): The lowest altitude, expressed in feet above mean sea level, to which
descent is authorized on final approach or during circle-to-land maneuvering in execution of a standard

instrument approach procedure where no electronic glide slope is provided.

Missed Approach: A maneuver conducted by a pilot when an instrument approach cannot be completed
to a landing.

National Transportation Safety Board (NTSB): The U.S. government agency responsible for
investigating transportation accidents and incidents.
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Navigational Aid (Navaid): Any visual or electronic device airborne or on the surface that provides
point-to-point guidance information or position data to aircraft in flight.

Noise Contours: Continuous lines of equal noise level usually drawn around a noise source, such as an
airport or highway. The lines are generally drawn in 5-decibel increments so that they resemble elevation
contours in topographic maps.

Noise Level Reduction (NLR): A measure used to describe the reduction in sound level from
environmental noise sources occurring between the outside and the inside of a structure.

Noise-Sensitive Land Uses: Land uses for which the associated primary activities, whether indoor or
outdoor, are susceptible to disruption by loud noise events.

Nonprecision Approach Procedure: A standard instrument approach procedure in which no electronic
glide slope is provided.

Nonprecision Instrument Runway: A runway with an approved or planned straight-in instrument
approach procedure that has no existing or planned precision instrument approach procedure.

Obstruction: Any object of natural growth, terrain, or permanent or temporary construction or alteration,
including equipment or materials used therein, the height of which exceeds the standards established in
Subpart C of 14 CFR Part 77, Objects Affecting Navigable Airspace.

Overflight: Any distinctly visible or audible passage of an aircraft in flight, not necessarily directly
overhead.

Overflight Zone: The area(s) where aircraft maneuver to enter or leave the traffic pattern, typically
defined by the FAR Part 77 horizontal surface.

Overlay Zone: See Combining District.

Precision Approach Procedure: A standard instrument approach procedure where an electronic glide
slope is provided.

Precision Instrument Runway: A runway with an existing or planned precision instrument approach
procedure.

Review Area: The area around an airport defined by the airport influence area boundary adopted by an
airport land use commission (ALUC) within which certain land use proposals are to be referred to the
ALUC for review. The airport influence area may contain multiple review areas with different
requirements as to actions to be submitted to the ALUC.
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Risk Reduction Features: Features that can be incorporated into the design and construction of a
building for the purposes of making the building less susceptible to damage from an aircraft accident and
of enabling occupants to escape the building quickly and safely. The concept applies only to protection
of buildings from small airplanes, not transport or tactical aircraft.

Runway Protection Zone (RPZ): An area off the end of a civilian airport runway used to enhance the
protection of people and property on the ground. This area is equivalent to a clear zone at military
airports.

Safety Zone: For the purpose of airport land use planning, an area near an airport in which land use
restrictions are established to protect the safety of the public from potential aircraft accidents.

Single-Event Noise: As used herein, the noise from an individual aircraft operation or overflight.

Sound Exposure Level (SEL): A time-integrated metric (i.e., continuously summed over a time period)
that quantifies the total energy in the A-weighted sound level measured during a transient noise event.
The time period for this measurement is generally taken to be that between the moments when the
A-weighted sound level is 10 dB below the maximum.

Straight-In Instrument Approach: An instrument approach wherein a final approach is begun without
first having executed a procedure turn; it is not necessarily completed with a straight-in landing or made
to straight-in landing weather minimums.

Taking: Government appropriation of private land for which compensation must be paid as required by
the Fifth Amendment of the U.S. Constitution.

Threshold: The beginning of that portion of the runway usable for landing (also see Displaced
Threshold).

Touch-and-Go: An operation by an aircraft that lands and departs on a runway without stopping or
exiting the runway.

Traffic Pattern: The traffic flow that is prescribed for aircraft landing at, taxiing on, or taking off from an
airport. The components of a typical traffic pattern are upwind leg, crosswind leg, downwind leg, base
leg, and final approach.

Visual Approach: An approach where the pilot must use visual reference to the runway for landing
under VFR conditions.

Gillespie Field Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan
January 25, 2010
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Visual Flight Rules (VFR): Rules that govern the procedures for conducting flight under visual
conditions. VFR applies when meteorological conditions are equal to or greater than the specified
minimum -- generally, a 1,000-foot ceiling and 3-mile visibility.

Visual Runway: A runway intended solely for the operation of aircraft using visual approach procedures,
with no straight-in instrument approach procedure and no instrument designation indicated on an FAA-
approved airport layout plan.

Zoning: A police power measure, enacted primarily by units of local government, in which the
community is divided into districts or zones within which permitted and special uses are established, as
are regulations governing lot size, building bulk, placement, and other development standards.
Requirements vary from district to district, but they must be uniform within districts. A zoning ordinance
includes a map and the text of the regulations.
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Glossary Sources

Code of Federal Regulations, Title 14: Part 1 — Definitions and Abbreviations, January 1, 2008.
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov (accessed on April 1, 2009)

Federal Aviation Administration, Pilot/Controller Glossary, February 14, 2008. Change 2 — March 12,
2009. Addendum to Aeronautical Information Manual: Official Guide to Basic Flight Information and
ATC Procedures, February 14, 2008, Change 2 - March 12, 20009.
http://www.faa.gov/airports_airtraffic/air_traffic/publications/atpubs/PCG/index.htm

Federal Aviation Administration, Airport Design, Advisory Circular 150/5300-13, Chapter 1:2,
Regulatory Requirements and Definitions of Terms - Definitions, September 29, 1989. Through Change
14, November 1, 2008.

California Code of Regulations, Title 21, Section 3525 et seq., Airports and Heliports: Article 1,
Definitions, Division of Aeronautics.

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/planning/aeronaut/documents/Regs_pub.pdf

FAA Statistical Handbook of Aviation. 1959- (annual) Washington, Dept. of Transportation, Federal
Aviation Administration. http://www.api.faa.gov/handbook96/toc96.htm.

National Transportation and Safety Board, http://www.ntsb.gov/ (accessed April 1, 2009)
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DIVISION OF AERONAUTICS - M.5.#40
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SACRAMENTO, CA 94273-0001 : Be energy efficient!
FAX. 516)6939531 RECEIVED
TTY 711
JUN 2 4 2008
June 19, 2008 AIRPORT SY%EM PLANNING

Ms. Sandi Sawa

Interim Manager - Airport Systems Planning
San Diego County Regional Airport Authority
P.O. Box 82776

San Diego, California 92138-2776

Dear Ms. Sawa:
Gillespie Ficld Airport, San Diego County

Pursuant to section 21675, subdivision (a), of the Public Utilities Code, an airport land use
compatibility plan (ALUCP) shall be based on a long-range master plan or an airport layout plan
(ALP), as determined by the California Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics
(Caltrans), which reflects the anticipated growth of the airport for at least the next twenty (20) years.
The San Diego County Regional Airport Authority (Airport Authority), acting in its capacity as the
Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) for the County of San Diego (County), is the statutorily
designated agency responsible for preparing ALUCPs for each airport in the County. (Pub. Util.
Code, §21670.3, subd. (a).)

Accordingly, in a letter dated January 4, 2008, the Airport Authority requested that Caltrans review
and accept the ALP and other airport-related forecasts and background data for Gillespie Field Airport
(Airport), as the Airport Authority is in the process of preparing an ALUCP, and related
environmental documentation, for the Airport. The specific information submitted to Caltrans for its
review and acceptance included: Airport Background Data; Airport Features Summary (Exhibit GIL-
1); Airport Diagram (Exhibit GIL-2); Airport Layout Plan (Exhibit GIL-3); Airport Activity Data
Summary (Exhibit GIL-4); Fixed Wing & Helicopter Flight Patterns (Exhibit GIL-5); and Noise
Impacts - Future (Exhibit GIL-6).

The Airport, which is owned and operated by the County, is designated as a General Aviation
Reliever Airport for San Diego International Airport. The Airport also is designated as a regional
business/corporate airport, which means that it can accommodate most business aircraft (e.g., multi-
engine and jet). As provided in the January 2008 letter, the Airport Authority has received
concurrence from the County's Department of Airports that the information provided to Caltrans for
its review and acceptance correctly reflects existing airport conditions, as well as the proprietor's
plans for expansion of the Airport over the next twenty (20) years. The submitted ALP was approved
by the Federal Aviation Administration in December 2006, and an earlier iteration was accepted by
Caltrans in July 2005.

By this letter, and pursuant to the Public Utilities Code, section 21675, subdivision (a), Caltrans
confirms that we have reviewed and accept the ALP and airport-related forecasts and background data
for Gillespie Field Airport, which reflect the anticipated growth of the Airport for at least the next

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”



Ms. Sandi Sawa
June 19, 2008
Page 2

twenty (20) years. The Airport Authority, acting in its capacity as the ALUC for the County, is
approved to base its ALUCP on the ALP and airport-related forecasts and background data, as
submitted and accepted by Caltrans.

This approval is valid until such time as any of the following occur: 1) a new master plan for the
Airport is adopted; 2) there are significant changes in the existing airport conditions or the
proprietor’s expansion plans for the Airport over the next twenty (20) years change in such a manner
as to have off-airport land use consequences.

We look forward to continuing to work with the Airport Authority in connection with approval of this
important ALUCP. Please let us know if we can be of any additional assistance regarding this matter.

Sincerely,

?‘ur‘f;'?\j L«vbr——»\-@

CHRIS FERRELL
Airport Land Use Coordinator

cc! Ms. Maranda Thompson, Airport Planner, Mead & Hunt, Inc.
Ms. Lori Ballance, Gatzke Dillon & Ballance LLP

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”®



Designing ihe futire

January 4, 2008

Ms. Chris Ferrell

Airport Land Use Coordinator
California Department of Transportation
Division of Aeronautics, MS #40

1415 11" Street

Sacramento, California 95814

Subject. Gillespie Field and McClellan-Palomar Airport Land Use Compatibility Plans, San Diego County

Dear Ms. Ferrell:

California Public Utilities Code Section 21675(a) requires an airport land use compatibility plan (ALUCP)
to be based upon a long-range airport master plan or an airport iayout plan (ALP), with the approval of the
California Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics. By this letter, and consistent with the
requirements of Section 21675(a), the San Diego County Regional Airport Authority (SDCRAA), acting in
its capacity as the Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) for San Diego County, is seeking written
acceptance by Caiifornia Division of Aeronautics (CDA) of the enciosed ALP and related airport forecasts
for use by the SDCRAA ALUC in connection with its compatibility planning and preparation of the ALUCP
for Gillespie Field Airport and McClellan-Palomar Airport.

We anticipate that the information enclosed with this letter will facilitate your review of the ALPs for
Gillespie Field and McCleilan-Palomar and will provide you with the information necessary to approve the
use of the enclosed ALPs as the basis for the preparation of the ALUCP for these airports. Please note
that we have been working closely with the County of San Diego in its capacity as the owner. We also
obtained input from others familiar with cperations at these airports. To date, we have received
concurrence from the County of San Diego, Department of Airports, that the information enclosed in this
submittal correctly reflects existing airport conditions, as well as the proprietor's plans for expansion of the
airports over the next 20-years—the planning horizon of an ALUCP as required by Section 21675(a).

Please also note that we will be submitting similar packages for the remaining airports requiring CDA
approval; '
» Oceanside Municipal Airport, City of Oceanside (owned by the City of Oceanside)
+ San Diego International Airport, City of San Diego (owned by the San Diego County Regional
Airport Authority) '

We are in the process of preparing the ALUCPs and related California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
documents for each of the above-listed airports and anticipate the timeframe for releasing the
compatibility plans and CEQA documents for public review to be early 2008. Therefore, your timely
attention to this matter is requested. Please address your response to Ms. Linda Johnson with the San
Diego County Regional Airport Authority, whose address is provided beiow, and copy me.

~Mead & HuntInc. _ 133 Aviation Boulevard Suite 100 Santa Rosa California ~ 95403
707 526 5010 fax: 707 526 8721  www.meadhunt.com



Ms. Chris Ferrell
January 4, 2008
Page 2 of 2

If you have any questions regarding the enclosed information or would like to discuss any of the material
further, please do not hesitate to contact me at (707) 526-5010 or Lori Balance at (760} 431-8501 at your
convenience. Thank you in advance for your assistance with respect to this matter.

Sincerely,

MEAD & HUNT, Inc. ;

Maranda Thompson
Airport Planner

Ms. Linda Johnson

Airport Planner

San Diego County Regional Airport Authority
P.O. Box 82776

San Diego, CA 92138-2458

Enclosures:
Attachment A-1: Gillespie Airport Background Data Summary
Exhibit GIL-1:  Airfield Features Summary
Exhibit GIL-2:  Airport Diagram
Exhibit GIL-3:  Airport Layout Plan drawing
Exhibit GIL-4:  Airport Activity Data Summary
Exhibit GIL-5:  Fixed Wing & Helicopter Flight Patterns
Exhibit GIL-6:  Noise impacts — Future Average Annual Day

Attachment A-2: McClellan-Palomar Airport Background Data Summary
Exhibit PAL-1:  Airfield Features Summary

Exhibit PAL-2:  Airport Diagram

Exhibit PAL-3:  Airport Layout Plan drawing

Exhibit PAL-4:  Airport Activity Data Summary ‘

Exhibit PAL-5:  Noise impacts — Future Average Annual Day

¢. Ms. Linda Johnson, San Diego County Regional Airport Authority (with enclosures)
Ms. Lori Balance, Gatzke, Dillon & Balance LLP (with enclosures)
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GILLESPIE FIELD AIRPORT, COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO

Airport Background Data

Airport Policies

State law (Public Utilities Code Section 21675(a)) and guidance in the California Airporf Land Use Plan-
ning Handbook require an airport land use compatibility plan (ALUCP) to be based upon a long-range
airport master plan or an airport layout plan drawing accepted by the California Department of Transpor-
tation Division of Aeronautics. The ALUCP must reflect the anticipated growth of an airport during at least
the next 20 years.

In June 2006, the County of San Diego, as the owner and operator of the airport, adopted the Gillespie
Field Airport Layout Plan Narrative Report and associated Airport Layout Plan (ALP) drawing dated Sep-
tember 2005. The ALP report indicates that Gillespie Field Airport (GIL} functions in several roles. First,
it is a general aviation airport, which means it does not receive scheduled commercial air service. It is
also classified as a reliever airport; i.e., an airport that serves to offload small aircraft traffic from hub
airports in the region specifically San Diego International Airport. Lastly, GIL is designated as a regional-
business/corporate airport which means that it can accommodate most business (multi-engine and jet)
aircraft. Continuance of these roles for GIL are anticipated over the 20-year master planning period. Pro-
visions are also incorporated into the ALP to enhance the airport’s existing role so that it may accommeo-
date increased demand by business aircraft, as well as future commuter and/or air cargo services by tur-
boprop aircraft should demand materialize. Expansion of the airport significantly beyond its present role
is not practical primarily because of the existing site constraints, the need to meet more stringent airport
design standards, airspace (proximity to terrain), and the airport location (in a heavily developed area of
commercial/industrial and residential uses).

The ALP drawing graphically reflects the proposed long-term development projects discussed in the ALP
report, including the following airfield improvement projects:

» Extend Runway 9R to the west by 423 feet

» Reduce the displacement of the landing threshold for Runway 27R to enhance capability of the run-
way for landings. In 2008, this project was completed and the landing threshold was displaced 706
feet from the end of the runway.

In December 2006, the FAA approved the ALP drawing (September 2005). An earlier iteration was ap-
proved by the California Division of Aeronautics (CDA) in July 2005 for use as the basis of the Gillespie
Field Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan. In accordance with state law, the 2005 ALP drawing and other
aeronautical background data for GIL are being submitted to the CDA for revalidation.

Airfield System

Gillespie Field Airport (GIL) has three runways: two parallel runways (9L-27R and 9R-27L) oriented in an
east/west alignment and a crosswind runway (17-35) aligned north/south. At 5,342 feet in length, the
northerly of the two parallel runways (9L-27R) is the longest, followed by the crosswind runway (17-35) at
4,145 feet. The shorter parallel runway (9R-27L) is currently 2,738 feet long, but is planned for extension
westward to 3,160 feet. Runway 17 is the only runway served with a straight-in instrument approach. It
is a nonprecision (GPS) approach with high minimums. Runway 27R is marked as a nonprecision run-
way. Although it technically only has a circle-to-land approach procedure because of the high minimums,
the localizer enables aircraft to make straight-in approaches.
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The County also operates two lighted heliport/helipads located in the southeast quadrant of the airport
near the intersection of Runways 17-35 and 9R-27L. Other heliport/helipads are located on leaseholds.
Exhibits GIL-1 through GIL-3 describe existing and planned facilities.

Existing Airport Activily

Gillespie Field is under the control of an air traffic control tower 14 hours daily (7 a.m. to 9 p.m.). The
tower recorded approximately 278,388 annual operations for calendar year 2006. Airport personnel es-
timate that an additional 4,967 annual operations occur when the tower is closed. Thus, the estimated
activity level for 2006 is approximately 283,355 annual operations.

Based on air traffic contral tower records, the existing split between local and itinerant operations is about
60 percent local and 40 percent itinerant. Local activity is defined as an arrival or departure performed by
an aircraft operating in the traffic pattern (including touch-and-go operations) or within the airport’s air-
space. Conversely, an itinerant operation is described as an operation in which an aircraft is transitioning
in and out of GIL's airspace.

Single-engine aircraft generate nearly two-thirds of total operations at GIl. annually. The next largest
group of users are helicopters, which account for 25% of total activity. The majority of these operations
are flight training. The high volume of activity generated by these two groups of aircraft is attributed to
two new flight training schools moving to GIL within the last several years. Although activity by business
aircraft (multi-engine and jet) comprise the smallest share of total operations, business jet activity has
been steadily rising over the last several years.

The majority of operations are conducted on Runways 27R and 27L, which means that aircraft land from
the east and depart to the west into the prevailing winds. The traffic pattern for Runway 9L-27R, the air-
port’s busiest runway, is located north of the airfield. Pilots will typically foliow Mission Gorge Road which
is aligned east/west and either remain west of Rattlesnake Mt. on a short approach or continue their
easterly course and fly around the back side of the mountain on a long approach. When there is a high
volume of aircraft in the traffic pattern, pilots will typically fly the extended approach to provide needed
separation between aircraft. The typical pattern altitude for Runway 9L-27R is 1,200 feet above mean
sea level (MSL), approximately 800 feet above the airport elevation. The standard traffic pattern for
Runway 9R-27L is focated south of the airfield and has a flight pattern altitude of 1,000 feet above the
airport elevation (1,400 feet MSL). The airport elevation for GIL is 388 feet MSL.

Helicopters most often use the short parallel runway (27L) for flight training. The standard closed-circuit
pattern is [ocated south of the airfield at an altitude of 1,200 feet MSL, which keeps helicopters inside of
and below the fixed-wing traffic pattern for Runway 9R-27L. When winds shift, helicopters will operate off
the County’s two heliport/helipads located in the southeast quadrant of the airport near the terminal build-
ings. The closed circuit pattern for this facility is known as the Pioneer pattern. The Pioneer pattern par-
allels Runway 17-35 to the south, follows Vernon Way to the east, and heads north following Magnolia
Avenue until the helipads are in sight. The Pioneer pattern altitude is 700 feet MSL.

Aircraft Activity Forecast

The ALP report forecasts aircraft operations to reach approximately 294,250 annual operations by 2025.
This forecast figure is based on the activity level for calendar year 2000 of nearly 188,000 annual opera-
tions. This activity forecast represents a 57 percent increase (2 percent annually) over the 25-year plan-
ning period. Considering the current number of operations at GIL (283,355 annual operations), the airport
is very close to reaching the activity level envisioned for 2025. The ALP report indicates that the runway
system is capable of accommodating approximately 355,000 annual operations at full capacity. The air-
field capacity figure would enable aircraft operations to increase by 25 percent over the extended com-
patibility planning, periods, which is consistent with the assumptions made in the ALP report. Therefore,
for the purpose of this Compatibility Plan the annual capacity figure of 355,000 operations is utilized.

Under the airfield capacity scenario, local activity is expected to continue to have a significant, but dimin-
ishing proportion of total aircraft operations at GIL. Single-engine aircraft and helicopters are forecast to
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account for the largest share of operations. With the advent of very light jets (VLJ), business aviation is
likely to show the most overall growth. Operations by business and corporate aircraft, including charter
activity, can be expected to increase.

Exhibit GIL-4 summarizes data regarding present and future airport activity. Exhibit GIL-5 reflects the
general fixed-wing and helicopter flight patterns, and Exhibit GlIl.-6 reflects the future noise contours for
the airport.

GIL.Couniy of San Diego.Airport background data
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GENERAL INFORMATION
» Airport Ownership: County of San Diego
» Year Opened: 1942
» Properily Size
» 757 acres (fae title)
» 8 acres (avigation easement)
» 2 acres (approach surface)

» Airport Classification: Reliever Airport (General Aviation)
» Airport Elevation: 388 ft. (MSL)

AIRPORT PLANNING DOCUMENTS
» Airport Master Plan: None
» Airport Layout Plan Narrative Report (September 2005)
» Adopted by the County Board of Supervisors June
2008
» Airport Layout Plan Drawing (September 2005)
» Approved by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)
December 2006

RUNWAY/TAXIWAY DESIGN

Runway 9L-27R
» Airport Reference Code: B-ll
» Critical Aircraft: Falcon 50

» Dimensions: 5,342 ft. long, 100 ft. wide
» Runway 27R threshoid displaced 706 ft.

» Pavement Strength (main landing gear configuration)
» 56,000 Ibs. (single wheel}
» 94,000 Ibs. (dual wheel)
» 180,000 Ibs. {dualtandem wheel)

» Average Gradient: 0.53% {rising to east)

» Runway Lighting: Medium Intensity Runway Lights
» Primary Taxiways: Partial parallel (C) on north
Runway 9R-27L

» Airport Reference Gode: B (small)

» Critical Aircraft: Beech Baron 58-P

» Dimensions: 2,737 ft. long, 60 ft. wide

»

Pavement Strength (main fanding gear configuration)
» 30,000 Ibs. (single wheel)
» 53,000 Ibs. (dual wheel)
» 87,000 lbs. (dual-tandem wheel)

Average Gradient: 0.49% (rising to east)

Runway Lighting: None (closed dusk to dawn)

» Primary Taxiways: Full-length parallel (D) on south; also
connects to Runway 9L-27R

Runway 17-35

» Airport Reference Code: B-lt

» Critical Aircraft: Falcon 50

» Dimensions: 4,147 ft. long, 100 ft. wide
» Runway 17 threshold displaced 450 ft.
» Runway 35 threshold displaced 687 ft.
» Pavement Strength (main fanding gear configuration)
» 58,000 lbs. (single wheel)
» 106,000 Ibs. (dual wheel}
» 195,000 Ibs. (dual-tandem wheal)

» Average Gradient: 0.45% (rising to south)
Runway Lighting: Medium intensity runway lights

» Primary Taxiways: Full-length parallel on west (A) and
east (B)

A 4

v

TRAFFIC PATTERNS AND APPROACH PROCEDURES
» Alr Traffic Control Tower: Open 7 am. to 9 p.m.

» Airplane Traffic Patterns and Altitudes

» Runway 27R
« 1,200 ft. AGL right traffic (dawn to dusk)
+ 1,000 ft. AGL left traffic (dusk to dawn)

» Runway 27L
* 800 ft. AGL left traffic (dawn to dusk)

» Runway 17-35
* 800 ft. AGL left traffic {dawn to dusk)
» 1,000 ft. AGL left traffic (dusk to dawn)

» Instrument Approach Procedures (lowest available)
» Runway 17 (GPS)
* Straight-in (offset 28°w): 1% mi. visibility, 1,480 ft.
descent height
- Circling: 14 mi. visibility, 1,095 ft. descent height
» Localizer-D (269° Heading)
+ Circling: 1% mi. visibility, 2,313 ft. descent height
» Visual Approach Aids
» Airport: Rotating Beacon
» Runways 17, 35, and 9L: VASI

» Operational Resirictions | Noise Abatement Procedures
» Runway 9R-27L.: closed dusk-dawn, not lighted
» Runway 17: preferred noise abatement departure run-
way when tower closed
» Prior permission required for VFR low approaches be-
low 1,000 ft. AGL

APPROACH PROTECTION

» Runway Protection Zones (RPZ)
» Runway 9L: Greater portion on airport
{500°x700°x1000")
» Runway 17, 27R: Less than half on airport property
(500'x700°x1000%
» Runway 9R, 27L: All on airport property
(250°x450°x1000")
» Runway 35: One quarter on property (500'x700'x1000")
» Approach Obstacles
» Runway 9L: tree, 2,200 ft. from threshold
» Runway 27R: road, 530 ft. from threshold
» Runway 27L: sign, 1,700 ft. from threshold
» Runway 17- 35: fences, 200 ft. from thresholds

Exhibit GIL-1

Airport Features Summary
Gillespie Field Airport




BUILDING AREA

» Alrcraft Parking Location
» Hangar, Tie-down and Apron Areas located in north-
east, southeast, and southwest quadrants

» Alrcraft Parking Capacity
» Hangar spaces: 520 (estimated)
» Tie-downs: 250 (estimated)
» Services
» Fuel: 80, 100LL, Jet A
» 24-hour service, fuel island or via truck
» Cther: Avionics, charter flights, flight instruction, air-
craft rental and sales
» Other Facilities
» Terminal/Administration Building
» {13) Fixed Base Operators: provide hangars, tie-
downs, office space, fuel facilities, wash racks and
helicopter pads
» County Sheriff Facility includes: the Office of Emer-
gency Services building, Aerial Support Team Re-
glonal Enforcement Agency (ASTREA}, and California
Department of Forestry Regional Fire Suppression
helicopter base

PLANNED FACILITY IMPROVEMENTS

» Airfieid
» Extend Runway SR 423 ft. to the west
» Install PAPI (3.0 ° slope) and REIL at Runway 27L
» Extend Taxiway C to the west

» Building Area
» Expand transient ramp south of Taxiway D at west end
of Runway 9L-27R
» Construct helicopter parking area
» Relocate/Upgrade Air Traffic Control Tower (ATCT)
» Expand aircraft storage and parking areas
» Construct general aviation terminal / airport admini-
stration building
» Properily
» Acquire avigation easements for Runway Protection
Zones for Runway 9L-27R
» Land acquisition (fee simple) at each end of Runway
17-35 for future approach protection

Exhibit GIL-1, continued
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Airport Diagram
Gillespie Field Airport
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BASED AIRCRAFT RunwAY USE DISTRIBUTION ~*

Current Future Current Future
2006+ 2025" ¢ 2006 20+ Years

Alrcraft Type Takeoffs | Landings
Single-Engine 824 1,289 Single-Engine
Multi-Engine 72 163 Runway 9L 0.5%

Jet 15 34 Runway 27R 57%

Helicopters 42 63 Runway 9R 0.5% no

Others 6 22 Runway 27L 36% change

Tolal 959 1,571 Runway 17 3%

Runway 35 3%

AIRCRAFT OPERATIONS Mutti-Engine

Current Future Runway 9L 1.0%

2006 20+ Years Runway 27R 93%

Total Runway 9R 0% no
Annual 283,355°  365,000° Runway 271 0% change
Average Day 776 973 Runway 17 3%

Distribution by Aircraft Type ® Jot Runway 35 3%

: : o
Slnglle-En_glne 66% 60% Runway 9L 1%
Multi-Engine 7% 8% R 7R 91%
Jot 2% 8% Hnway -
Helicopters 25% 25% Runway SR 0% no
Runway 27L 0% change
Distribution by Type of Operation ® Runway 17 4%
Local (incl. fouch-and-go) Runway 35 4%
Single-Engine 53% 57% Helicopters
Multi-Engine 53% 53% Runway 9L 0%
Jet 0% 0% Runway 27R 0%
Helicopters 80% 73% Runway 9R 0% no
Total 58% 57% Runway 27L 0% change
Kinerant Runway 17 50%
Singlle-Enlgine 47% 43% Runway a5 50%
Multi-Engine 47% 47% Touch-and-Go
Jet 100% 100% Al fixed-wing aircraft
. g aircra
Helicopters 20% 27% o
Total 41% 43% Runway 8L 0%
Runway 27R 30%
Runway S8R 0% no
Runway 27L 68% change
Runway 17 1%
Runway 35 1%
Helicopters
Runway 9L 0%
Runway 27R 0%
Runway 2R 0% no
Runway 27L 30% change
Runway 17 0%
Runway 35 0%
Helipads (Pioneer pattern) 70%
Exhibit GIL-4

Airport Activity Data Summary

Gillespie Field Airport



FLIGHT TRACK USAGE
Single- and Multi-Engine
Departures
» Runways 8L and 9R: 50% straight-out; 50% right turn to
southeast
» Runways 270 and 27R: 12.5% straight-out; 25% lsft turn to
south; 25% right turn to north and northwest; 12.5% right
turn to east; 12.5% right turn to south; 12.5% left turn to
east
» Runway 17: 100% straight-out
» Runway 35: 100% straight-out
Arrivals
» Runways 8L and 9R: 34% straight-in; 33% from northwest;
33% from east circle to left downwind
» Runways 271 and 27R: 20% from southeast; 20% from
north to long final; 20% from north to short final; 20% from
west to right downwind; 20% from southwest to left
downwind
» Runway 17: 100% straight-in
» Runway 35: 50% straight-in; 50% from west fo left
downwind
Helicopters

Departures
» Runways 17 and 35: 100% straight-out
Arrivals
» Runways 17 and 35: 100% straight-in
(Note: Mercy Air helicopters fly most expeditious route)
Jets

Departures
» Runway 9L: 51% straight-out; 49% right turn to southeast
» Runway 27R: 8% straight-out; 6% left turn to south; 26% right
turn to north and northwest; 21% right turn to east; 28%
right turn to south; 11% left turn to east
» Runway 17: 100% straight-out
» Runway 35: 100% straight-out
Arrivals
» Runway 9L: 44% straight-in; 28% from northwest; 28%
from east circle to left downwind
» Runway 27R: 18% from southeast; 16% from north long
final; 24% from north short final; 18% from west to right
downwing; 24% from southwest to left downwind
» Runway 17: 100% straight-in
» Runway 85: 52% straight-in; 48% from west to left
downwind
Touch-and-Go
Fixed-Wing
» Runway 27L: Daytime only, left-hand pattern
» Runway 27R: Daytime, right-hand pattern; nighttime, left-
hand pattern
» Runway 17: 50% left-hand pattern; 50% right hand pattern
» Runway 35: 50% left-hand pattern; 50% right hand pattern
Helicopters
» Pioneer Pattern; 70%
» Runway 27L Pattern: 20%

TIME oF DAY DISTRIBUTION >

Current Future
2006 20+ Years
Single- and Muiti- Engine
Day (7am to 7pm} 92% nc
Evening (7pm to 10pm) 7% change
Night (10pm to 7am)} 1%
Jet
Day (vam to 7pm) 79% no
Evening (7pm to 10pm) 10% change
Night (10pm to 7am) 11%
Helicopters
Day (7am to 7pm) 59% 69%
Evening (7pm to 10pm) 14% 15%
Night (10pm to 7am) 27% 16%
Touch-and-Go
Fixed-Wing
Day (7am to 7pm) 84% no
Evening (7pm to 10pm) 15% change
Night (10pm to 7am) 1%
Helicopters
Day (7am to 7pm) 85% no
Evening (7pm to 10pm) 15% change
Night {10pm to 7am) 0%

Notes

* Source: County of San Diego, Department of Public
Works, Airports (2008)

® Source: Gillespie Field Airport Layout Plan Update
Narrafive Report, September 2005

° Represents 2025 high-growth forecast for based
aircraft as provided in the ALP Narrative Report
(September 2005)

¢ Represents the existing airfield capacity figure as
provided in the ALP Narrative Report {September 2005)
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Base Map Sources:

* Parcel Base Map - San Diego Association of Governments
{SANDAG), 2006,

= Portions of this DERIVED PRODUCT coniain geographic
information copyrighted by SanGi5. All Rights Reserved.

Prepared by: Mead & Hunt, Inc. (December 2007)

Boundary Lines

Airport Property Line
e Pareel Line
______ City Limits

General Flight Corridors (MSL)
Fixed Wing Traffic Pattern

< 1,000
1,000'-2,000

Helicopter Traffic Pattern
bl < 1,000

Exhibit GIL-5

Fixed Wing & Helicopter Flight Patterns

Gillespie Airport
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January 4, 2008
Attachment A-2

MCCLELLAN-PALOMAR AIRPORT, COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO

Airport Background Data

Airport Policies

State law (Public Utilities Code Section 21675(a)) and guidance in the California Airport Land Use Plan-
ning Handbook require an airport land use compatibility plan {ALUCP) to be based upon a long-range
airport master plan or an airport layout plan drawing accepted by the California Department of Transpor-
tation Division of Aeronautics. The ALUCP must reflect the anticipated growth of an airport during at least
the next 20 years.

McClellan-Palomar Airport (PAL) is located within the limits of the City of Carlshad. PAL is owned by the
Gounty of San Diego and operated by the County’s Department of Public Works. The San Diego County
Board of Supervisors adopted the McClellan-Palomar Airport Master Plan {(AMP) in December 1997. This
report, which describes the opportunities and constraints of meeting future aviation demand, continues to
define the county’s overall policies regarding the airport’s development and use. More recently, the
county amended the Airport Layout Plan (ALP) drawing and this drawing was subsequently approved by
the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) in May 2004. The primary recommendation of the 2004 ALP is
to upgrade the airport o meet Airport Reference Code (ARC) C-ll design standards instead of ARC D-lI,
as reflected in the 1997 ALP. Although the runway setback requirements are identical for both ARC clas-
sifications, the taxiway setbacks for ARC C-Il are reduced to accommodate aircraft with a smaller wing-
span. This change enables the airport to accommodate a future full-length parallel taxiway and tiedown
apron north of the airfield. Although not shown on the 2004 ALP, the County also intends to reactivate a
heliport/helipad located south of the approach end of Runway 24.

In 2002, the Board approved a continuance of Policy F-44, originally adopted in 1987, which establishes
guidelines for the operation and development of PAL. This policy will be reviewed for continuance in De-
cember 2009. A synopsis of these regulations follows:

» Continue to provide air transportation services to the residences of north San Diego County
» Facilitate general aviation activities
» Minimizing noise and safety impacts on surrounding areas and communities

» Limit scheduled commuter airline operations to aircraft having a maximum of 60 seats and meeting
EAA Stage |l noise criteria

» Operate the airport as a single-runway facility with a landing distance of 4,900 feet and a takeoff dis-
tance of 5,000 feet

» Operate the airport in accordance with applicable federal, state, and FAA Part 150 noise compatibil-
ity standards

In December 2005, the County prepared an update to the FAR Part 150 Study for PAL. The purpose of
this study is to assess the noise impacts on surrounding land uses and, if necessary, recommend
changes to aircraft operational procedures or flight patterns, as well as encourage changes to existing
zoning ordinances and general plans. Below is a summary of the measures which were approved by the
FAA in December 20086,

» Provide the City of Carlsbad with the recommended noise impact notification area (NINA) and noise
exposure maps and any future updates of these boundaries

» Recommend rezoning undeveloped land within the 60 CNEL contour for industrial use
» Require real estate disclosures within the airport influence area (AlA)

» Erect signs on airport property along El Camino Real and Palomar Airport road to inform drivers of
the existence and location of the airport

» implement the “Fly Friendly” program recently approved by the Palomar Airport Advisory Committee

Page 10f 3



McClellan-Palomar Airport Background Data

January 4, 2008
Attachment A-2

In accordance with state law, the 2004 ALP was submitted to and accepted by the California Division of
Aeronautics (CDA) in July 2005 for use as the basis of this McClellan-Palomar Airport Land Use Com-
patibility Plan and is now being resubmitted. A simplified airport layout plan drawing showing the newly
proposed heliport/helipad facility, as well as other aeronautical background data are being submitted to
the CDA for revalidation.

Airfieid System

PAL has a single runway 4,897 feet long and 150 feet wide. The landing threshold for Runway 6 is dis-
placed 297 to accommodate a 300 foot safety area located on Runway 6. The Take Off Distance Avail-
able (TODA) for Runway 24 and 6 is 4,900 feet. The Take Off Roll Available (TORA) for Runway 24 is
4,600 feet and the TORA for Runway 6 is 4,900 feet. The length is suitable to accommodate the current
fleet mix, as well as limited use by the smallest of the regional jet aircraft fleet.

The east end of the runway (24) is the primary landing end of the runway and is served with a straight-in
precision instrument approach with low minimums. A future nonprecision instrument approach to Runway
6 is proposed. No other runway improvements are planned.

The County also operates a small helicopter parking position located on the County ramp south of the
approach end of Runway 6. The County has reactivated a heliport/helipad located south of the approach
end of Runway 24. The facility was temporarily closed to enable construction of the adjacent taxiway.
Exhibits PAL-1 through PAL-3 describes existing and planned facilities.

Existing Airport Activity

PAL is under the control of an air traffic control tower 15 hours daily (7 a.m. to 10 p.m.). The tower re-
corded approximately 198,600 annual operations for calendar year 2006, Airport personnel estimate that
an additional 2,500 annual operations occur when the tower is closed. Thus, the estimated activity level
for 2006 is some 201,100 annual operations.

Based on air traffic control tower records, aircraft operations are split approximately 30 percent local and
70 percent itinerant. Generally, local operations are comprised of fraining operations; i.e., aircraft remain-
ing in the local traffic pattern. Itinerant operations are characterized as activity generated by those aircraft
with a specific destination away from or to the airport.

PAL is a commercial service facility providing limited airline service to northern San Diego County. Com-
muter and air taxi operations constitute less than 10 percent of the overall airport activity level. Currently,
the commercial fleet includes turboprop aircraft having fewer than 60 seats (e.g., Dash 8). The vast ma-
jority of the airport activity is general aviation with a significant amount generated by business jets and
helicopters.

As prevailing winds are out of the west, the flow of traffic at PAL is from east (landings) to west (depar-
tures). The standard traffic pattern for fixed-wing aircraft is located north of the airport. The traffic pattern
altitude for small and large aircraft is approximately 1,200 feet and 1,700 feet above the airport elevation,
respectively. Helicopters typically operate south of the airfield and at lower altitudes. The airport eleva-
tion for PAL is 331 feet above mean sea level (MSL).

Noise abatement procedures request that jet traffic utilize the ILS precision instrument approach to Run-
way 24, as well as to abide by a voluntary jet curfew from 10 p.m. to 7 a.m. For departures from Runway
24, jets are requested to fly at a heading of 250° {a 10° right turn) until ¥2 mile offshore. Piston aircraft are
requested to hold turns until 800 feet MSL.
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Aircraft Activity Forecast

For the purpose of this compatibility plan, an annual capacity figure of 288,100 annual operations is util-
ized. This forecast utilizes the 2015 activity forecast established in the AMP report. This forecast is
roughly the level reached at the historical high in the late 1990s and is approximately the airfield opera-
tional capacity. The FAR Part 150 study also uses this forecast figure to assess future noise impacts on
adjacent land uses.

This forecast figure represents an increase of approximately 40% when considering the existing activity
level of approximately 201,100 annual operations. Once the southeast heliport/helipad is reopened, heli-
copter activity is anticipated to be split 50/50 hetween the two facilities. No major change in fleet mix is
anticipated over the forecast period. Exhibit PAL-4 summarizes data regarding existing and future airport
activity. Exhibit PAL-5 reflects the future noise contours.

PAL.Co of San Diego Airpert background data
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GENERAL INFORMATION

» Airport Ownership: County of San Diego

» Year Opened: 1959

» Property Size: 466 acres (fee title}

» Airport Classification: Gommercial Service - Primary
» Airport Elevation: 331 ft.

RUNWAY/Taxiway DESIGN

Runway 6-24
» Airport Reference Code; B-ll
» Critical Aircraft: Falcon 2000

» Dimensions
» 4,897 ft. long, 150 ft. wide
» 297-ft. displaced threshold for Rwy 6 to clear internal road
» Declared distances in effect:
* RWY 6: TORA-48900; TODA-4800; ASDA-4900; LDA-4600
* RWY 24: TORA-4600; TODA-4900; ASDA-4600; LDA-4500
> Pavement Strength (main landing gear configuration)
» 60,000 Ibs. (single wheel)
» 80,000 Ibs. {dual wheel)
» 110,000 Ibs. (dual-tandem wheel)
» Average Gradient: 0.31% (rising to the west)
» Runway Lighting
» High Intensity Runway Lighting (HIRL)
» Runway 24: Medium Intensity Approach Lighting System
with Runway Alignment Indicator Lights (MALSR)
» Runway 24: Runway Edge |dentifier Lights (REIL)
» Primary Taxiways: Full-length parallel taxiway on south
» Existing Helipad/Heliport: South of the approach end of Runway
24
» Existing Helicopter Parking Position: South of the approach
end of Runway 6

APPROACH PROTECTION

» Runway Protection Zones (RPZ)
» Runway 6: 1,000 ft. long; 45% off alrport
» Runway 24: 2,500 ft. long; majority controlled by airport
via avigation easements

» Approach Obstacles:
» Runway 6: Clear 50:1 approach slope to displaced threshold
» Runway 24: Objects penetrate 50:1 approach surface;
clear 341 approach slope to runway end

BUILDING AREA
| » Aircraft Parking Location: South of airfield
» Ajrcraft Parking Capacity
» Hangar spaces: 110
» Tie-downs: 240
» Other Facilities: Commuter airline terminal
» Services
» Fuel: 100LL and Jet A
» Other: Major airframe and power plant repairs, avionics,
bottle oxygen, airfreight, charter, instruction, rental & sales

AIRPORT PLANNING DOCUMENTS

» Airport Master Plan
» Approved December 1997

» Airport Layout Plan Drawing
» Approved by the Federal Aviation Administration Decem-

ber 1997; Revalidated May 2004

» FAR Part 150 Noise Study

» Approved by FAA December 2006

TRAFFIC PATTERNS AND APPROACH PROCEDURES
» Air Traffic Control Tower: Open 7 a.m. to 10 p.m.

» Airplane Traffic Patterns
» Runway 6: Left traffic
» Runway 24: Right traffic
» Pattern Altitude (downwind leg)
* Helicopters: 1,000 ft. MSL {692 ft. AGL)
« Small aircraft: 1,500 ft. MSL (1,172 ft. AGL)
* Large aircraft: 2,000 ft. MSL (1,672 ft. AGL)

» Instrument Approach Procedures (lowest minimums)
» Runway 24 (ILS or LOC):
* Straight-in (ILS): RVR 40 or % mi. visibility, 200 ft. de-
scent ht.
» Straight-in (LOC): RVR 40 or % mi. visibility, 654 ft. de-
scent ht.
» Circling: 1 mi. visibility, 649 ft. descent ht.
» Runway 24 RNAV (GPS):
* Straight-in: RVR 40 or % mi. visibility, 374 ft. descent ht.
- Circling: 1 % mi. visibility, 669 ft. descent ht.
» VOR-A:
= Cireling: 1 v mi. visibility, 969 ft. descent ht.
* Circling (DME): 1 mi. visibility, 529 ft. descent ht.

» Visual Approach Aids
» Airport: Segmented circle and lighted wind indicator
» PAPL: 3.0 ° angle at Runway 24 and 3.2 ° at Runway 6

» Operational Restrictions { Noise Abatement Procedures

» Prior permission required for air cartier operations with
more that 30 passenger seats, 10:30 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.

» Prior permission required for all military aircraft ops.

» No jet aircraft training

» Multiple approachss by large aircraft (including large
helicopters) not authorized

» Request jets fly ILS approach

» Voluntary jet curfew, 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. x

» Runway 24: Jets depart 250° heading at best rate of
climb until & mile offshore

» Runway 24 Piston aircraft hold turns until 800 ft. MSL;
north pattern preferred; climb to 1,000 ft. AGL on down-
wind leg prior to initiating turn to desired course

PLANNED FACILITY IMPROVEMENTS

» Airfield
» Upgrade to ARC C-ll design standards
» Construct full-length parallel taxiway on north side
» Building Area: Construct aircraft tiedown apron on north
side and redevelop south side building area

» Property: Easement acquisition for RPZs at both ends

Exhibit PAL-1
f
Airport Features Summary

McClellan-Palamar Airport






Jan 0%, 2008 - $isidam

INSET \- 1 Qpen Space

Preserve

S \

Scale: 1" = 2,000'

Fd

@ EF) RP2

A BGFORMADINTECHI Cacddidwinlayered-AppreachiPAL-airport-layoul-simplitied.dwg

1,000' X 1,750' X 2,500
50:1 Approach Slope

{Precision)
‘Q Runway 24
san Existing Runway
Lat, 33° 07' 46.28" N
hq Long. 117°16'19.95' W
EL. 323.8'
0 FEET 1,000
1*=1,000"
LEGEND
X o ACTIVE AIRFIELD PAVEMENT
e TN " OTHER PAVEMENT IN USE
(— 2, EXISTING AIRPORT
) \ PROPERTY LINE e . p—
{7 FUTURE AIRPORT
PROPERTY LINE i o
§ 3 EXISTING AIRPORT
fé \95_ BUILDING AREA R
R Runway 8 FUTURE AIRPORT
- Exlst 297 Displaced Thresheld PESEREE]
o blaced Thresholdy DEVELOPMENT AREA  Losood
Long. 117° 17 13.00" W NON-AVIATION
EL. 330.0

| DEVELOPMENT ]

LIGHTED WIND CONE
AND SEGMENTED CIRCLE (-

e
\\

{F) RPZ '/
500' X 1,010" X 1,700 j 1 4 \ EE:;TACS:AL AIRFIELD (E}——XYZ——
. dP v

34:1 APPROACH SLOPE //{ - / (F) = == XYZ- == -

{Non-Precision) s, §\ K BRL - Building Restriction Line

< . ’3‘ OFA - Object Free Area
’ -2 1Y RPZ - Runway Protection Zone
~Runway 8 \ e

}Emst Rwy End 6;‘! \TW'“

b 33° 07 37.14' N ,
Lodg. 117° 17 18,580 W =" i NOTES:

; \\¥ E'j 33007 (1) Future Parallel Taxiway
s > y ;;»- - (2) Existing Helicopter Parking Positions
T g vl {3) Existing Heliport / Helipad
“\/ ey N — {2)1,000' x 2,500' x 1,750' Exceads
< y 500 X 70 X 1,000 FAA 3/4 Mile Standards
Ao, ..-"E 20:1 APPFIOACH SLOPE ..
= <) \ (Visua - \\, - Exhibit PAL-2
R Prepared by Mead & Hunt. ine. (Juns 2006)
Source: McClelian-Palomar Airport Layvout Plan (May 2004) A i r po rt D i a g ram

McClellan-Palomar Airport






| i {  FOR RALLCED PLANG

is ORIGINAL SUME 15 & BDHES

Jdun 78, POR7 - 12:260m

|
TR

- e s
Huda I,

Wm_

e.mummmmmwmmmmmmmumnwmmmmwnﬁm&mmm;

% Dultlps ¥ isckwa g shiuel, frcbutiey nried et

&, Gtz _ Drwina e e Bl A Sk X, SRR APXR TNy

A, AW ﬂam&uwmmmmmmmmmm

ik, e sioveey dobeiion ses ol Jupided oe Shaal 1 RUNERY AROICCHON ZOMEY FLIMS O BRSFCT,

& Topganaph cosleur ghewr oe SN i oes frens 100 305 PRIOAY BYORT ob v WUS NOTEY Dot M HEHL diatd ok OO A% cevelions, Mainamsy e

Faltos sethiars £ Mt I P -
& ThE Iuion of the mivlag oiperd U Wy s Trom RSOy Faamar et e Foenaie,
ghagialgh Seog Rog-4l i g !

L

AT

/

Phw3000 (-~ 120wl 1=t ¥EEF: TEBIEY

UESTrari of Wk feoyary, Proputy Mesen Orwiy, Suidy

T LEGEND ] b ¥ ®
mm§
AL R UF BEY PLAN B0 NOT NECESSARLY RIFLECT Ter WS O POLICY Safity Sdor
SCCUTTANGE CF P15 DOCLRINT BY T T Dot nor ie ot e !
T T A CRHWTHENT B T4L FUtT OF TR ANND SIATES WO PANMIERTR 6 Apy
- -] VEREN FY DOTH 1F ISEICATE. TNT THE FTIGFGEM O o]
Y ACCETIAEE M ACTRIEAREY W ARICPRIAIL RIBLE LaWD,

MAY 1Y e

F WL, CAPNEEYEC SRR
POV Wik - DR - i

Y B TP T LM A KRN

4

G S

XA18264-C0 MO0 TECH Cadd \wg \ P21 -airpertdayout- scon. e

COQUNTY OF SAN DIEGO

ATRPORT MASTER PO

MeORELLAN-PALDMAR

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
N CPANRA M AN, AN LIRORD, G SRR RN

AL,

X

e A RO

| AERPORT LAYSUT PLAN

LT3

Ex|

-0 Y
hibit PAL-3

by






BASED AIRCRAFT TIME OF DAY DISTRIBUTION ©
Current © Future ® Current Future
2006 20+ Years 2006 20+ Years
Aircraft Type Twin-Engine Turboprop
Single-Piston 202 379 Day (7am to 7pm) 79% No
Twin-Piston 34 163 Evening {7pm to 10pm) 14% Change
Twin-Turboprop 23 163 Night (10pm tc 7am} 7%
Business Jets 44 35 Military
Helicopters iR 33 Day {7am to 7pm} 70% No
Total 314 610 Evening {(7pm to 10pm} 30% Change
Night (10pm to 7am) 0%
AIR CARRIER ACTIVITY All Other Aircraft
Current * Future ® Day (7amto 7pm) 80% No
2006 20+ Years Evening (7pm to 10pm) 7% Change
Enplanements Night (10pm to 7am) 3%
Total 15,000 65,000
FLIGHT TRACK USAGE ©
All Fixed-Wing Aircraft
AIRCRAFT OPERATIONS Day  Evening  Night
Current Future » Takeoffs, Runway 6
2006 20+ Years » Straight out 45% 100% 100%
Total » Left turn to northeast 15% 0% 0%
Annual 201,100® 289,100° » Right turn to downwind 40% 0% 0%
Average Day 551 792 » Takeoffs, Runway 24
Distribution by Ajrcraft Type » Straight out 20% 20% 45%
Single-Piston 56% » Left turn to downwind 15% 0% 35%
Twin Piston 6% » Left turn to south 15% 20% 0%
Twin Turboprop 5% No » Right turn to northwest ~ 20% 40% 0%
Commercial Turboprop 3% Change » Right turn to downwind  30% 20% 20%
Business Jet 12% » Landings, Runway 6
Helicopter 17% » Straight in 20% 40%  35%
_ Military . 61% » Left turn from downwind  25% 0% 0%
Distribution by Type of Operation » Left turn from northwest  35% B0% B65%
Loca! (incl. touch-and-goes) » Right turn from south 20% 0% 0%
Single-Piston 30% Landinas. Runway 24
Twin Piston 32% > Landi .g ' 4 o o
Twin Turboprop ac, No » Straight in 40% 60% 70%
: ft turn from south 30% 10% 0%
Commercial Turboprop 0% Change > Le )
Business Jet 0% » Lgft turn from downwind  10% 0% 0%
Helicopter 49% » H!ght turn from north . 5% 10% 0%
Military 100% > Right turn from downwind 15% 20% 30%
Total 13% Helicopter
ltinerant » lLandings, South Helipad
Single-Piston 70% Straight in from:
Twin Piston 68% » Northeast 20% 0% 0% -
Twin Turboprop 96% No » South and southeast B0% 100%  100% -
Commercial Turboprop 100% Change » Takeoffs, Southwest and Southeast Helipads
Business Jet 100% » Straight out to north 50% 50% 50%
Helicopter 51% » Straight out to south 50% 50% 50%
Military 0% » Touch-and-go, North Helipad
Total 87% » North of Runway H% 7% 2%
Notes

* Source: County of San Diego, Department of Public Works
® Source; McClellan-Palomar Airport Master Plan (December 1997)
¢ Bource: McClellan-Palomar FAR Part 150 Study Update (2007)

Exhibit PAL-4

Airport Activity Data Summary

McClelian-Palomar Airport



RUNwAY USE DISTRIBUTION®

Current Future
2006 20+ Years
All Aircraft - Takeoffs and Landings
Day & Evening
Runway 6 3% No
Runway 24 97% Change
Night
Runway 6 12% No
Runway 24 88% Change
Helicopters-Takeoffs and Landings
Day & Evening
Runway 6 3% No
Runway 24 97% Change
Night
Runway 6 12% No
Runway 24 88% Change

Exhibit PAL-4, continued
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Noise Impacts — Future
McClellan-Palomar Airport
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