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Auburn Municipal Airport  
Anderson 1 The Westview Health Care Center located at 1225 

Shale Ridge, Auburn, CA. may be in the B-1 red Zone. 
This facility was the old South Placer Drug and Alcohol 
Rehabilitation Center that was located at DeWitt Center. 
It was moved to its present location at 1225 Shale 
Ridge. This facility may have been named the Eagle 
Rehab Center in the past. Depending on the patient 
load, up to 30 patients could be housed at this facility at 
any one time. It could be in the C-1 zone or very close to 
the border between the two zones. 
If it is determined this facility is in the B-1 or on the 
border of the C-1 zone, a cease and desist order to 
vacate the facilities should be issued immediately as it 
appears to be an incompatible use. To the best of my 
knowledge this new ownership has been at this location 
for less than a year. It should not be grandfathered in as 
the assisted living facility above it was at some point. 

In accordance with Public Utilities Code Sections 
21670(a) and 21674(a), the ALUC has no authority 
over existing land uses even if the land use is 
incompatible with the ALUC-adopted criteria.  
 
The purpose of the ALUCP is to minimize the public’s 
exposure to excessive noise and safety hazards by 
establishing restrictions on future land use 
development within the airport environs. 

No action 
required. 

Auburn, City 
of 

2 Included in the draft plan are suggestions for easing 
some of the restrictions to development in the areas 
adjacent to the Auburn Airport. The draft plan was 
developed in consideration of the City of Auburn’s 
Airport Master Plan, last updated in 2007. During the 
update of the Airport Master Plan there was substantial 
discussion on expanding the existing runway further to 
the west, east or combination of both. The intention was 
to address the future needs of the Airport by extending 
the current 3,700 foot long runway to an optimal 4,280 
feet. The City Council ultimately did not include that 
expansion in the Airport Master Plan, as it did not seem 
economically feasible at the time. 
 
After review of the draft ALUCP, the City Council has 
become concerned about certain elements in the plan. 
The City of Auburn will be updating the Airport Master 
Plan in 2014, and it will include an extensive analysis of 
the runway extension options. This will eventually 
enhance the Auburn Airport’s ability to accommodate 

In accordance with state law (PUC Section 21675(a)), 
the ALUCP must be based on an adopted airport 
master plan or an airport layout plan drawing 
approved by the Caltrans Division of Aeronautics. 
 
The draft ALUCP is based on the Auburn Airport 
Master Plan adopted by the City of Auburn in 2007. 
Although the master plan included a substantial 
analysis on extending the existing runway, the City did 
not formally approve it as part of the 2007 master 
plan. 
 
Considering that the City is initiating a master plan 
update in early 2014 to reassess the feasibility of 
extending the runway, a reference to the fact will be 
added to the background chapter (Chapter 7). 
However, until such time as the City has incorporated 
the proposed extension into an adopted plan for the 
airport, the ALUC is unable to base its ALUCP on that 
concept. 

Added 
discussion to 
Chapter 7 
describing 
runway 
extension 
analysis 
performed as 
part of the 2007 
airport master 
plan and City’s 
intention to 
initiate a master 
plan update in 
2014 to 
reassess the 
feasibility of 
extending the 
runway. 
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slightly larger planes and meet the future aviation needs 
of our area. City staff has recently met with Federal 
Aviation Administration representatives whom have 
showed support of these concepts being included in the 
2014 Airport Master Plan Update and Airport Layout 
Plan. With the easing of some restrictions in the draft 
ALUCP, the City Council is concerned about 
incremental encroachment on flight paths. 
 
The City respectfully requests that the Commission 
consider our future expansion plans by extending the 
compatibility zones to coincide with our future flight 
paths and by not easing development restrictions. The 
City also requests that the ALUCP consider the future 
runway extension in all future development proposals. 
The City will be seeking an amendment to the ALUCP 
as soon as the Airport Master Plan is updated 

 

Bearny 3 Philip Bearny, a resident of Rock Creek Mobile Home 
Park in Auburn, testified that the pilots using the Auburn 
Airport are not observing the airport’s rules on take-off.  
Mr. Bearny submitted a letter (Comment #4) stating that 
there should be notifications explaining the rule posted 
at the Auburn Airport. 

In accordance with Public Utilities Code Section 
21674(e), neither the ALUC nor the proposed ALUCP 
have authority over the planning, design or operation 
of an airport, where and when aircraft fly, or the types 
of aircraft flown. As the airport operator, the City of 
Auburn is the appropriate entity to address concerns 
related to existing and future operations at the airport. 
 
In accordance with Public Utilities Code Section 
21670(a)(2), the purpose of the ALUCP is to minimize 
the public’s exposure to excessive noise and safety 
hazards by establishing restriction on future land use 
development within the airport environs. The draft 
ALUCP compatibility zones and criteria consider the 
fact that aircraft fly both straight-in/straight-out routes 
as well as the 20˚ left turn which aircraft are 
encouraged to make when taking off from Runway 25. 

No action 
required. 

Bearny 4 Residents of Rock Creek Mobile Home Community have 
noticed that pilots are not observing the Airport’s rules 
concerning take off. These rules require the pilots to 
bank 20 degrees to the left upon take off.  It is not 
believed that pilots are doing this deliberately but rather 

In accordance with Public Utilities Code Section 
21674(e), neither the ALUC nor the proposed ALUCP 
have authority over the planning, design or operation 
of an airport, where and when aircraft fly, or the types 
of aircraft flown. As the airport operator, the City of 

No action 
required. 
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do not know of the rule. This action has created a 
situation where the noise is not tolerable by the 350 
residents of Rock Creek. To abate this noise, the City of 
Auburn should place seven informative signs at various 
locations within the airport. These locations include: one 
at the main entrance; one at the front of the airport shop; 
one at the entry to the managers building; one outside 
the pilots lounge; two at both sides of the fuel station; 
and one outside the entry to Wings Café. These signs 
should be large enough to be read by pilots passing to 
their desired location and very visible by all. 

Auburn is the appropriate entity to address concerns 
related to existing and future operations at the airport. 
 
In accordance with Public Utilities Code Section 
21670(a)(2), the purpose of the ALUCP is to minimize 
the public’s exposure to excessive noise and safety 
hazards by establishing restriction on future land use 
development within the airport environs. The draft 
ALUCP compatibility zones and criteria consider the 
fact that aircraft fly both straight-in/straight-out routes 
as well as the 20˚ left turn which aircraft are 
encouraged to make when taking off from Runway 25. 

Bell Road 
Baptist Church 

5 Page 7-2.   The "Surrounding Land Uses" section  does 
not accurately  depict  land use within  Compatibility 
Zone C2 south  and  east  of the  airport along  the  
south  side of Bell Road.  There are at least five facilities  
of note in this area, which are significantly different  from  
agricultural, golf  course,  and  open  space uses and  
may  need  to  be identified in the ALUCP as existing  
potentially nonconforming land uses: 

a. Along  Bell Road between  New Airport  Road 
and Interstate 80 there are three churches  
(Auburn  Presbyterian, Church of Jesus Christ  
(Latter  Day  Saints), and Bell Road Baptist  
Church.   All are visible (with varying degrees of 
clarity) in several of the report’s exhibits   
(Exhibit 7H, e.g.).      Bell  Road  Baptist's  
church  building  is  located  at  the  southeast   
boundary   of  Zones  C2  and  D, directly  south  
of the southeast  corner  of Zone Cl.  Auburn 
Presbyterian is in the southeast quadrant of the 
intersection of Bell Rd and New Airport Road. 

b. The LDS church is south of Bell Road just west 
of Old Airport Road. 

c. Pine Hills Schools located south of Bell Road 
along Old Airport Road, and 

d. The  Auburn  Placer  Unified  School District 
administrative offices  are  located south  of  
Bell  Road along  New  Airport  Road, just  

The background chapter for Auburn Municipal 
(Chapter7) is intended to provide a brief overview of 
the general types of land uses that exist or are 
planned within the airport environs. Planned land uses 
reflect the land use designations provided in the 
adopted general plans for the County of Placer and 
City of Auburn. The land use discussion in Chapter 7 
and Exhibit 7-2 will be expanded to include a 
reference to schools, places of worship and other 
uses that exist within the airport environs. 

Page 7-2, 
Surrounding 
Land Uses, and 
Exhibit 7F (page 
7-7) updated to 
reflect greater 
variety of land 
uses within the 
airport environs. 
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south  of  the  Presbyterian  church. 

Bell Road 
Baptist Church 

6 Refer to Page 7-7, Exhibit 7F. 
a. "Existing  Airport  Area Land Uses" Section: 

i. The  state   highway   west  of  the  airport  
is  incorrectly  identified   as "Highway 46" 

ii. The above-noted omissions regarding 
land use south and southeast of the 
airport are repeated in this exhibit. 

a. b. "Planned Airport Area Land Uses" Section:    
Potential expansion and growth of all three 
houses of worship south of Bell Road within 
Compatibility Zone C2 is not addressed. 

  

Caltrans 7 Chapter 4, Policy 4.2.3, Page 4-3: The draft ALUCP 
makes hospitals, nursing homes, and other similar 
medical facilities [are] conditionally compatible with 
airport operations in ALUCP Safety Zones C1 and C2. 
Map AUB-4B, Compatibility Policy Map for Auburn 
Municipal Airport, denotes a special conditions area, 
which is covered by ALUCP Safety Compatibility Zones 
C1 and C2. The Special Condition Policy pertaining to 
Sutter Auburn Faith Hospital would permit new hospitals 
and nursing homes in ALUCP Safety Zones C1 and C2 
with conditions. The conditions would limit structures to 
two above ground habitable floors and would 
incorporate design features to minimize safety concerns.  
 
Figure G in the Handbook illustrates Safety Zone 6 to be 
used as a baseline for establishing local policies. The 
Handbook advises limiting hospitals and nursing homes 
in Safety Zone 6. Safety Zone 6 would cover 
approximately the eastern quarter portion of the area 
shown on Map AUB-4B and as described in Special 
Conditions Policy, 4.2.3. 
  
For the Special Conditions Policy area, which would be 
covered by the Handbook's Safety Zone 6 and by the 
ALUCP's Safety Zones C1 and C2, the Division advises 
that new, expanded, or reconstructed hospitals, nursing 

The Sutter Auburn Faith Hospital is an existing land 
use located in a C-1 and C-2 zone near the Auburn 
Airport.  
 
As indicated by PCTPA’s attorney, Section 4.6.1 of 
the Caltrans Handbook states that “[m]erely because 
a land use exists on a property does not entitle the 
owner to expand the use, convert it to a different use, 
or otherwise redevelop the property if new or 
increased compatibility conflicts would result.” There 
is no relevant language addressing this issue in the 
Aeronautics Act. Read carefully, the quoted language 
from the Handbook does not categorically prohibit the 
expansion of an existing use, but rather states that the 
property owner is not entitled to such expansion.  This 
would allow an ALUC to place appropriate restrictions 
and conditions on the expansion of an existing use. 
 
As noted in the comment letter, a small portion of the 
hospital falls within Handbook Safety Zone 6. The 
Handbook categorizes land uses into four 
compatibility headings: normally allow, limit, avoid and 
prohibit. Figure 4G of the Handbook recommends 
limiting hospitals and similar uses in Safety Zone 6. 
 
In recognition of this guidance, the draft ALUCP 

No action 
proposed. 
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homes, and other similar medical facilities not be 
permitted to exceed maximum intensity criteria provided 
in the ALUCP. 

proposes to carry forward the special exception from 
the adopted 2000 ALUCP which allows the Hospital to 
construct a new building on its property only under 
certain conditions: limit new construction to two 
aboveground habitable floors and incorporate special 
design features to help protect building occupants in 
the event of an airplane crash. These limitations serve 
in lieu of an explicit people/acre limit on usage 
intensity. The special exception in the 2000 ALUCP 
was the result of extensive negotiations with the 
Hospital and the local jurisdiction which regards the 
Hospital as a tremendous community and economic 
resource.   
 
These types of negotiations frequently occur with local 
jurisdictions regarding existing uses and proposed 
infill development when drafting an ALUCP.  The 
Caltrans Handbook recognizes the reality that ALUCs 
must frequently negotiate and balance the various 
interests involved when setting limitations and 
conditions for infill development.  For example, the 
Handbook states that “[the] question which ALUCs 
need to address is whether it is realistic to attempt to 
prevent technically incompatible development of a 
small area surrounded by similar existing 
development.”  (Handbook, pp. 3-52.)  ALUCs are 
placed in a very similar position when contemplating 
the expansion of an existing use. 
 
There is nothing in the Handbook that categorically 
prohibits an ALUCP provision permitting the 
expansion of an existing use subject to special limiting 
conditions.  

California 
Highway 
Patrol 

8 Will the draft ALUCP impact CHP air activities at Auburn 
Airport? 

In accordance with Public Utilities Code Section 
21674(e), neither the ALUC nor the proposed ALUCP 
have authority over the planning, design or operation 
of an airport, where and when aircraft fly, or the types 
of aircraft flown. Therefore, the ALUCP would not 
affect air activities of the CHP or any associated 

No action 
required. 
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aviation-related facilities on the ground.  
 
However, once the ALUCP is adopted by the ALUC, 
future expansion of CHP nonaviation-related facilities 
(e.g., adding a nonaviation-related training center) 
could be subject to the ALUCP if the project qualifies 
as a “Major Land Use” as specified by draft ALUCP 
Policy 2.5.2 (see page 2-10).  

Christensen 9 Scott Christianson testified that his family owns vacant 
land near the KOA campground in Auburn and asks that 
staff propose an increase in the intensity area to further 
development. 

The proposed intensity criteria provided in the draft 
ALUCP reflect statewide guidance provided in the 
California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook 
(Handbook) published by Caltrans Division of 
Aeronautics in October 2011. The proposed intensity 
criteria reflect the low end of the intensity range 
provided in the Handbook in recognition of the fact 
that Auburn Municipal Airport is a busy general 
aviation airport. The proposed criteria allow higher 
intensities than those in the current plan (see 
Appendix H of the draft ALUCP for comparison). 

No action 
proposed. 

Christensen 10 The Christianson family owns a company with 2+/- 
acres of vacant land on KOA drive in Auburn. The 
property will eventually be developed. It is currently 
zoned office professional, design corridor. It was 
previously zoned multi-family. There is significant 
residential and other development nearby, which is non-
conforming. In the case of our property, the C1 zoning 
limits its future development potential. My comments on 
the draft ALUCP (all concern the Auburn airport):  

1. Appreciate the proposed increase in intensity 
criteria.  

2. Would like to see a further increase in the 
intensity criteria limits. The proposed increase is 
based on the lowest levels in the Handbook. 
Would like to see a further increase, consistent 
with the Handbook, to allow for more flexibility in 
development.  

3. Would also like to see an increase the 
residential density criteria in the C1 zone south 
of the airport. Better yet, please narrow the C1 

The proposed nonresidential intensity criteria provided 
in the draft ALUCP reflect statewide guidance 
provided in the California Airport Land Use Planning 
Handbook (Handbook) published by Caltrans Division 
of Aeronautics in October 2011. The proposed 
intensity criteria reflect the low end of the intensity 
range provided in the Handbook in recognition of the 
fact that Auburn Municipal Airport is a busy general 
aviation airport with an existing activity level of 
approximately 70,000 annual operations and a future 
activity level of 104,000 annual operations. The 
proposed intensity criteria allow higher intensities than 
those in the current ALUCP adopted by the ALUC in 
2000 (see Appendix H of the draft ALUCP for 
comparison). 
 
In terms of future residential development, the 
residential density criteria in the currently adopted 
ALUCP (2000) are brought forward in recognition of 
the large amount of aircraft traffic at the airport and 

No action 
proposed. 
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zone south of the airport so that our property on 
KOA is in the C2 zone, which has no limits.  

4. Please reduce the open land requirement in the 
C1 from 20 percent to 15 percent (same as 
Lincoln airport).  

5. Please allow multi-family residential in the C1 
zone on a conditional basis. The proposed plan 
goes from “normally compatible” (zone C2) to 
“incompatible” (zone C1) with no intermediate 
(conditional) zone. C1 should be a conditional 
zone, especially south of the airport. There is 
significant residential development nearby.  

people’s sensitivity to noise and annoyance by aircraft 
overflights. The draft density criteria are intended to 
minimize noise impacts, particularly to noise-sensitive 
land uses including residential uses, hospitals, 
schools, day care facilities, etc. The draft density limits 
are consistent with the guidance provided in the 
Handbook.  
 
The draft ALUCP includes an infill policy that would 
allow vacant or underutilized land within areas that are 
already largely developed to be used more intensively 
than the basic criteria would otherwise allow. See 
draft ALUCP Policy 3.7.2 for qualifying criteria. 

Christensen 11 After I spoke at the meeting on January 22, a person 
responded to my comments by saying something like 
“more development will only increase complaints from 
the public.” The prospect of future complaints should not 
prohibit or unfairly limit the development of property. My 
understanding is that certain disclosures are required or 
recommended upon any sale, so that a buyer will be 
advised of the potential impacts created by the airport 
zone. The new plan should allow more flexibility, not 
less. 

In terms of future residential development, the 
residential density criteria in the currently adopted 
ALUCP (2000) are brought forward in recognition of 
the large amount of aircraft traffic at the airport and 
people’s sensitivity to noise and annoyance by aircraft 
overflights. The draft density criteria are intended to 
minimize noise impacts, particularly to noise-sensitive 
land uses including residential uses, hospitals, 
schools, daycare facilities, etc. These criteria apply in 
locations where the aircraft noise events are loud or 
frequent. The draft density limits are consistent with 
the guidance provided in the Handbook.  
 
In areas where noise impacts are less intrusive, the 
draft ALUCP sets little or no restrictions on 
development, but instead requires a Recorded 
Overflight Notification. As a condition for ALUC 
approval of residential land use development within 
Zones C1 or C2, an overflight notification must be 
recorded in the chain of title of the property. 

No action 
proposed. 

Farslund 12 Hearing notice text is not clear; the process is confusing; 
what 2000 Plan? How does the Plan work?  

In October 2000, the Placer County Airport Land Use 
Commission (ALUC) adopted the Placer County 
Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP). The 
fundamental purpose of the ALUCP is to promote 
compatibility between the airports in Placer County 
and future land use development in the surrounding 

No action 
required. 
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areas. The plan accomplishes this function through 
establishment of a set of compatibility criteria 
applicable to new development around each airport.  
 
In 2012, the ALUC initiated an update to the ALUCP 
to reflect newly adopted master plans for Auburn 
Municipal and Lincoln Regional Airports as well as 
new state compatibility planning guidance published 
by Caltrans Division of Aeronautics in 2011. 
 
Once the draft ALUCP is adopted, the responsibility of 
implementing the ALUC-adopted criteria rests with the 
affected local agencies: County of Placer, Cities of 
Auburn and Lincoln, as well as special districts, school 
districts and community college districts. The local 
agencies incorporate the ALUC-adopted criteria in 
their respective land use plans (e.g., general plan, 
specific plan, zoning ordinance, facility plans) and 
review development proposals against the 
compatibility criteria. Alternatively, these agencies can 
undertake the series of steps listed in Public Utilities 
Code 21676 to overrule the ALUC policies. 

Farslund 13 Will the draft ALUCP affect the Timberline project?  
 

In accordance with Public Utilities Code Sections 
21670(a) and 21674(a), the ALUC has no authority 
over existing land uses even if the land use is 
incompatible with the ALUC-adopted criteria.  
 
If the Timberline project has received certain 
entitlements as specified in ALUC Policy 2.7.3, the 
project is not subject to the ALUCP criteria. If the 
project has not received one of these listed 
entitlements, the project would be subject to the 
ALUCP if it qualifies as a Major Land Use Action (see 
draft ALUC Policies 2.5.1 and 2.5.2) 

No action 
required. 

Goldsberry 14 How and when will I get the answers to my questions?    Responses to public comments will be provided in a 
Response to Comments document. We will review 
and prepare responses to all comments after the 
close of the public comment period (January 31). All 
comments will be responded to.  This document will 

No action 
required. 
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be made available to the public, including all persons 
who have submitted comments, a minimum of ten 
days before the anticipated Plan adoption (February 
26). 
 
If you disagree with the response to your comments, 
you should attend the February 26 Airport Land Use 
Commission meeting and voice any concerns you 
have at that meeting. You will receive notice of the 
February 26 meeting as part of the Response to 
Comments document. 

Goldsberry 15 The Goldsberry family members own two parcels on the 
west side of the airport in the C1 zone, one being the 
Rock Creek Mobile Home Park, the other the Rock 
Creek Self Storage.  
 
I am of the opinion that all permitted and signed off 
development which occurred in the past is not subject to 
the proposed zoning regulations, and the only time the 
new proposed regulations would apply to these two 
parcels would be for any new development.  
 
If this is correct, I would like you to confirm this in 
writing. I need this confirmation for our records. I also, 
need to know in writing, what would happen in the event 
of a disaster that destroyed some or all of the existing 
development on these two parcels. Could they be build 
back to the as "existed development" or they subject to 
the proposed new zoning regulations? 

In accordance with Public Utilities Code Sections 
21670(a) and 21674(a), the ALUC has no authority 
over existing land uses even if the land use is 
incompatible with the ALUC-adopted criteria. 
 
Any new development or new construction that 
replaces the existing use of a site would be subject to 
the ALUC-adopted criteria. Reconstruction—the 
rebuilding of an existing nonconforming structure that 
has been fully or partially destroyed as a result of a 
calamity or natural catastrophe—is also subject to the 
ALUCP. However, draft ALUCP Policy 3.7.4 would 
allow the use to be rebuilt at the same intensity or 
density of the original use. Sound attenuation, 
avigation easement dedication, etc. may be required. 
 

No action 
required. 

Goldsberry 16 After going thru all the regulations as you suggested, 
Section 3.7.4 (c) (4) requires reconstruction to comply 
with Federal Aviation Regulations Part 77 if the 
reconstruction occurs under the FAR 77 approach 
airspace surface. It turns out that the east half of the 
Rock Creek Mobile Home Park is under the FAR 77 
approach "airspace protection surface" per the map. 
Which means that if this portion of the park were to be 
destroyed by a calamity or natural catastrophe it could 
not be reconstructed to the existing dwelling density 

Draft Policy 3.7.4(c)(4) requires that reconstruction 
projects not exceed the Federal Aviation Regulation 
Part 77 height limits if the use underlies the critical 
airspace protection zone as defined by draft Policy 
3.5.1(b). If portions of the mobile home park underlie 
this airspace protection zone, it would not limit density 
but, rather, the height of structures if they exceeded 
the Part 77 height limits. The airport lies on a bluff at 
an elevation of 1,536 feet and the terrain becomes 
lower toward the west. Based on the Airspace 

No action 
required. 
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which now far exceeds the four dwellings per acre. My 
questions are:  

• What if only part of this area were to be 
destroyed, say three mobile homes or even one 
does, the whole area under this air space have 
to be reconfigured to the four dwellings per acre 
density?  

• Do we have the option to abandon the 
destroyed dwellings and leave the rest alone?  

• Does a mobile home being destroyed by a fire 
constitute a calamity or could the burned out 
mobile home be replaced with another without 
incident?  

Protection Surfaces Map (Exhibit AUB-4B), the Part 
77 airspace surface lies more than 200 feet above 
ground level at the location described in the comment. 
The height of a standard mobile home would be well 
below this surface and, thus, not subject to any height 
limits. 
 
A mobile home destroyed by a fire would constitute a 
calamity and would qualify for reconstruction. 
 
 

Goldsberry 17 I don't know how the meeting on the 22nd works.  
• Do these questions need to be addressed there 

rather than with you?   
• If they need to be addressed at the meeting how 

do I go about it, if I am not present?    
• What is a Public Hearing? 
• What am I to expect at the Public Hearing? 
• What am I not to expect at the Public Hearing? 
• When do I get answers to my questions? 

 

What is a Public Hearing? 
A Public Hearing is a special type of meeting that 
government agencies hold to receive public 
comments on proposed decisions that have been 
publicized for public review. Public Hearings include a 
record of the comments made by the public. Many 
government agencies in the United States hold similar 
kinds of meetings.  The primary reason for Public 
Hearings is to receive the public’s ideas and thoughts 
about a proposed decision or a particular issue. 
 
What to expect at the Public Hearing? 
At the Public Hearing, staff will talk about the 
proposed Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan and 
related environmental documents.  Following the staff 
presentation the Airport Land Use Commission will 
accept public comments. Anyone who wishes to 
submit a comment is able to do so.   
 
What not to expect at the Public Hearing? 
Once the Public Hearing begins, staff will not respond 
to public comments during the Public Hearing. 
 
When do I get answers to my questions? 
Responses to public comments will be provided in a 
Response to Comments document. We will review 

No action 
required. 
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and prepare responses to all comments after the 
close of the public comment period (January 31). All 
comments will be responded to.  This document will 
be made available to the public a minimum of ten 
days before the anticipated Plan adoption (February 
26). 

Holmes & 
White 

18 Writing to express disappointment in the way the airport 
noise has been handled or not being handled. Entire 
neighborhoods have been affected with an 
unreasonably lower quality of life.  
 
Specifically, the trainer helicopters, the constant up, 
down, hovering, over and over is controlling airport 
neighbors’ life to the point people cannot speak on the 
phone outside and our guests are forced inside to hold a 
normal conversation. This goes on 360 days, holidays 
and weekends. Everyone understands standard airport 
noise, normal ingress and egress. There are many non-
populated areas to practice. Would hope there would be 
pilot understanding and respect to the neighbors 
around. 

In accordance with Public Utilities Code Section 
21674(e), neither the ALUC nor the proposed ALUCP 
have authority over the planning, design or operation 
of an airport, where and when aircraft fly, or the types 
of aircraft flown. As the airport operator, the City of 
Auburn is the appropriate entity to address noise 
concerns related to existing and future operations at 
the airport. 
 
In accordance with Public Utilities Code Section 
21670(a)(2), the purpose of the ALUCP is to minimize 
the public’s exposure to excessive noise and safety 
hazards by establishing restriction on future land use 
development within the airport environs. The draft 
ALUCP compatibility zones and criteria consider the 
primary traffic patterns utilized by aircraft, including 
helicopters, currently operating at the airport. 

No action 
required. 

Jones 19 The streets that service this airport and Auburn Airport 
Business Park are unable to handle commute traffic and 
emergency access. Can only access the airport from 
Bell Road to New Airport Road or Hwy 49/Locksley 
Lane intersection. Bell Road can be accessed from 
HWY 49 and I-80. Because of the considerable 
commercial and retail development in North Auburn, 
HWY 49 corridor attention must be given to the access 
points. Several roads should be opened to improve the 
circulation. Traffic Mitigation funds flowing to the County 
should be utilized to straighten Dry Creek to Christian 
Valley and Clipper Gap interchange on I-80. Shale 
Ridge and Bill Clark Road should be connected to an 
artery to allow traffic to flow. Acceleration lanes should 
be funded per Caltrans recent recommendations on 
Shale, Locksley Lane and HWY 49 and Bell Road. The 

The ALUC has authority only over the noise and 
safety related impacts of aircraft operations. It does 
not have authority to plan road improvements, only to 
ensure that those improvements are compatible with 
the airport. The legal authority to develop road 
improvement plans rests with the local governments; 
in this case, the County of Placer and City of Auburn. 

No action 
required. 
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circulation currently is difficult, The future circulation will 
be more so. We need to press for a bypass surgery for 
this area. 

Karnezis 20 After review of the Compatibility Zone Policy 3.2.3; 
Chapter 4, especially page 4-3, paragraph 4.2.2(d) and 
(e), Airspace Protection Surfaces Map; Chapter 7 
Background Data, page 7-1, Airfield Configuration and 
Airport Traffic Patterns on page 7-2; believe 
consideration be given to modifying the limits of Zones 
C1 and C2. The report ignores GPS precision approach, 
which places aircraft on approach to RW07 at 325’ 
above the RW within Zone C2. This is a Zone B1 
altitude. Additionally, the approaches circling minimums 
of 2140’ place aircraft 600’ above the RW possibly south 
of Bell Road into the Zone C2 area.  This is a Zone C1 
altitude.  There needs to be a detailed review of these 
issues because of serious safety concerns it contains. 

The draft ALUCP considers the RNAV (GPS) 
approach to Runway 7. The straight-in and circling 
minimums are specifically referenced on page 7-1, 
Airfield Configuration, and Exhibit 7A, Traffic Patterns 
and Approach Procedures. For clarification, a 
discussion will be added to page 4-3, Compatibility 
Zones C1 and C2 and page 7-2, Aircraft Traffic 
Patterns. 

Added 
reference to 
Chapter 4, 
Compatibility 
Zones C1 and 
C2 (page 4-3) 
and Chapter 7, 
Aircraft Traffic 
Patterns (page 
7-2) regarding 
RNAV (GPS) 
straight-
in/circling 
approach 
procedures. No 
policy or map 
change 
proposed.  

Karnesis 21 Ivan Karnesis, former airport manager, concurred with 
William Kirby. Additionally, he testified that Supervisors 
base their recommendation using the existing plan when 
making a determination on a development.  The draft 
plan did not take into account the amount of aircraft that 
fly over this area. Additional testimony was provided on 
aircraft approaches and the significance of runways in 
these maneuvers, and that noise compatibility issues 
should be reexamined. 

In accordance with state law (PUC Section 21675(a)), 
the ALUCP must be based on an adopted airport 
master plan or an airport layout plan drawing 
approved by Caltrans Division of Aeronautics. 
 
The draft ALUCP is based on the Auburn Airport 
Master Plan adopted by the City of Auburn in 2007. 
Specifically, the master plan data regarding aircraft 
fleet mix, activity levels and noise contours were used 
as the basis for re-assessing the need to adjust the 
Compatibility Zones adopted by the ALUC in 2000. 
With input from the Technical Advisory Group, 
including airport and planning staff from the City of 
Auburn and County of Placer, no changes to the 2000 
Compatibility Zones were deemed necessary as the 
zones sufficiently addressed noise and overflight 
concerns. 

No action 
proposed. 
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Kehoe 22 Live in the Northpark Subdivision, which is adjacent to 
the Auburn Airport. Before purchasing our home we 
discussed the closeness of the airport with our realtor, 
and were informed at that time that it was just a small 
"regional" airport and that the flight pattern was not over 
the neighborhood. Can definitely tell you after the many 
years of living here the flight patterns have changed, 
with aircraft flying very low and flying directly over our 
house. There have been times that we run out of the 
house to check as it sounds like the aircraft is headed 
directly for us. The activity and noise level at the airport 
has grown since we moved into our home in 1985. With 
the addition of small jets now departing and landing the  
noise level has steadily increased. Concerned about 
safety as we read they are looking at extending the 
runway again. This neighborhood has already suffered a 
devastating fire in 2009 with the loss of 62 homes. By 
increasing the runway, and the increase in air traffic, 
and flight pattern directly over this neighborhood, the 
Rock Creek Mobile Senior homes and Auburn Faith 
Hospital it is a recipe for disaster. 

In accordance with state law (PUC Section 21675(a)), 
the ALUCP must be based on an adopted airport 
master plan or an airport layout plan drawing 
approved by Caltrans Division of Aeronautics. The 
draft ALUCP is based on the Auburn Airport Master 
Plan adopted by the City of Auburn in 2007. The 
master plan data regarding aircraft fleet mix, activity 
levels, traffic patterns and noise contours were used 
as the basis for establishing the compatibility zones 
and criteria.  
 
In accordance with Public Utilities Code Section 
21674(e), neither the ALUC nor the proposed ALUCP 
have authority over the planning, design or operation 
of an airport, where and when aircraft fly, or the types 
of aircraft flown. As the airport operator, the City of 
Auburn is the appropriate entity to address noise and 
safety concerns related to existing and future 
operations at the airport. 
 
In accordance with Public Utilities Code Section 
21670(a)(2), the purpose of the ALUCP is to minimize 
the public’s exposure to excessive noise and safety 
hazards by establishing restriction on future land use 
development within the airport environs. The draft 
ALUCP residential density limits are consistent with 
statewide compatibility guidance provided in the 
California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook 
(Handbook) published by Caltrans Division of 
Aeronautics in October 2011. 

No action 
required. 

Kirby  23 William Kirby, Auburn City Council member and pilot for 
35 years asked the ALUC to consider the expansion of 
the Auburn Airport runways as explained in the letter 
provided to the ALUC by the City of Auburn Council (see 
Comment #2) 

In accordance with state law (PUC Section 21675(a)), 
the ALUCP must be based on an adopted airport 
master plan or an airport layout plan drawing 
approved by Caltrans Division of Aeronautics.  
 
The draft ALUCP is based on the Auburn Airport 
Master Plan adopted by the City of Auburn in 2007. 
Although the master plan included a substantial 
analysis on extending the existing runway, the City did 

No action 
required. 
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not formally approve it as part of the 2007 master 
plan. 

Kirchner 24 I am writing this letter to express my concerns about the 
new regulations at the airport. The information available 
on line was very hard to understand. However, it seems 
to say that there would be an expansion of runways and 
more air traffic for planes, jets, and helicopters. This 
translates to an increase of noise both day and night 
and an increase of danger to those living close to the 
airport. Hope the officials who are making these 
decisions are thinking of and representing the residents 
of Auburn who have been living here and supporting this 
community for the past 20, 30, 40 or more years. People 
like myself and my neighbors moved to this area 
because of the quality of life it offered. Some of us did 
not know there was an airport so close and some of us 
were assured that this was a small “regional” airport that 
would remain as such. We were also told the air path of 
both landing and taking off of planes would not be flying 
over our homes. For a while now the planes have been 
taking off and landing in a path that flies over our 
homes. If I read the new regulations correctly they would 
now officially be doing this. Everyone wants more 
revenues but at what cost are the officials of Auburn 
willing to sacrifice the residents of Auburn's quality of life 
and safety? When Auburn officials loose the concern for 
the quality of life that the residents of this area have 
enjoyed and worked hard to protect for more business, 
more revenues, they no longer represent who and what 
Auburn is all about. 

In accordance with state law (PUC Section 21675(a)), 
the ALUCP must be based on an adopted airport 
master plan or an airport layout plan drawing 
approved by Caltrans Division of Aeronautics. The 
draft ALUCP is based on the Auburn Airport Master 
Plan adopted by the City of Auburn in 2007. The 
master plan data regarding aircraft fleet mix, activity 
levels, traffic patterns and noise contours were used 
as the basis for establishing the compatibility zones 
and criteria.  
 
In accordance with Public Utilities Code Section 
21674(e), neither the ALUC nor the proposed ALUCP 
have authority over the planning, design or operation 
of an airport, where and when aircraft fly, or the types 
of aircraft flown. As the airport operator, the City of 
Auburn is the appropriate entity to address concerns 
related to existing and future operations at the airport. 
 
In accordance with Public Utilities Code Section 
21670(a)(2), the purpose of the ALUCP is to minimize 
the public’s exposure to excessive noise and safety 
hazards by establishing restriction on future land use 
development within the airport environs.  

No action 
required. 

Kirchner 25 I am opposed and concerned about the new airport 
regulations and expansion. Live close to the airport and 
do not want more planes, jets, and helicopters flying 
over my house both day and night. If I wanted all that 
noise I would not have moved to Auburn 20 years ago. 
Safety concerns me. Some of the aircraft fly so low over 
our houses that it is very scary. Why are the Auburn 
decision makers not thinking of the effect that these new 
regulations will have on the residents that live close to 

In accordance with Public Utilities Code Section 
21674(e), neither the ALUC nor the proposed ALUCP 
have authority over the planning, design or operation 
of an airport, where and when aircraft fly, or the types 
of aircraft flown. As the airport operator, the City of 
Auburn is the appropriate entity to address concerns 
related to existing and future operations at the airport. 
 
In accordance with Public Utilities Code Section 

No action 
required. 
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the airport? I seems to me they do not care about the 
how these changes will affect us. I am very opposed to 
what I see is happening. 

21670(a)(2), the purpose of the ALUCP is to minimize 
the public’s exposure to excessive noise and safety 
hazards by establishing restriction on future land use 
development within the airport environs. 

Marman 26 Have long complained about the loud noise from un-
muffled airplanes flying above Auburn and have called 
the airport personnel and they seemed to have little 
control or concern about the loud noises from these 
airplanes. Please take steps to require airplanes be 
quieter.  It really sounds like they have no mufflers at all 
on their engines. The engines are probably a mile 
overhead and they are still extremely loud, for neighbors 
on the ground for a ten mile radius from the plane.  

In accordance with Public Utilities Code Section 
21674(e), neither the ALUC nor the proposed ALUCP 
have authority over the planning, design or operation 
of an airport, where and when aircraft fly, or the types 
of aircraft flown. Therefore, the ALUC cannot require 
airplanes to be equipped with engine mufflers.  
 
In accordance with Public Utilities Code Section 
21670(a)(2), the purpose of the ALUCP is to minimize 
the public’s exposure to excessive noise and safety 
hazards by establishing restriction on future land use 
development within the airport environs. 

No action 
required. 

Nader 27 Questions regarding the changes to draft Auburn 
ALUCP; proposed runway extension and Airport Master 
Plan status. 

In accordance with state law (PUC Section 21675(a)), 
the ALUCP must be based on an adopted airport 
master plan or an airport layout plan drawing 
approved by Caltrans Division of Aeronautics.  
 
The draft ALUCP is based on the Auburn Airport 
Master Plan adopted by the City of Auburn in 2007. 
Although the master plan included a substantial 
analysis on extending the existing runway, the City did 
not formally approve it as part of the 2007 master 
plan. The City is initiating a master plan update in 
early 2014 to reassess the feasibility of extending the 
runway. 
 
Once adopted, the draft ALUCP will replace the 
Placer County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan 
adopted by the ALUC in 2000. Principal differences 
between the draft and adopted ALUCPs are 
summarized in Appendix H of the draft ALUCP. 

No action 
required. 

Noel 28 Now understand that there is a sign adjacent to the 
runway that directs planes taking off to turn left 20 
degrees, which direct planes to fly directly towards my 
subdivision and my home (see attachments). This sign 

In accordance with Public Utilities Code Section 
21674(e), neither the ALUC nor the proposed ALUCP 
have authority over the planning, design or operation 
of an airport, where and when aircraft fly, or the types 

No action 
required. 
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was installed to mitigate the compatibility concerns of 
Rock Creek Mobile Home Park. Now these planes are 
flying directly over my home at relatively low elevations 
and many of them are actually circling our house to fly a 
loop back to the airport. It is obvious that these planes 
are conducting flying lessons, and many times they are 
dangerously close to stalling these planes. This 
sometimes goes for hours at a time, and even after 
daylight hours. These planes need to get up and get 
gone outside of the compatibility zones. There is no 
reason for them to circling a quiet neighborhood. We 
have had near collisions in the air with planes taking off 
close together, where sporty planes overtake 
underpowered planes. This is extremely unsafe and 
these planes are very loud, while they are attempting to 
gain altitude. We also have the County Sheriff's 
helicopter that flies over our home at very low altitudes, 
at all times of the day and night. This is very alarming 
and wakes me up from a sound sleep, in the middle of 
the night. Lately we have noticed that planes are 
approaching the airport from the west. This presents a 
new set of problems all by itself. We are not willing to 
just wait and be silent until one of these planes make a 
mistake and collide with another one or crashes to the 
ground. There is no reason to direct the planes to be 
flying any other way than straight out from the runway 
and then in their ultimate course towards their 
destination. Some of these planes turn towards our 
home and then turn overhead to head north. Most of 
these planes head south and fly over our house. We feel 
that the compatibility study is inadequate and needs to 
be re-evaluated. The study designated us in a C2 Zone. 
With that designation comes a moderate noise level and 
Mod-Low Risk Level. These concerns are serious and 
we are not convinced that the Compatibility Zone was 
adequately studied as a part of the Negative Declaration 
process. My understanding is that there was no actual 
noise study or survey conducted. Their information is 
therefore flawed by design and should require further 

of aircraft flown. As the airport operator, the City of 
Auburn is the appropriate entity to address noise and 
safety concerns related to existing and future 
operations at the airport. 
 
In accordance with state law (PUC Section 21675(a)), 
the ALUCP must be based on an adopted airport 
master plan or an airport layout plan drawing 
approved by Caltrans Division of Aeronautics. The 
draft ALUCP is based on the Auburn Airport Master 
Plan adopted by the City of Auburn in 2007. 
Specifically, the master plan data regarding aircraft 
fleet mix, activity levels and noise contours were used 
as the basis of the draft ALUCP. 
 
In accordance with Public Utilities Code Section 
21670(a)(2), the purpose of the ALUCP is to minimize 
the public’s exposure to excessive noise and safety 
hazards by establishing restriction on future land use 
development within the airport environs. The draft 
compatibility zones, which coincide with those 
adopted by the ALUC in 2000, address noise, safety, 
airspace protection and overflight annoyance in a 
composite manner. The draft compatibility zones and 
criteria are consistent with the guidance provided in 
the California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook 
(Handbook) published by Caltrans Division of 
Aeronautics in October 2011.  
 



Draft Placer County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan  
Draft Responses to Comments 
February 12, 2014 
 

Page 17 of 35                                                                                                                

Commenter No. Comment Discussion Recommended 
Action 

review. The last point I would like to make is the fact that 
I have had several grievances with airport operations 
over the years and there was no responsible person to 
either takes my phone call or return it. Early on I had 
tried to contact the airport manager and later the City 
Manager. In no case was I replied to. This is highly 
unusual and there is no excuse not to have someone in 
responsible charge of such an operation. 

Smith 29 Carol Smith, resident of Rock Creek Mobile Home Park, 
testified that the planes flying into the Auburn Airport fly 
very low over the mobile home park, vibrating the 
residents’ mobile homes.  She stated some aircraft have 
no consideration for low flight zones. 

In accordance with Public Utilities Code Section 
21674(e), neither the ALUC nor the proposed ALUCP 
have authority over the planning, design or operation 
of an airport, where and when aircraft fly, or the types 
of aircraft flown. As the airport operator, the City of 
Auburn is the appropriate entity to address noise and 
safety concerns related to existing and future 
operations at the airport.  
 
In accordance with state law (PUC Section 21675(a)), 
the ALUCP must be based on an adopted airport 
master plan or an airport layout plan drawing 
approved by Caltrans Division of Aeronautics. The 
draft ALUCP is based on the Auburn Airport Master 
Plan adopted by the City of Auburn in 2007. 
Specifically, the master plan data regarding aircraft 
fleet mix, activity levels and noise contours were used 
as the basis of the draft ALUCP. 
 
In accordance with Public Utilities Code Section 
21670(a)(2), the purpose of the ALUCP is to minimize 
the public’s exposure to excessive noise and safety 
hazards by establishing restriction on future land use 
development within the airport environs. The draft 
compatibility zones, which coincide with those 
adopted by the ALUC in 2000, address noise, safety, 
airspace protection and overflight annoyance in a 
composite manner. The draft compatibility zones and 
criteria are consistent with the guidance provided in 
the California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook 
(Handbook) published by Caltrans Division of 

No action 
required. 
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Aeronautics in October 2011.  
State 
Clearinghouse 

30 The State Clearinghouse submitted the Negative 
Declaration to selected state agencies for review.  The 
review period closed on January 31, 2014, and no 
state agencies submitted comments by that date.  This 
letter acknowledges that you have complied with the 
State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft 
environmental documents, pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act. 

Comment acknowledged. No action 
required. 

Stephens 31 I am shocked that considering the noise level that I live 
with you would adopt new standards to allow even more 
noise. Never expected no noise. It has become 
increasingly louder in the year that I have lived here. We 
have Recology to the right and the airport to the left. We 
also have HWY 49 and Bell Road noise not to mention 
the train noise and a shooting range. I think that's 
enough for anyone. Would appreciate it if you could try 
to imagine living here yourselves for a moment. I am 
tempted to just be quiet and sell this house but am 
aware of the fact that my property value will be affected 
by your future plans and I can't afford to sell right now. I 
am trapped here for now. Realize that I should not have 
bought this house and I know the airport was here first. I 
can't imagine it being worse than it is now. The decibel 
levels are much more than is allowed at times when you 
consider all of these things combined. Strongly urge a 
decibel test be updated and accurate for 2014 noise. At 
the very least can I encourage you to spend one hour 
here to see why I am so upset. How can you pass new 
regulations when you haven't experienced what's 
actually going on here?  

In accordance with Public Utilities Code Section 
21674(e), neither the ALUC nor the proposed ALUCP 
have authority over the planning, design or operation 
of an airport, where and when aircraft fly, or the types 
of aircraft flown. As the airport operator, the City of 
Auburn is the appropriate entity to address noise and 
safety concerns related to existing and future 
operations at the airport.  
 
In accordance with state law (PUC Section 21675(a)), 
the ALUCP must be based on an adopted airport 
master plan or an airport layout plan drawing 
approved by Caltrans Division of Aeronautics. The 
draft ALUCP is based on the Auburn Airport Master 
Plan adopted by the City of Auburn in 2007. 
Specifically, the master plan data regarding aircraft 
fleet mix, activity levels and noise contours were used 
as the basis of the draft ALUCP. 
 
In accordance with Public Utilities Code Section 
21670(a)(2), the purpose of the ALUCP is to minimize 
the public’s exposure to excessive noise and safety 
hazards by establishing restriction on future land use 
development within the airport environs. The draft 
compatibility zones, which coincide with those 
adopted by the ALUC in 2000, address noise, safety, 
airspace protection and overflight annoyance in a 
composite manner. The draft compatibility zones and 
criteria are consistent with the guidance provided in 
the California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook 
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(Handbook) published by Caltrans Division of 
Aeronautics in October 2011. The draft plan is not 
relaxing the noise standards for noise-sensitive land 
uses (e.g., residential uses, schools, hospitals). 
Principal differences between the draft and adopted 
ALUCPs are summarized in Appendix H of the draft 
ALUCP. 

Stephens 32 Auburn resident testified how the noise from the aircraft 
flying into the Auburn Airport, are negatively affecting 
her quality of life. 

See comment 31 above. No action 
required. 

Temko 33 Heidi Temko, resident of Christian Valley for 20 years, 
testified that some planes flying into the Auburn Airport 
are well below the required 1,000 feet.   
 
Also stated that the Public Hearing notifications were not 
sent to her.   

The draft ALUCP establishes compatibility zones and 
criteria addressing noise, safety, airspace protection 
and overflight concerns. In terms of overflight 
concerns, the draft compatibility zones delineate 
where the preponderance of aircraft are flying based 
on existing and planned aircraft activity levels 
documented in the Auburn Municipal Airport Master 
Plan adopted by the City of Auburn in 2007 (see 
Exhibits 7C and 7E. The Airport Influence Area 
established by the draft ALUCP is not intended to 
capture all areas overflown by aircraft but, rather, 
where approximately 80% of aircraft overflights are 
estimated to occur.  
 
ALUC Noticing Requirement: The ALUC Secretary 
shall give notice of each public hearing by the ALUC.  
Such notices shall be given at least ten (10) days prior 
to the hearing by publication in a newspaper of 
general circulation in the territory in which the airport 
is located and by mailings to the requestor, the 
affected local agency, the affected airport, and any 
other person or agency deemed by the Secretary as 
requiring notice.  The Secretary shall also give notice 
by such other notice requirements as may be required 
by statute. 
  
The January 22, 2014 public hearing notice was 
published in the Auburn Journal, Colfax Record and 
Lincoln Messenger on January 9, 2014. The public 

No action 
required. 
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hearing notice and notice of document availability was 
also mailed to 9,211 owners of real property, owning 
real property within the airport influence areas of 
Auburn Municipal, Blue Canyon and Lincoln Regional 
airports. 

Temko 
 

34 A resident of Christian Valley and have resided at 5265 
Morningside Avenue since 1986. Loud noise from plane 
traffic from the Auburn Airport first became a problem in 
my neighborhood in 1991. At that time, I spoke and 
wrote to several City and County representatives about 
the noise issue, and have continued to do so up to the 
present time. Construction of Runway 7 caused an 
increase in planes flying over my neighborhood, and an 
increase in the noise problem. There were no notices for 
the Negative Declaration for Runway 7 posted or sent 
out to potentially impacted residents in my area. Nor did 
the residents receive notice of the 2000 ALUCP and 
Negative Declaration. 
 
In the nearly 23 years that this noise issue has been a 
problem in Christian Valley, there has been no 
permanent mitigation implemented by the City or County 
or various airport committees. Although this is an 
unregulated airport, the NOISE nuisance must come 
under the jurisdiction of either the City or County, and is, 
in fact, addressed to some degree in the draft ALUCP. 
 
Because of the noise issue, a Negative Declaration is 
NOT APPROPRIATE for the ALUCP for the Auburn 
Airport. A Negative Declaration is only appropriate when 
there are no potential impacts. The noise nuisance has 
been a documented issue for many years and has not 
been adequately addressed or mitigated. 

In accordance with Public Utilities Code Section 
21674(e), neither the ALUC nor the proposed ALUCP 
have authority over the planning, design or operation 
of an airport, where and when aircraft fly, or the types 
of aircraft flown. As the airport operator, the City of 
Auburn is the appropriate entity to address noise and 
safety concerns related to existing and future 
operations at the airport.  
 
In accordance with state law (PUC Section 21675(a)), 
the ALUCP must be based on an adopted airport 
master plan or an airport layout plan drawing 
approved by Caltrans Division of Aeronautics. The 
draft ALUCP is based on the Auburn Airport Master 
Plan adopted by the City of Auburn in 2007. Noise 
impacts on the community are addressed in the 
certified environmental document for the 2007 master 
plan. 
 
In accordance with Public Utilities Code Section 
21670(a)(2), the purpose of the ALUCP is to minimize 
the public’s exposure to excessive noise and safety 
hazards by establishing restriction on future land use 
development within the airport environs. The draft 
compatibility zones and criteria are consistent with the 
guidance provided in the California Airport Land Use 
Planning Handbook (Handbook) published by 
Caltrans Division of Aeronautics in October 2011.  
 
The draft ALUCP is regulatory in nature (PUC Section 
21674, 21675 and 21675.1), and neither the project—
the adoption of the ALUCP—nor its subsequent 
implementation by local agencies will lead to any new 
airport development, increase in aircraft activity and 

No action 
required. 
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noise, or change where and when aircraft fly. As such, 
the Initial Study and Negative Declaration which has 
been prepared in accordance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) focuses on the 
implications of the draft ALUCP criteria on local 
agency land use plans and policies. Based on the 
CEQA analysis performed, adoption and 
implementation of the proposed ALUCP will not create 
a potentially significant effect on the environment. 

Blue Canyon Airport  
Docks 35 Are you increasing the runway length and width at Blue 

Canyon Airport? 
In accordance with state law (PUC Section 21675(a)), 
the ALUCP must be based on an adopted airport 
master plan or an airport layout plan drawing 
approved by the Caltrans Division of Aeronautics. 
In the early 2000s, the runway was shortened by 200 
feet at each end in order to achieve runway safety 
area length compliance. The new runway 
configuration (2,900 feet long, 50 feet wide) is 
reflected in the current Blue Canyon Airport Layout 
Plan drawing which was approved by Caltrans 
Division of Aeronautics for state airport permitting 
purposes in 2003. No runway extension or widening is 
proposed. 

No action 
required. 

Paras 36 The map of the airport is outdated. The weather service 
house was torn down 10-/+ years ago. The restroom 
building and fuel tank are also gone. 

In accordance with state law (PUC Section 21675(a)), 
the ALUCP must be based on an adopted airport 
master plan or an airport layout plan drawing 
approved by the Caltrans Division of Aeronautics. 
The Blue Canyon Airport Layout Plan (ALP) drawing 
was approved by Caltrans Division of Aeronautics for 
state airport permitting purposes in 2003. Airport 
personnel have confirmed that several facilities no 
longer exist at the airport, but an update of the ALP is 
not anticipated. These facilities are not referenced in 
ALUCP Exhibit 8A, Airport Features Summary. For the 
purposes of the draft ALUCP, these facilities (or lack 
thereof) do not directly affect the configuration or size 
of the compatibility zones. 

No action 
required. 
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Paras 37 The statement that 1000 uses occurs a year seems too 
high. In a normal year, the airport is unusable December 
through April and sometimes November and May have 
too much snow. Most summer weekends have planes 
landing at Blue Canyon Airport, but not three a day. 
However during the American Fire, the number of daily 
landings was extremely high. Usually, the airport is 
quiet. 

Airport personnel have historically reported to 
Caltrans Aeronautics an estimated 600 annual 
operations (50 landings and takeoffs per open month). 
For compatibility planning purposes, a conservative 
approach is taken by assuming a higher level of 
activity to account for the heavy use of the airport 
when there is a fire. Also, by law, the ALUCP must 
consider potential activity levels at least 20 years in 
the future. Therefore, the draft ALUCP reflects a base 
year activity level of 1,000 annual operations and a 
forecast of 2,000 annual operations. 

No action 
required. 

State 
Clearinghouse 

38 The State Clearinghouse submitted the Negative 
Declaration to selected state agencies for review.  The 
review period closed on January 31, 2014, and no 
state agencies submitted comments by that date.  This 
letter acknowledges that you have complied with the 
State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft 
environmental documents, pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act. 

Comment acknowledged. No action 
required. 

Lincoln Regional Airport  
Alessio 39 In light of recent studies on the effect of leaded aviation 

fuel on child blood lead levels, a negative declaration of 
environmental impact cannot be determined at this time 
for the Lincoln Regional Airport and perhaps other 
Placer County Airports.  Please see the study online, "A 
Geospatial Analysis of the Effects of Aviation Gasoline 
on Childhood Blood Lead Levels" by Marie Lynn 
Miranda, Rebecca Anthopolos and Douglas Hastings at 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1289/ehp.1003231.   In the study, 
the blood lead level of children near similarly sized 
airports was tested.  It was found that the blood lead 
levels of children within 1 km of the airport were 
significantly higher and at a level harmful to the children.  
Lincoln Airport has homes within this 1 km range and 
the residents were not notified per California Proposition 
65 of the lead danger before they decided to purchase 
or inhabit the homes.  Studies need to be undertaken 
before the process can continue.  The fallout of lead 

In accordance with Public Utilities Code Section 
21674(e), neither the ALUC nor the draft ALUCP has 
authority over the planning, design or operation of an 
airport, where and when aircraft fly, or the types of 
aircraft flown. Also, by law (PUC Section 21675(a)), 
the ALUCP must be based on an adopted airport 
master plan or an airport layout plan drawing 
accepted by the Caltrans Division of Aeronautics. 
 
The draft ALUCP is based upon the Lincoln Airport 
Master Plan which was adopted by the City of Lincoln 
in May 2007. The purpose of the ALUCP is focused 
on minimizing the public’s exposure to excessive 
noise and safety hazards by establishing restrictions 
on future land use development within the airport 
environs. The potential effects of leaded aviation fuel 
on public health are not normally addressed in 
ALUCPs. If an ALUC were to consider this type of 

No action 
required. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1289/ehp.1003231
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over Lincoln homes could easily be reduced by banning 
the use of aircraft using leaded-fuel for touch-and-go, 
taxi-back and frequent takeoff operations without need 
to involve the FAA. A surcharge could be placed on the 
sale of leaded fuel at the airport to subsidize an 
unleaded fueling station, to encourage flight schools to 
use aircraft that can use unleaded fuel (a.k.a "mogas"). 

impact in an ALUCP, its only recourse would be to 
restrict future land use development in the affected 
area since the ALUC has no authority over the design 
or operation of aircraft. 
 
The draft ALUCP is regulatory in nature (PUC Section 
21674, 21675 and 21675.1), and neither the project—
the adoption of the ALUCP—nor its subsequent 
implementation by local agencies will lead to any new 
airport development, increase in aircraft activity or 
change where and when aircraft fly. As such, the 
Negative Declaration which has been prepared in 
accordance with the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) focuses on the implications of the draft 
ALUCP criteria on local agency land use plans and 
policies. The potential effects of leaded aviation fuel 
on public health is  not an impact for which the ALUC 
has proposed compatibility measures and therefore 
the topic is not addressed in the CEQA document 
associated with the ALUCP. 

Anderson 40 I am confused about the number of dwellings per acre 
for my property. I live at 160 Nelson Lane, Lincoln which 
puts me in the B1 Zone. How many houses per acre will 
be allowed in the future?  I understand that this area will 
be seeing a lot of growth in the next ten years and want 
to know the ability to subdivide based on the airport 
restrictions.  Also, since I live on Nelson Lane would you 
please clarify what commercial buildings will work for my 
property.  I know this information was on the chart, yet I 
felt it was confusing.  A quick paragraph would be much 
easier for me to understand. 

In terms of future residential development, the draft 
compatibility criteria for Compatibility Zone B1 limit 
residential density to 1 dwelling unit per 10 acres. For 
example, if your parcel is 4 acres in size, you would 
not be able to further subdivide your parcel. If your 
parcel is 20 acres in size, you would be able to 
subdivide the parcel to get another dwelling unit. 
 
Zone B1 is exposed to noise, safety and overflight 
impacts. The draft density limits are intended to 
minimize aircraft noise impacts, overflight annoyance 
and safety concerns, particularly to noise-sensitive 
and risk-sensitive land uses including residential uses, 
hospitals, schools, daycare facilities, etc. The draft 
density limits are identical to those provided in the 
currently adopted ALUCP (2000) and are consistent 
with the guidance provided in the Handbook.  
 
Given safety concerns within the Zone B1, the 

No action 
required. 
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nonresidential intensity limits would restrict uses to 
low-intensity uses such as office, limited 
retail/wholesale, light industrial, and indoor storage, to 
name a few. Incompatible uses include those that 
would attract a congregation of people to the site in 
excess of the draft intensity limits for Zone B1 (i.e., 
sitewide average of 60 people per acre or 120 people 
per single acre). 

Caltrans 41 Chapter 6, Policy 6.2.2(b ), Page 6-2: Policy 6.2.2(b) 
provides the rationale for Safety Zone B 1. The rationale 
for the policy is insufficient. Division aviation personnel 
were consulted regarding this matter. Flight patterns and 
paths are unpredictable and staff is concerned that not 
all pilots follow established procedures at Lincoln Airport 
regardless of types of aircraft and aircraft traffic 
volumes. The Division advises that Safety Zone B1 be 
extended to be consistent with the length and width from 
the runway ends as described for Safety Zone 2 in the 
Handbook.  

The draft Compatibility Zone B1 south of the airport 
encompasses 100 percent of Handbook Safety Zone 
2 for a medium general aviation runway which reflects 
the current runway configuration at Lincoln Regional 
Airport. If and when the proposed runway extension to 
the north occurs resulting in a runway length of 7,000 
feet, the airport would fall into the Handbook’s long 
general aviation runway category (runways 6,000 feet 
or larger). For purposes of comparison, this category 
would also apply to a busy airline airport such as 
Oakland International Airport with a runway length in 
excess of 10,000 feet. While the proposed extension 
will enable Lincoln Airport to more readily 
accommodate large business jets, the preponderance 
of aircraft operations will continue to be by light 
aircraft. Approximately 80 percent of Safety Zone 2 for 
a long general aviation runway falls within the draft 
Zone B1 for Lincoln Regional Airport, with the 
remaining 20 percent in Zone C1.  
 
As noted on pages 3-16 and 3-17 of the Caltrans 
Handbook, the Handbook provides sets of generic 
zones intended to assist ALUCs in delineating safety 
zones for a given airport. The Handbook 
acknowledges that although the generic safety zones 
serve as a starting place, some degree of adjustment 
of the generic zones may be necessary in recognition 
of the physical and operational characteristics of the 
airport. 
  
For the reasons noted in Policy 6.2.2(b), safety 

No action 
proposed. 
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hazards south of the airport are anticipated to be 
minimized with the construction of the north runway 
extension thereby not warranting full inclusion of 
Safety Zone 2 for long general aviation runways in 
draft ALUCP Zone B1. In particular, the northward 
extension of the runway will enable aircraft to be at a 
higher altitude than they now are when taking off 
toward the south, thus reducing the accident risks at 
that end of the runway. For aircraft landing from the 
south, the traffic pattern and associated risks will 
remain unchanged. These factors more than 
compensate for any slight increase in risk that might 
result from the longer runway enabling the airport to 
attract more large business jets. 

Caltrans 42 Chapter 6, Policy 6.2.2(c), Page 6-2 and Chapter 6, 
Policy 6.2.3(a), Page 6-3: Policy 6.2.2(c), the rationale 
for the length of Safety Zone B2, and Special Conditions 
Policy 6.2.3(b) require the City of Lincoln to adopt a 
policy, "which will require aircraft approaching and 
departing the future runway to avoid turns closer to the 
ends of the primary runway."  
 
Division Aviation Safety Officers were consulted 
regarding this policy. Staff is concerned that a City 
policy pertaining to airport operations is difficult or 
unlikely to be implemented. It is unlikely that pilots will 
be made aware of a City adopted policy, because 
aviation guides and reference materials are produced by 
federal agencies and private companies. Federal 
Aviation Regulations Part 91.3 states, "The Pilot in 
command of an aircraft is directly responsible for, and is 
the final authority as to, the operation of that aircraft." 
Placing a unique, non-standard, and subjective 
requirement upon how a pilot operates an aircraft at a 
particular airport is questionable from a legal 
perspective. The proposed Policies 6.2.2(c) and 6.2.3(a) 
could be interpreted to conflict with federal regulations 
and pilot authority. The consequence of this proposed 
City policy is that it might force pilots of smaller aircraft 

Draft ALUCP Policy 6.2.2(c) identifies the factors upon 
which Compatibility Zone B2 is based. The shape and 
size of Zone B2 for the parallel runway is identical to 
that provided in the adopted 2000 ALUCP. As such, 
Special Conditions Policy 6.2.3(b) was brought 
forward from the adopted 2000 ALUCP.  
 
Upon further review, the size of Zone B2 is based on 
the parallel runway and not the existing runway as the 
special conditions policy suggests. The areas that 
would have been included in a larger Zone B2 are 
instead included in Zone B1 which is more restrictive 
than the B2 zone. Therefore, carrying forward the 
policy statement is no longer necessary. 

Deleted Policy 
6.2.3(a) which 
requires the City 
of Lincoln to 
adopt a policy 
which will 
require aircraft 
approaching 
and departing 
the future 
parallel runway 
to avoid turns 
closer than the 
ends of the 
primary runway. 
The policy is 
now obsolete. 
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to fly bigger traffic patterns, which they may not be 
legally required to do. This poses an additional safety 
hazard in the event of an in-flight emergency. 

Caltrans 43 Chapter 6, Policy 6.2.3(b), Page 6-4: Special Conditions 
Policy 6.2.3(b) makes the city's wastewater treatment 
consistent with ALUCP Policy 3.5.3(a) (6). The Division 
advises the ALUC to include local agency and ALUC 
review policies and procedures for projects and activities 
at the wastewater treatment plant as a means to 
minimize wildlife hazards.  
 
Including review policies and procedures in the ALUCP 
would minimize potential wildlife hazards. Policies could 
be stated such as those requiring local agencies and 
project proponents to demonstrate that a project will not 
result in a net increase in wildlife hazards. The Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA) does not possess 
regulatory oversight of federal, State, or local land use 
matters. The FAA objectives, however, include fostering 
and facilitating airport operations, which include safety in 
airspace and on land. The consequence is that FAA 
guidance on safety overlaps with land use planning. It is 
important for the ALUC and local agencies to recognize 
that FAA guidance is based on significant data and 
research pertaining to safety. Though FAA guidance is 
not land use regulation, it should be well-heeded, as its 
purpose is to protect people. The responsibility of the 
ALUC and local agencies is to understand the 
importance of the guidance and take on the 
responsibility of performing proper land use planning 
around airports. It should be noted that if a local 
agency's action or any other land use activity results in 
something below FAA guidance, the public should be 
made aware of the associated risks. 

The adopted 2000 ALUCP provided a special 
exception for a new municipal wastewater treatment 
facility to be located south of Moore Road. The 
purpose of this special exception was to allow the City 
of Lincoln to relocate the wastewater treatment facility 
that was previously located less than 1 mile south of 
the airport to the new site south of Moore Road (more 
than 2 miles south of the airport). The municipal 
wastewater treatment facility located south of Moore 
Road is now an existing use. The special conditions 
policy is brought forward from the adopted 2000 
ALUCP to document that the City intends to maintain 
the facility so as to minimize its attraction to birds. The 
policy references ALUC Policy 3.5.3(a)(6) which 
references the applicable FAA rules and regulations to 
be considered by the ALUC and local agencies in 
mitigating wildlife issues.  

No action 
required. 

Isihia 44 Mother Abbas Isihia of the Russian Convent of Our Lady 
of Vladimir in Lincoln testified about the increase in 
activity of aircraft, inquired about the aircrafts’ purpose, 
and how they are funded.  Additionally, she asked about 
the FAA flight requirements. 

In accordance with Public Utilities Code Section 
21674(e), neither the ALUC nor the draft ALUCP has 
authority over the planning, design or operation of an 
airport, where and when aircraft fly, or the types of 
aircraft flown. Also, by law (PUC Section 21675(a)), 

No action 
required. 



Draft Placer County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan  
Draft Responses to Comments 
February 12, 2014 
 

Page 27 of 35                                                                                                                

Commenter No. Comment Discussion Recommended 
Action 

the ALUCP must be based on an adopted airport 
master plan or an airport layout plan drawing 
accepted by the Caltrans Division of Aeronautics. As 
the airport operator, the City of Lincoln is the 
appropriate entity to address questions or concerns 
related to existing and future operations at the Airport. 
 
In accordance with state law (PUC Section 21675(a)), 
the ALUCP must be based on an adopted airport 
master plan or an airport layout plan drawing 
approved by the Caltrans Division of Aeronautics. 
The draft ALUCP is based upon the Lincoln Airport 
Master Plan which was adopted by the City of Lincoln 
in May 2007.  
 
In accordance with Public Utilities Code Section 
21670(a)(2), the purpose of the ALUCP is to minimize 
the public’s exposure to excessive noise and safety 
hazards by establishing restrictions on future land use 
development within the airport environs. 

Mullin 45 Will there be a new airport in Lincoln? In accordance with state law (PUC Section 21675(a)), 
the ALUCP must be based on an adopted airport 
master plan or an airport layout plan drawing 
approved by the Caltrans Division of Aeronautics. The 
draft ALUC is based on the Lincoln Airport Master 
Plan which was adopted May 2007. The Master Plan 
indicates a future runway extension to the north and a 
future parallel east of the existing runway. No new 
airport is proposed in or near the immediate vicinity of 
the City of Lincoln.  

No action 
required. 

State 
Clearinghouse 

46 The State Clearinghouse submitted the Negative 
Declaration to selected state agencies for review.  The 
review period closed on January 31, 2014, and no 
state agencies submitted comments by that date.  This 
letter acknowledges  that you have complied with the 
State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft 
environmental documents, pursuant to the California 
Environmental  Quality Act. 

Comment acknowledged. No action 
required. 
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Taphouse 47 I live near the airport south of Nicolaus Rd. I am 
concerned about three things: 

• Will the noise level increase?  
• Will more large jets be using the airport; and  
• Will they be flying over housing tracts? 

 
Safety is a big issue with more planes than in the past 
crashing into houses. I don’t want to live in an area with 
planes taking off and making final approaches over my 
home. The noise would be horrendous. Not to mention it 
would lower the value of my home. 

In accordance with state law (Public Utilities Code 
Section 21674(e)), neither the ALUC nor the draft 
ALUCP has authority over the planning, design or 
operation of an airport, where and when aircraft fly, or 
the types of aircraft flown. Additionally, Public Utilities 
Code Section 21675(a)) requires the ALUCP to be 
based on an adopted airport master plan or an airport 
layout plan drawing accepted by Caltrans Division of 
Aeronautics. Also, by law, the ALUCP must consider 
potential activity levels at least 20 years in the future. 
 
The Lincoln Airport Master Plan which was adopted in 
May 2007 indicates a future activity level of 138,000 
annual operations. Jet activity is forecast to increase 
from 3 percent to 8 percent over the 20-year planning 
horizon. ALUCP Exhibit 9E identifies the general 
traffic pattern for both the existing and future runway 
configurations which lie east and west of the airport 
and off the ends of the runway. The aircraft traffic 
patterns overfly and forecast noise contours extend 
beyond Nicolaus Road and encompass existing 
homes. Based on data included in the master plan, 
the noise impacts south of the airport may increase in 
the future. 
 
The purpose of the ALUCP is to minimize the public’s 
exposure to excessive noise and safety hazards by 
establishing restrictions on future land use 
development within the airport environs. The ALUC 
has no authority over existing land uses (Public 
Utilities Code Section 21670(a) and 21674(a)). 

No action 
required. 

Yang 48 Jesse Yang with Taylor & Wiley, representing Teichert, 
Inc.: On February 8, 2013, PCTPA issued a 
memorandum reaffirming its prior 2002 finding that the 
Teichert Aggregate Facility is consistent with the Placer 
County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP). 
We are writing to confirm that the 2013 consistency 
determination would still apply to the Teichert Aggregate 
Facility should the proposed ALUCP modifications for 

In accordance with Public Utilities Code Sections 
21670(a) and 21674(a), the ALUC has no authority 
over an existing land use even if the land use is 
incompatible with the ALUC-adopted criteria.  
If the Teichert Aggregate Facility has received certain 
entitlements as specified in draft ALUCP Policy 2.7.3, 
the project would not be subject to the ALUCP criteria. 
If the project has not received one of these listed 

No action 
required. 
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Lincoln Regional Airport be adopted. entitlements, the project would be subject to the draft 
ALUCP—once adopted—if the project qualifies as a 
Major Land use Action (see draft ALUCP Policies 
2.5.1 and 2.5.2). 

Yang 49 Jesse Yang with Taylor & Wiley, representing Teichert, 
Inc.: This comment letter pertains to Teichert's Nader 
property (APNs 019-290-10 and 020-150-78) located 
north of Wise Road and partly within the City of Lincoln's 
Sphere of Influence. The IS/ND identified several land 
use conflicts that would occur between the proposed 
ALUCP and the General Plan land use diagrams for 
both Placer County and the City of Lincoln. The IS/ND 
did not identify any land use conflicts relative to 
Teichert's property. However, a review of the current 
ALUCP and draft ALUCP (Appendix H, Figure H-3, 
enclosed), reveals that with the proposed ALUCP 
revisions Zone A would now extend north of Wise Road 
and encroach upon Teichert's Nader Ranch property. 
Furthermore, it appears that Zone B 1 would extend 
over 1,000 feet further north onto Teichert's property 
with the proposed ALUCP revisions. Please confirm 
whether this is in fact the case. If so, do these changes 
need to be acknowledged or addressed in the IS/ND? 
Are there any measures to reduce or avoid the impacts 
of the proposed ALUCP revisions on Teichert's 
property? 

In accordance with state law (PUC Section 21675(a)), 
the ALUCP must be based on an adopted airport 
master plan or an airport layout plan drawing 
approved by the Caltrans Division of Aeronautics.  
 
The draft ALUCP is based on the current Lincoln 
Airport Master Plan which was adopted by the City of 
Lincoln in May 2007. The Master Plan indicates a 
future 1,000-foot runway extension to the north as well 
as a future parallel east of the existing runway. Zone 
A of the draft ALUCP is based on the future Runway 
Protection Zone defined by the 2007 master plan. The 
2007 master plan indicates a future avigation 
easement for the area encompassed by the future 
Runway Protection Zone. The environmental impacts 
of extending the runway and Runway Protection Zone 
would be included in the appropriate environmental 
document prepared for the 2007 master plan and in 
accordance with the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA). 
 
To reflect the master plan assumptions, the draft 
ALUCP shifts the compatibility zones, including Zone 
B1, to the north by 1,000 feet consistent with the 
future northerly runway extension. Zone B1 is 
characterized as being exposed to noise, safety and 
overflight impacts. The draft residential density limits 
are intended to minimize aircraft noise impacts, 
overflight annoyance and safety concerns, particularly 
to noise-sensitive and risk-sensitive land uses 
including residential uses, hospitals, schools, daycare 
facilities, etc. The draft density limits are identical to 
those provided in the currently adopted ALUCP (2000) 
and are consistent with the guidance provided in the 
Handbook.  

Expand 
discussion in 
Initial Study. 
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The draft ALUC intensity criteria reflect statewide 
guidance provided in the California Airport Land Use 
Planning Handbook (Handbook) published by 
Caltrans Division of Aeronautics in October 2011. The 
proposed intensity criteria reflect the high end of the 
intensity range provided in the Handbook. These 
intensity limits are less stringent than those provided 
in the currently adopted ALUCP (2000). See Appendix 
H of the draft ALUCP for comparison between the 
2000 and draft ALUCPs.  
 
The Initial Study and Negative Declaration which has 
been prepared in accordance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) focuses on the 
implications of the draft ALUCP criteria and zones on 
local agency land use plans and policies which 
indirectly affect future development potential of 
properties within the ALUC-established Airport 
Influence Area.  
 
The Teichert's Nader property is located in the 
unincorporated area of Placer County. As such, land 
use authority currently lies with the County of Placer. 
The County’s 2013 Land Use Diagram, designates the 
property as Agriculture/Timberland (80 Ac. Min.). As 
indicated in Table LIN-6A of the draft ALUCP, this use 
is generally compatible with airport operations 
provided that agricultural activities do not attract 
hazardous wildlife (i.e., birds).  
 
Portions of the Teichert's Nader property also lie 
within the City of Lincoln’s sphere of influence. The 
City designates this area as a Special Use District 
(SUD-A) (see General Plan Policy 4.5). SUD-A is 
created in response to protecting the Lincoln Regional 
Airport by limiting land uses to those that are 
compatible with airport operations. SUD-A is 
envisioned to be a commercial area for activities that 
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require large areas for facilities or operations but with 
few persons per acre as required by the airport 
regulations. Specific land uses for SUD-A include, but 
are not limited to: automobile and truck sales and 
service, boat and airplane sales and service, 
construction equipment sales, and service mini-
storage.  
 
Although an additional 59 acres of the Teichert's 
Nader property would be encompassed by draft Zone 
B1, the proposed intensity criteria in the draft ALUCP 
are less stringent than those provided in the currently 
adopted ALUCP (2000). Therefore, the draft ALUCP 
would continue to allow the low-intensity commercial 
uses envisioned by SUD-A. Furthermore, the draft 
ALUCP proposes to shrink Zone C1 which would 
release some 64 acres of the Teichert's Nader 
property along Old Highway 65 into the less restrictive 
Zone C2.  
 
No direct conflicts were identified for the areas within 
unincorporated area of the County or the City’s sphere 
of influence. Therefore, based on the CEQA analysis 
performed, adoption and implementation of the draft 
ALUCP will not create a potentially significant effect 
on the environment.  

General Comments 

Caltrans 
 
 

50 Chapter 2, Policy 2.7.3, Page 2-13: The Qualifying 
Criteria for existing land uses is not consistent with the 
Handbook. One purpose of the SAA is to ensure that 
land development around airports minimizes risks and 
protects the public health, safety, and general welfare of 
persons and property, per PUC section 21670(a)(2). 
This PUC section restricts the authority of an airport 
land use commission (ALUC) to the extent that these 
land uses are not already devoted to incompatible uses, 
or more generally stated, existing incompatible uses.  
 

PCTPA’s attorney indicates that, in its recent 
comments, Caltrans appears to be taking a narrow 
approach as to what constitutes an “existing land use” 
for ALUCP purposes by focusing on whether the 
approval of a tentative parcel or subdivision map by a 
local jurisdiction equates to a “vested” right to develop 
under case law. However, there is nothing in the 
Aeronautics Act which defines “existing land uses” or 
limits them only to circumstances where there has 
been a technical vesting of rights.  Rather, the Act 
simply states that an ALUC has the power “to assist 

Policy 2.7.3(a) 
modified to 
clarify the types 
of actions 
considered by 
the ALUC as 
having a vested 
right. 
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Existing land use qualifying guidelines are provided in 
Chapter 3 of the Handbook. The discussion provides 
three categories of existing land use: development rights 
established, development rights uncertain, and 
development rights not established. Development rights 
not established include issuance of a tentative tract 
map, recording of a final map, and filing of an 
application for a building permit. The draft ALUCP 
describes the following qualifying criteria: 

1. A tentative parcel or subdivision map has been 
approved and not expired; 

2. A vesting tentative parcel or subdivision map 
has been approved; 

3. A development agreement has been approved 
and remains in effect; 

4. A final subdivision map has been recorded; 
5. A use permit or other discretionary entitlement 

has been approved and not yet expired or, 
6. A valid building permit has been issued and not 

yet expired. 
 
Data, research, and case law cited in the Handbook 
provide the basis for which ALUCs can describe existing 
land use. Items 1, 3, 4, and 5 above have been 
considered by the courts as development rights not 
established. The concern is that a project may have 
been approved before consideration of safety and noise 
data and information contained in the Handbook, or 
future Handbooks. There may be instances where item 
1, 3, 4 and 5 would be inconsistent with future aviation 
data as provided by the Federal Aviation Administration 
(FAA), the Division, and an airport operator. This new 
data may demonstrate that a project would then be 
subject to an operational hazard. For example: If a 
tentative map is approved and then new safety 
information becomes available that shows potential risks 
to residents or occupants of a subdivision, the 
responsible action would be to reconsider the tentative 
map before development.  

local agencies in ensuring compatible land uses” in 
the vicinity of existing airports to the extent that the 
land “is not already devoted to incompatible uses.”  
(Public Utilities Code Section 21674(a) (Emphasis 
added); see also PUC Section 21670(a) (2)). 
  
The draft ALUCP language Caltrans is questioning is 
found in many existing ALUCPs across the State.  For 
example, the draft ALUCP would permit the ALUC to 
find that a parcel is already “devoted to” an 
incompatible use where a tentative parcel or 
subdivision map has been approved.   
The background to this language is that local 
jurisdictions typically have a broader view as to what 
constitutes a right to develop that they cannot revoke. 
Although case law may not technically provide for a 
“vested right” upon the approval of a tentative parcel 
or subdivision map, etc., there are frequently 
circumstances where the local planning process has 
been so extensive that the jurisdiction would be 
unable to reverse course following approval. 
Consequently, most ALUCPs provide greater latitude 
in this area to coincide with the planning process of a 
particular local jurisdiction. This provides ALUCs with 
the necessary flexibility to work with local planners. 
  
While the Caltrans Handbook discusses the various 
scenarios of both vested and non-vested rights (pp. 3-
49 to 3-50), it also recognizes that “[d]evelopments 
which have not become vested may nevertheless be 
treated as existing land uses . . . .” (Caltrans 
Handbook, pp.3-51.) “For example, most ALUCs 
regard issuance of a valid building permit as giving a 
development the status of an existing land use even if 
construction has not yet begun.” (Id.) This discussion 
demonstrates an understanding of the flexibility 
needed by ALUCs when defining what constitutes an 
existing land use. 
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Since the Handbook provides a baseline to which 
ALUCPs should conform, but not necessarily copy, it is 
within the purview of the ALUC to form an appropriate 
description. If the members of the ALUC deem that 
Policy 2.7.3 is sufficient, then the basis and reasons for 
the broader description should be recorded in the 
ALUCP as a matter of public record. It would be 
appropriate to include PUC section 21678, assignment 
of liability and court review, in the ALUCP. The basis 
and reasons would provide the public with an 
explanation of how the ALUC reached its conclusions. 
Similarly, PUC section 21678 would provide the public 
with an understanding of the assignment of liability and 
court review processes. 
 
The determination of use types, or the stage in which a 
proposed use may be in the development process, can 
be quite contentious. As a means to resolve conflicts, 
PUC sections 21676 and 21676.5 establish the overrule 
process for local agencies to address locally specific 
conflicts with an ALUCP. The findings that are required 
to overrule the ALUC must show that the local agency's 
action is consistent with, and conforms to, the 
Handbook. In addition, the findings must be consistent 
with two provisions. It must be in the public interest to 
provide for the orderly development of airports. It must 
minimize public exposure to excessive noise and safety 
hazards around airports. 

Finally, Public Utilities Code Section 21674.7 states 
that an ALUC shall be “guided by” the Caltrans 
Handbook, not bound by its terms. Neither state law 
nor the Handbook prohibits the ALUC from defining an 
“existing land use” based on local planning practices. 
 

Caltrans 51 Chapter 3, Policy 3.5.3, Page 3-23: Policy 3.5.3 
identifies issues that may present hazards to flight. 
These hazards include glare, lighting, dust, steam, 
smoke, thermal plumes, electrical interference, and 
wildlife. The Division advises the ALUC to include local 
agency and ALUC review policies and procedures in the 
ALUCP for projects and activities as a means to 
minimize these types of hazards. 

ALUCP Policy 3.5.3 identifies the types of airspace 
hazards to be avoided. The policy also references 
applicable FAA rules and regulations which are to be 
used as a resource by the ALUC and local agencies 
when addressing potential airspace hazards.  
Further, ALUCP Policies 2.4, 2.5 and 2.6 define the 
types of local projects and land use actions that are 
subject to ALUC review. 

No action 
required. 

Caltrans 52 General Comment: The Special Conditions policies 
referenced on Map AUB-4B, Map BLU-5B, and Map 

Maps AUB-4B, BLU-5B, and LIN-6B depict the 
airspace protection surfaces for the respective airport 

No action 
required. 
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LIN-6B do not match the special conditions policies in 
the text. The ALUCP text policy numbers have changed, 
but the maps have not been changed. 

and do not reference the Special Conditions policies. 
Maps AUB-4A, BLU-5A, and LIN-6A depict the 
compatibility policy zones for the respective airport 
and reference the correct Special Conditions policies. 

Gibson 53 I see that the Draft ALUCP has been posted for 
comment & review.  Based on the feedback received to 
date, is adoption still likely in Q1 2014?  Do you expect 
all airports to be considered for and adopted at the 
same time or might they be adopted on different dates?  
Once adopted, will the updates become operative 
immediately or will they become operative upon the 
conclusion of a 30-day statutory waiting period?   

The draft ALUCP contains the individual plans for 
Auburn Municipal, Blue Canyon and Lincoln. Although 
the timing for ALUCP adoption could vary for each 
airport, all three plans are currently anticipated to be 
adopted concurrently in early 2014.  
 
Once adopted, each ALUCP will become immediately 
effective. In accordance with CEQA statutes of 
Limitations (Section 15112), the project sponsor may 
immediately proceed to carry out the project. 
However, a person has the right to file a court action 
challenging approval of the project 30-days after the 
filing and posting of the Notice of Determination.  
 
Government Code Section 65302.3 requires affected 
local agencies to modify their respective local plans or 
to take steps necessary to overrule the ALUC within 
180 days of when an ALUC adopts or amends its 
ALUCP. 

No action 
required. 

Gibson 54 Will digital data of the various zones and contours be 
publicly available and posted on the website?  We will 
want to update our records at that time. 
 

The digital files of the ALUCP zones, noise contours 
and other compatibility factors will be made available 
upon request at the PCTPA offices and the planning 
departments of the affected local jurisdictions: County 
of Placer and Cities of Auburn and Lincoln.  

No action 
required. 

Shuken  
 

55 According to the letter I received the ALUCPs are 
available for download at the www.pctpa.net  website, 
but I can’t find them.  When I click on any underlined 
words, like airport, I get transferred to spam.  How do I 
get the ALUCPs, and why do you have links to spam on 
your website? 

The website and the ALUCP links seem to be working 
correctly. Try again: http://pctpa.net/aluc/draft-airport-
land-use-compatibility-plans-environmental-
documents/  
This link should take you straight to the ALUCP 
document. 

No action 
required. 

Tiebol  56 Unable to download the ALUCP documents on PCTPA 
website. 

Concern resolved. Commenter was able to download 
the files. 

No action 
required. 

Unknown 57 Would like to know why the Notice of Public Hearing and 
Document Availability for the Placer County ALUC 
public hearing on Wednesday, January 22, 2014, with a 

Per California Government Code section 65091(a)(4): 
Notice of the public hearing shall be mailed or 
delivered at least ten days prior to the hearing to all 

No action 
required. 

http://www.pctpa.net/
http://pctpa.net/aluc/draft-airport-land-use-compatibility-plans-environmental-documents/
http://pctpa.net/aluc/draft-airport-land-use-compatibility-plans-environmental-documents/
http://pctpa.net/aluc/draft-airport-land-use-compatibility-plans-environmental-documents/
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comment period from December 16, 2013 to January 
31, 2014 was not published anywhere. We can’t find it 
anywhere. We just want to know if it is supposed to be a 
public hearing, with a comment period, why nobody 
doesn’t know about it? Why is there no public notice in 
local papers regarding ALUCP/CEQA comment period 
and public hearing on Wednesday, January 22, 2014? 

owners of real property as shown on the latest 
equalized assessment roll within 300 feet of the real 
property that is the subject of the hearing. If the 
number of owners to whom notice would be mailed or 
delivered is greater than 1,000, a local agency, in lieu 
of mailed or delivered notice, may provide notice by 
placing a display advertisement of at least one-eighth 
page in at least one newspaper of general circulation 
within the local agency in which the proceeding is 
held. 
 
ALUC requirement: The ALUC Secretary shall give 
notice of each public hearing by the ALUC.  Such 
notices shall be given at least ten (10) days prior to 
the hearing by publication in a newspaper of general 
circulation in the territory in which the airport is located 
and by mailings to the requestor, the affected local 
agency, the affected airport, and any other person or 
agency deemed by the Secretary as requiring notice.  
The Secretary shall also give notice by such other 
notice requirements as may be required by statute. 
  
The January 22, 2014 public hearing notice was 
published in the Auburn Journal, Colfax Record and 
Lincoln Messenger on January 9, 2014. The public 
hearing notice and notice of document availability was 
also mailed to 9,211 owners of real property, owning 
real property within the airport influence areas of 
Auburn Municipal, Blue Canyon and Lincoln Regional 
airports. 
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From: ALUC Plan Update Comments
To: David Melko
Subject: New submission from Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan Update - Public Comments
Date: Wednesday, December 18, 2013 3:28:39 PM

Name

 Donald C Anderson

City

 Auburn

Email

 25eagle@wavecable.com

Phone

 (530)888-6710

For which airport(s) are you submitting comments?

 
Auburn Municipal Airport
(General Airport Land Use)

Comment(s):

 

It appears that the Westview Health Care Center located at 1225 Shale Ridge, Auburn,
CA. maybe in the B-1 red Zone. I believe this facility was the the old South Placer Drug
and Alcohol Rehabilitation Center that was located at DeWitt Center. I believe it was
purchased by Westview and moved to it's present location at 1225 Shale Ridge. I believe
this facility may have been named the Eagle Rehab Center in the past. Depending on the
patient load, I would expect up to 30 patients could be housed at this facility at any one
time. It could be in the C-1 zone as very close to the border between the two zones.

If it is determined this facility is in the B-1 or on the border of the C-1 zone, a cease and
desist order to vacate the facilities should be issued immediately as it appears to be an
incompatible use. To the best of my knowledge this new ownership has been at this
location for less than a year. It should not be grandfathered in as the assisted living
facility above it was at some point.
Thank you,
Donald C Anderson

mailto:administrator@pctpa.net
mailto:dmelko@pctpa.net
mailto:25eagle@wavecable.com
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13227 Wolf Road 
Grass Valley, CA 95949 

Celia McAdam, Executive Director 
Placer County Airport Land Use Commission 
299 Nevada St 
Auburn, CA 95603 

RE: Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan- Auburn Municipal Airport 

Dear Ms. McAdam: 

Following are my comments concerning the draft Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan 
prepared for your agency by Mead & Hunt and presented to the Commission at a public 
hearing on 22 January. Your staff provided me with a written copy of the report and the 
associated CEQA documentation. Unfortunately, I was not able to effectively review the 
CEQA documents as only the odd-numbered pages were provided. 

I was asked to review and comment on this plan by the staff of Bell Road Baptist Church, of 
which I have been a member since 2002. Based on the summary tables in Exhibit H1 (Page 
H-6) I do not see any significant new land use restrictions in Compatibility Zone C2 for 
Auburn. I did not review the ALUCPs for Blue Canyon or Lincoln in any great detail, in order 
to meet the comment deadline of 31 January. 

As a private pilot user of Auburn and Lincoln airports since 1980, I listened with interest to 
the various concerns voiced by those in attendance at Tuesday's meeting. Since I worship 
at a church directly under Runway 25's landing pattern, I can offer a "data point" to help 
address the issue of noise created by arriving traffic. Many aircraft turn from downwind to 
base directly above Bell Road Baptist's sanctuary; because they are usually in landing 
configuration - which includes operating at low power settings - fixed-wing aircraft noise is 
rarely an issue for our facility. As a registered civil engineer with two decades of land 
development and planning experience in Placer County, I understand the scope and limits of 
the authority vested in commissions such as yours. I will therefore confine the remainder of 
my comments to issues properly within the purview of an ALUCP revision. 

Comments concerning the ALUCP for Auburn Municipal: 

1. Page 7-2. The "Surrounding Land Uses" section does not accurately depict land use 
within Compatibility Zone C2 south and east of the airport along the south side of 
Bell Road. There are at least five facilities of note in this area, which are significantly 
different from agricultural, golf course, and open space uses and may need to be 
identified in the ALUCP as existing potentially nonconforming land uses: 

a. Along Bell Road between New Airport Road and Interstate 80 there are three 
churches (Auburn Presbyterian, Church of Jesus Christ (Latter Day Saints), 
and Bell Road Baptist Church. All are visible (with varying degrees of clarity) 
in several of the report's exhibits (Exhibit 7H, e.g.). Bell Road Baptist's 
church building is located at the southeast boundary of Zones C2 and D, 
directly south of the southeast corner of Zone Cl. Auburn Presbyterian is in 
the southeast quadrant of the intersection of Bell Rd and New Airport Road. 
The LDS church is south of Bell Road just west of Old Airport Road. 
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ALUCP Comments 
1/26/14 

b. Pine Hills Schoof is located south of Bell Road along Old Airport Road, and 

c. The Auburn Placer Unified School District administrative offices are located 
south of Bell Road along New Airport Road, just south of the Presbyterian 
church. 

2. Refer to Page 7-7, Exhibit 7F: 

a. "Existing Airport Area Land Uses" Section: 

i. The state highway west of the airport is incorrectly identified as 
"Highway 46" 

ii. The above-noted omissions regarding land use south and southeast of 
the airport are repeated in this exhibit. 

b. "Planned Airport Area Land Uses" Section: Potential expansion and growth of 
all three houses of worship south of Bell Road within Compatibility Zone C2 is 
not addressed. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this proposed plan. If I can be of 
any further assistance, you and your staff are welcome to contact me via telephone at 
(530)-268-1327 or by e-mail at cameronsquad8@gmail.com. 

Page 2 



STATE OF CALIFORNIA-CALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
DIVISION OF AERONAUTICS 
P.O. BOX 942874, MS-40 
SACRAMENTO, CA 94274-0001 
PHONE (916) 654-4959 
FAX (916) 654-9531 
TTY 711 
www.dot.ca.gov 

December 19,2013 

Mr. David Melko, Senior Planner 
Placer County Airport Land Use Commission 
299 Nevada Street 
Auburn, CA 95603-4617 

Dear Mr. Melko: 

RECEIVED 
DEc 2 a 2013 

Pc TPA 

EDMUND G. BROWN Jr. Governor 

Flex your power! 
Be energy efficient! 

The California Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics (Division), reviewed the 
draft version of the Placer County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP), dated 
October, 2013. We reviewed the draft ALUCP with respect to airport-related noise, safety 
impacts, and regional aviation land use planning issues pursuant to the California State 
Aeronautics Act (SAA) and the Public Utilities Code (PUC) section 21670, et seq. Division staff 
also reviewed the draft ALUCP for completeness, essential elements, and the concepts, 
principles, practices, and policies contained in the 2011 California Airport Land Use Planning 
Handbook (Handbook). Our comments on the draft ALUCP are intended to ensure that the 
requirements and processes of the SAA and Handbook are properly implemented. The 
Division's role is advisory, and it is not the Division's responsibility to perform land use 
planning in the vicinity of the Placer County airports. We are, however, available to assist local 
agencies and the Placer County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) in ensuring proper land 
use compatibility planning. 

The Division recognizes the importance of local planning, economic issues, and other locally 
significant matters that support better overall regional planning. Economic and other issues, 
however, are outside the four essential elements (safety, noise, overflight, and airspace 
protection) of the SAA. It is then, the responsibility of the local agencies and project proponents 
to demonstrate the importance of local policies, programs, and economic factors, against the 
importance of the four essential elements in airport compatibility planning. 

Chapter 2, Policy 2.7.3, Page 2-13 

The Qualifying Criteria for existing land uses is not consistent with the Handbook. One purpose 
of the SAA is to ensure that land development around airports minimizes risks and protects the 
public health, safety, and general welfare of persons and property, per PUC s~ction21670(a)(2). 
This PUC section restricts the authority of an airport land use commission (ALUC) to the extent 
that these land uses are not already devoted to incompatible uses, or more gen~rally stated, 
existing incompatible uses. · ·· 

"Cal trans improves mobility across California" 
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Mr. David Melko 
December 19, 2013 
Page2 

Existing land use qualifying guidelines are provided in Chapter 3 of the Handbook. The 
discussion provides three categories of existing land use: development rights established, 
development rights uncertain, and development rights not established. Development rights not 
established include issuance of a tentative tract map, recording of a final map, and filing of an 
application for a building permit. The draft ALUCP describes the following qualifying criteria: 

(1) A tentative parcel or subdivision map has been approved and not expired; 
(2) A vesting tentative parcel or subdivision map has been approved; 
(3) A development agreement has been approved and remains in effect; 
(4) A final subdivision map has been recorded; 
(5) A use permit or other discretionary entitlement has been approved and not yet 

expired or, 
(6) A valid building permit has been issued and not yet expired. 

Data, research, and case law cited in the Handbook provide the basis for which ALUCs can 
describe existing land use. Items 1, 3, 4, and 5 above have been considered by the courts as 
development rights not established. The concern is that a project may have been approved 
before consideration of safety and noise data and information contained in the Handbook, or 
future Handbooks. There may be instances where item1, 3, 4 and 5 would be inconsistent with 
future aviation data as provided by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), the Division, and 
an airport operator. This new data may demonstrate that a project would then be subject to an 
operational hazard. For example: If a tentative map is approved and then new safety 
information becomes available that shows potential risks to residents or occupants of a 
subdivision, the responsible action would be to reconsider the tentative map before development. 

Since the Handbook provides a baseline to which ALUCPs should conform, but not necessarily 
copy, it is within the purview of the ALUC to form an appropriate description. If the members 
of the ALUC deem that Policy 2.7.3 is sufficient, then the basis and reasons for the broader 
description should be recorded in the ALUCP as a matter of public record. It would be 
appropriate to include PUC section 21678, assignment ofliability and court review, in the 
ALUCP. The basis and reasons would provide the public with an explanation of how the ALUC 
reached its conclusions. Similarly, PUC section 21678 would provide the public with an 
understanding of the assignment of liability and court review processes. 

The determination of use types, or the stage in which a proposed use may be in the development 
process, can be quite contentious. As a means to resolve conflicts, PUC sections 21676 and 
21676.5 establish the overrule process for local agencies to address locally specific conflicts with 
an ALUCP. The findings that are required to overrule the ALUC must show that the local 
agency's action is consistent with, and conforms to, the Handbook. In addition, the findings 
must be consistent with two provisions. It must be in the public interest to provide for the 
orderly development of airports. It must minimize public exposure to excessive noise and safety 
hazards around airports. 

"Caltrans improves mobility across California" 
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Chapter 3, Policy 3.5.3, Page 3-23 

Policy 3.5.3 identifies issues that may present hazards to flight. These hazards include glare, 
lighting, dust, steam, smoke, thermal plumes, electrical interference, and wildlife. The Division 
advises the ALUC to include local agency and ALUC review policies and procedures in the 
ALUCP for projects and activities as a means to minimize these types of hazards. 

Chapter 4, Policy 4.2.3, Page 4-3 

The draft ALUCP makes hospitals, nursing homes, and other similar medical facilities 
conditionally compatible with airport operations in ALUCP Safety Zones C1 and C2. 
Map AUB-4B, Compatibility Policy Map for Auburn Municipal Airport, denotes a special 
conditions area, which is covered by ALUCP Safety Compatibility Zones C1 and C2. The 
Special Condition Policy pertaining to Sutter Auburn Faith Hospital would permit new hospitals 
and nursing homes in ALUCP Safety Zones C1 and C2 with conditions. The conditions would 
limit structures to two above ground habitable floors and would incorporate design features to 
minimize safety concerns. 

Figure G in the Handbook illustrates Safety Zone 6 to be used as a baseline for establishing local 
policies. The Handbook advises limiting hospitals and nursing homes in Safety Zone 6. 
Safety Zone 6 would cover approximately the eastern quarter portion of the area shown on Map 
AUB-4B and as described in Special Conditions Policy, 4.2.3. 

For the Special Conditions Policy area, which would be covered by the Handbook's 
Safety Zone 6 and by the ALUCP's Safety Zones C1 and C2, the Division advises that new, 
expanded, or reconstructed hospitals, nursing homes, and other similar medical facilities not be 
permitted to exceed maximum intensity criteria provided in the ALUCP. 

Chapter 6, Policy 6.2.2(b ), Page 6-2 

Policy 6.2.2(b) provides the rationale for Safety Zone B 1. The rationale for the policy is 
insufficient. Division aviation personnel were consulted regarding this matter. Flight patterns 
and paths are unpredictable, and staff is concerned that not all pilots follow established 
procedures at Lincoln Airport regardless of types of aircraft and aircraft traffic volumes. The 
Division advises that Safety Zone B 1 be extended to be consistent with the length and width 
from the runway ends as described for Safety Zone 2 in the Handbook. 

Chapter 6, Policy 6.2.2(c), Page 6-2 and Chapter 6, Policy 6.2.3(a), Page 6-3 

Policy 6.2.2( c), the rationale for the length of Safety Zone B2, and Special Conditions Policy 
6.2.3(b) require the City of Lincoln to adopt a policy, "which will require aircraft approaching 

"Cal trans improves mobility across California" 
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and departing the future runway to avoid turns closer to the ends of the primary runway." 
Division Aviation Safety Officers were consulted regarding this policy. Staff is concerned that 
a city policy pertaining to airport operations is difficult or unlikely to be implemented. It is 
unlikely that pilots will be made aware of a city adopted policy, because aviation guides and 
reference materials are produced by federal agencies and private companies. Federal Aviation 
Regulations Part 91.3 states, "The Pilot in command of an aircraft is directly responsible for, 
and is the final authority as to, the operation of that aircraft." Placing a unique, non-standard, 
and subjective requirement upon how a pilot operates an aircraft at a particular airport is 
questionable from a legal perspective. The proposed Policies 6.2.2(c) and 6.2.3(a) could be 
interpreted to conflict with federal regulations and pilot authority. The consequence of this 
proposed city policy is that it might force pilots of smaller aircraft to fly bigger traffic patterns, 
which they may not be legally required to do. This poses an additional safety hazard in the 
event of an in-flight emergency. 

Chapter 6, Policy 6.2.3(b ), Page 6-4 

Special Conditions Policy 6.2.3(b) makes the city's wastewater treatment consistent with 
ALUCP Policy 3.5.3(a)(6). The Division advises the ALUC to include local agency and 
ALUC review policies and procedures for projects and activities at the wastewater treatment 
plant as a means to minimize wildlife hazards. 

Including review policies and procedures in the ALUCP would minimize potential wildlife 
hazards. Policies could be stated such as those requiring local agencies and project proponents 
to demonstrate that a project will not result in a net increase in wildlife hazards. The Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA) does not possess regulatory oversight of federal, State, or local 
land use matters. The FAA objectives, however, include fostering and facilitating airport 
operations, which include safety in airspace and on land. The consequence is that FAA 
guidance on safety overlaps with land use planning. It is important for the ALUC and local 
agencies to recognize that FAA guidance is based on significant data and research pertaining to 
safety. Though FAA guidance is not land use regulation, it should be well-heeded, as its 
purpose is to protect people. The responsibility of the ALUC and local agencies is to 
understand the importance of the guidance and take on the responsibility of performing proper 
land use planning around airports. It should be noted that if a local agency's action or any 
other land use activity results in something below FAA guidance, the public should be made 
aware of the associated risks. 

General Comment 

The Special Conditions policies referenced on Map AUB-4B, Map BLU-5B, and Map LIN-6B 
do not match the special conditions policies in the text. The ALUCP text policy numbers have 
changed, but the maps have not been changed. Please revise accordingly. 

"Cal trans improves mobility across California" 
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We hope you find our comments constructive. Please contact me at (916) 654-5314, or via email 
at Robert.Fiore@dot.ca.gov, if you would like to discuss our comments in this letter in more 
detail or if we may provide additional information. 

Sincerely, 

ROBERT FIORE 
Office of Aviation Planning 

cc: Celia McAdams, Executive Director, Placer County Transportation Planning Agency 

"Caltrans improves mobility across California" 



TO: Placer County Transportation Planning Agency (PCPTA) 
FROM: Scott Christensen, for Auburn Equipment Co., LLC (property owner) 
RE: Comments on PCTPA Auburn Airport Compatibility Plan update 
DATE: 1/27/2014 
VIA e-mail only 
 

PCTPA Directors, 

 

My family owns a company with 2+/- acres of vacant land on KOA drive in Auburn.  The property will 

eventually be developed.  It is currently zoned office professional, design corridor.  It was previously 

zoned multi-family.  There is significant residential and other development nearby, which is non-

conforming.  In the case of our property, the C1 zoning limits its future development potential. 

Here are my comments on the proposed plan/update (all concern the Auburn airport). 

1. We appreciate the proposed increase in intensity criteria.  Thank you. 

2. We would like to see a further increase in the intensity criteria limits.  The proposed increase is 

based on the lowest levels in the Handbook.  We would like to see a further increase, consistent 

with the Handbook, to allow for more flexibility in development. 

3. We would also like to see an increase the residential density criteria in the C1 zone south of the 

airport.  Better yet, we would like you to narrow the C1 zone south of the airport so that our 

property on KOA is in the C2 zone, which has no limits. 

4. Please reduce the open land requirement in the C1 from 20% to 15% (same as Lincoln airport). 

5. Please allow multi-family residential in the C1 zone on a conditional basis.  The proposed plan 

goes from “normally compatible” (zone C2) to “incompatible” (zone C1) with no intermediate 

(conditional) zone.  C1 should be a conditional zone, especially south of the airport.  There is 

significant residential development nearby. 

After I spoke at the meeting on January 22, a person responded to my comments by saying something 

like “more development will only increase complaints from the public.”  The prospect of future 

complaints should not prohibit or unfairly limit the development of property.  My understanding is that 

certain disclosures are required or recommended upon any sale, so that a buyer will be advised of the 

potential impacts created by the airport zone.  The new plan should allow more flexibility, not less. 

Thank you very much. 

 

Best regards, 

/s/  Scott Christensen 

For Auburn Equipment, Co. 
435 Perkins Way 
Auburn, CA  95603 
530-823-3993 
scottdchristensen@yahoo.com 
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From: Jon Goldsberry [mailto:jr_gold@hotmail.com]  
Sent: Monday, January 27, 2014 8:48 AM 
To: David Melko 
Subject: Auburn Airport Zoning 
 
Dave, how and when will I get the answers to my questions?    Jon Goldsberry 
 

mailto:jr_gold@hotmail.com
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From: Jon Goldsberry
To: David Melko
Cc: Aimee; betsy Lautt; Diane Mann; kctuggle@aol.com; kd_a_99@yahoo.com; Laura Franz;

mabehrmann@hotmail.com; mike ramsey; raybaumer@gmail.com; ryan@norcalselfstorages.com
Subject: Proposed Airport Zoning
Date: Monday, January 06, 2014 9:15:55 AM

David Melko, PCTPA, Senior Transportation Planner,
    I am  emailing you in regards' to the proposed Auburn Airport Zoning. The Goldsberry
family members own two parcels on the west side of the airport in the C1 zone, one being
the Rock Creek Mobile Home Park, the other the Rock Creek Self Storage. I am of the
opinion that all permitted and signed off development  which occurred in the past is not
subject to the proposed zoning regulations, and the only time the new proposed regulations
would apply to these two parcels would be for any new development. If this is correct, I
would like you to confirm this in writing. I need this confirmation for our records. I also,
need to know in writing, what would happen in the event of a disaster  that destroyed some
or all of the existing development on these two parcels, could they be build back to the as
"existed development" or they subject to the proposed new zoning regulations?
                                                                                                               Sincerely
                                                                                                                                  Jon A.
Goldsberry

mailto:jr_gold@hotmail.com
mailto:dmelko@pctpa.net
mailto:agoldsberryramsey@gmail.com
mailto:elautt22@hotmail.com
mailto:bigfootbnkr@msn.com
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From: Jon Goldsberry [mailto:jr_gold@hotmail.com]  
Sent: Thursday, January 09, 2014 5:51 PM 
To: David Melko 
Cc: Aimee; betsy Lautt; Diane Mann; kctuggle@aol.com; kd_a_99@yahoo.com; Laura Franz; 
raybaumer@gmail.com; ryan@norcalselfstorages.com; mike ramsey; mabehrmann@hotmail.com 
Subject: Auburn Airport Zoning 
 
Dave, after going thru all the regulations as you suggested in your last email. Section 3.7.4 (c) 
(4) requires reconstruction to comply with Federal Aviation Regulations Part 77 if the 
reconstruction occurs under the FAR 77 approach airspace surface. It turns out that the East 
half of the Rock Creek Mobile Home Park is under the FAR 77 approach "airspace protection 
surface" per the map. Which means that if this portion of the park were to be destroyed by a 
calamity or natural catastrophe it could not be reconstructed to the existing dwelling density 
which now far exceeds the 4 dwellings per acre. My question to you is, what if only part of this 
area were to be destroyed, say 3 mobile homes or even 1 does, the whole area under this air 
space have to be reconfigured to the 4 dwellings per acre density? Do we have the option to 
abandon the destroyed dwellings and leave the rest alone? Does a mobile home being 
destroyed by a fire constitute a calamity or could the burned out mobile home be replaced with 
another with out incident?     
I don't know how the meeting on the 22nd works, do these questions need to be addressed 
there rather than with you? If they need to be addressed at the meeting how do I go about it, if 
I am not present?    Jon Goldsberry 
 

mailto:jr_gold@hotmail.com
mailto:kctuggle@aol.com
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mailto:raybaumer@gmail.com
mailto:ryan@norcalselfstorages.com
mailto:mabehrmann@hotmail.com
dmelko
Typewritten Text
Comment No. 16



JAN_,. 2014 

dmelko
Typewritten Text

dmelko
Typewritten Text

dmelko
Typewritten Text
Comment No. 18



From: ALUC Plan Update Comments [mailto:administrator@pctpa.net]  
Sent: Thursday, January 30, 2014 10:53 AM 
To: David Melko 
Subject: New submission from Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan Update - Public Comments 
 
Name  

  Tom Jones  

City  

  Auburn  

Email  

  mrtomjones@jps.net  

Phone  

  (530)885-0366  

For which airport(s) are you submitting comments?  

  • Auburn Municipal Airport 

Comment(s):  

  

The streets that service this airport and auburn airport business park are unable to handle 
comute traffic and emergency access. You can only access the airport from Bell Rd to New 
Airport Road or Hwy49 /Locksley Lane intersection. Bell road can be accessed from 49 and 80. 
Because of the considerable commerical and retail developement in North Auburn hwy 49 
corridor attention must be given to the access points. Several roads should be opened to 
improve the circulation. Traffic Mitagation funds flowing to the County should be utilized to 
straighten Dry Creek to Christian Valley and Clipper Gap interchange on Hwy 80. Shale Ridge 
and Bill Clark rd should be contected an artery to allow traffice to flow. Accelation lanes should 
be funded per cal trans recent recomendations on Shale, Lockely lane and Hwy 49 and Bell. 
The circulation currently is difficult, The future circ ulation will be more so. We need to press for 
a bypass surgery for this area. Regards. Tom Jones  

 

 

mailto:administrator@pctpa.net
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TO: 
Placer County Airport Land Use Commission 

January 29, 2014 

To Whom It May Concern: 

My husband and I live in the Northpark Sub-Division which is adjacent to the 
Auburn Regional Airport. 

Before we purchased our home we discussed the closeness of the airport 
with our realtor. We were informed at that time that it was just a small 
"regional" airport and that the flight pattern was not over the neighborhood. 

I can definitely tell you after the many years of living here the flight patterns 
have changed. We have aircraft flying very low and flying directly over 
our house. There have been times that we have even run out of the house 
to check as it sounds like the aircraft is headed directly for us. 

The activity and noise level at the airport has grown since we moved into our 
home in 1985. With the addition of small jets now departing and landing the 
noise level has steadily increased. 

Our concerns grow for our safety as we read they are looking at extending 
the runway again. This neighborhood has already suffered a devastating fire 
in 2009 with the loss of 62 homes. By increasing the runway, and the 
increase in air traffic, and flight pattern directly over this neighborhood, the 
Rock Creek Mobile Senior homes and Auburn Faith Hospital it is a recipe for 
disaster. 

Fran & Dale Kehoe 
Auburn, CA 
530-401-1185 
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January 25, 2014 

Dear Sirs, 

I write this letter to you to tell you I am opposed as well as 

concerned for the new airport regulations and expansion. 

I live close to the airport and do not want more planes, jets, and 

helicopters flying over my house both day and night. If I wanted all 
that noise I would not have moved to Auburn 20 years ago. There 

is also the fact of safety that concerns me. Even now some of the 

air craft fly so low over our houses that it is very scary. 

Why are the Auburn decision makers not thinking of the effect 
that these new regulations will have on the residents that live close 

to the airport? I seems to me they do not care about the how 

these changes will effect us. I am very opposed to what I see is 
happening. 

Sincerely, 

d;~.~ 
Lillian Kirchner 
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R£cnvro 
January 29, 2014 

JAN 3 0 2014 

Pc TpA 
To Whom It May Concern, 

I am writing this letter to express my concerns about the new regulations at 
the airport. The information available on line was very hard to understand. 
However, it did seems to say that there would be an expansion of runways 
and more air traffic for planes, jets, and helicopters. This translates to an 
increase of noise both day and night and an increase of danger to those 
living close to the airport. 

I hope the officials who are making these decisions are thinking of and 
representing the residents of Auburn who have been living here and 
supporting this community for the past 20, 30, 40 or more years. People 
like myself and my neighbors moved to this area because of the quaHty of 
life it offered. Some of us did not not know there was an airport so close 
and some of us were assured that this was a small regional airport that 
would remain as such. We were also told the air path of both landing and 
taking off of planes would not be flying over our homes. For a while now 
the planes have been taking off and landing in a path that does fly over our 
homes. And if I read the new regulations correctly they would now officially 
be doing this. 

Everyone wants more revenues but at what cost are the officials of Auburn 
willing to sacrifice the residents of Auburn's quality of life and safety. 

When Auburn officials loose the concern for the quality of life that the 
residents of this area have enjoyed and worked hard to protect for more 
more business, more revenues, they on longer represent who and what 
Auburn is all about. 

s~=~·~ 
Connie Kirchner 
(530) 885-3087 
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Law Offices of  

               Joseph H. Marman, Esq.   
8421 Auburn Blvd., Suite 145 

Attorney at Law            Citrus Heights, CA  95610-0394            (916) 721-3324 
E-mail: marmanla@localnet.com       Fax     (916) 721-3633 
Member: California Consumer Attorneys, Capitol City Trial Lawyers Association, Sacramento County Bar Assn., Placer County Bar Assn. 
 

       February 5, 2014 
 
Placer County Airport Land Use Commission 
Attn:  David Melko, Senior Transportation Planner 
 
Via email:  dmelko@pctpa.net 

 
Re:  Noise from Airplanes in Auburn 

 
Dear Mr. Melko:  

 
I have long complained about the loud noise from un-muffled airplanes flying above Auburn.   

It is absolutely unreasonable to allow them to make such a loud racket that they drown out 
conversations, cell phone calls, people have turn up their TV’s and just a loud obnoxious roar as they 
fly over head.    

 
I live near Luther Road and Highway 49 and it is very bothersome to have to stop conversations 

and cell phone calls due to the loud noises when airplanes fly over head.   
 
I have called the airport personnel and they seemed to have little control or little concern about 

the loud noises from these airplanes.    
 
Please take steps to require airplanes be quieter.  It really sounds like they have no mufflers at 

all on their engines.  And the engines are probably a mile over head and they are still extremely loud, 
for neighbors on the ground for a 10 mile radius from the plane.   

 
Thank you for your cooperation.  If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact 

me.   
      
        Very truly yours, 
 
 
 
         

Joseph H. Marman 
 
JHM 
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David Melko, Senior Transportation Planner 
Placer County Airport Land Use Commission 
299 Nevada Street, Auburn, Ca. 95603 

RE: ALUCP and Negative Declaration for Auburn Airport 

Mr. Melko, 

RECEIVED 
JAN 3j 2014 

PC T PA 

My wife and I built a home in the Bell Meadows subdivision in 2004/5, approximately 2 miles west of the Auburn 
Airport. The air traffic and noise at the time was not too bad. In 2008 there was a noticeable change in planes 
flying over our house. These planes began flying directly over our house and I couldn't understand why, until I 
attended the Placer County ALUC meeting on 1-22-14. 

I now understand that there is a sign adjacent to the runway that directs planes taking off to turn left 20 
degrees, which directs planes to fly directly towards my subdivision and my home (See attachments). This sign 
was installed to mitigate the compatibility concerns of Rock Creek Mobile Home Park. Now these planes are 
flying directly over my home at relatively low elevations and many of them are actually circling our house to fly a 
loop back to the airport. It is obvious that these planes are conducting flying lessons, and many times they are 
dangerously close to stalling these planes. This sometimes goes for hours at a time, and even after daylight 
hours. 

These planes need to get up and get gone outside of the compatibility zones. There is no reason for them to 
circling a quiet neighborhood. We have had near collisions in the air with planes taking off close together, 
where sporty planes overtake underpowered planes. This is extremely unsafe and these planes are very loud, 
while they are attempting to gain altitude. We also have the County Sheriff's helicopter that flies over our home 
at very low altitudes, at all times of the day and night. This is very alarming and wakes me up from a sound 
sleep, in the middle of the night. 

Lately we have noticed that planes are approaching the airport from the West. This presents a new set of 
problems all by itself. We are not willing to just wait and be silent until one of these planes make a mistake and 
collide with another one or crashes to the ground. There is no reason to direct the planes to be flying any other 
way than straight out from the runway and then in their ultimate course towards their destination. Some of 
these planes turn towards our home and then turn overhead to head north. Most of these planes head south 
and fly over our house. 

We feel that the compatibility study is inadequate and needs to be re-evaluated. The study designated us in a 
C2 Zone (See Land Use Compatibility Plan). With that designation come a moderate noise level and Mod-Low 
Risk Level. These concerns are serious and were not convinced that the Compatibility Zone was adequately 
studied as a part of the Negative Declaration process. My understanding is that there was no actual noise study 
or survey conducted. Their information is therefore flawed by design and should require further review. 

The last point I would like to make is the fact that I have had several grievances with airport operations over the 
years and there was no responsible person to either take my phone call or return it. Early on I had tried to 
contact the airport manager and later the City Manager. In no case was I ever received or replied to. This is 
highly unusual and there is no excuse not to have someone in responsible charge of such an operation. 

Respectfully, David J. Noel Ill 
3678 Country Meadow Ct. 
Auburn, Ca. 95602 
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STATE OF CAL I F 0 R N I A 

Governor's Office of Planning and Research 

State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 
Edmund G. Brown Jr. 

Governor 

February 3, 2014 

David Melko 
Placer County Airport Land Use Commission 
299 Nevada Street 
Auburn, CA 95603 

Subject: Auburn Municipal Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) 
SCH#: 2013122035 

Dear David Melko: 

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Negative Declaration to selected state agencies for 
review. The review period closed on January 31, 2014, and no state agencies submitted comments by that 
date. This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements 
for draft environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. 

Please call the State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the 
environmental review process. If you have a question about the above-named project, please refer to the 
ten-digit State Clearinghouse number when contacting this office. 

Scott Morgan 
Director, State Clearinghouse 

1400 TENTH STREET P.O. BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95812-3044 
TEL (916) 445-0613 FAX (916) 323-3018 www.opr.ca.gov 
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SCH# 
Project Title 

Lead Agency 

2013122035 

Document Details Report 
State Clearinghouse Data Base 

Auburn Municipal Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) 
Placer County 

Type Neg Negative Declaration 

Description Note: Extended Review per lead 

The Auburn Municipal Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) will replace the existing plan 

adopted in 2000. The proposed ALUCP is included as Appendix A to the IS. Preparation of 
compatibility plans for public-use airports is required by the State Aeronautics Act. The ALUCP is 

intended to promote compatibility between airport operations and surrounding land uses considering 

noise, safety, airspace protection and overflight effects. Neither the ALUCP nor the Airport Land Use 

Commission have authority over existing land uses or operation of airports; nor does the plan propose 

any future airport or land use development, or other physical changes to the environment. Based on 

the analysis performed, adoption and implementation of the ALUCP will not create a significant effect 

on the environment. 

Lead Agency Contact 
Name 

Agency 
Phone 
email 

David Melka 
Placer County Airport Land Use Commission 
530 823 4030 Fax 

Address 299 Nevada Street 
City Auburn State CA Zip 95603 

Project Location 
County 

City 
Region 

Lat!Long 
Cross Streets 

Parcel No. 
Township 

Proximity to: 

Placer 
Auburn 

38° 57' 17" N I 121° 4' 54" W 
New Airport Road 
052-190-018, -025,-045, -010-028 
13N Range 8E Section 28 Base MDB&M 

Highways Hwy 49 
Airports Auburn Municipal 

Railways UPRR 
Waterways 

Schools 
Land Use 

Project Issues 

Reviewing 
Agencies 

Rock Creek Reservoir & PG&E aqueduct 
Auburn Union School District 
Airport Industrial Design Control & Airport Overflight Combining District I Public 

AestheticNisual; Agricultural Land; Air Quality; Archaeologic-Historic; Biological Resources; Coastal 

Zone; Drainage/Absorption; Economics/Jobs; Fiscal Impacts; Forest Land/Fire Hazard; Flood 

Plain/Flooding; Geologic/Seismic; Minerals; Noise; Population/Housing Balance; Public Services; 

Recreation/Parks; Schools/Universities; Septic System; Sewer Capacity; Soil 

Erosion/Compaction/Grading; Solid Waste; Toxic/Hazardous; Traffic/Circulation; Vegetation; Water 

Quality; Water Supply; Wetland/Riparian; Growth Inducing; Land use; Cumulative Effects; Other Issues 

Resources Agency; Department of Conservation; Department of Fish and Wildlife, Region 2; 

Department of Parks and Recreation; Department of Water Resources; Caltrans, Division of 
Aeronautics; California Highway Patrol; Caltrans, District 3 N; Air Resources Board; Air Resources 

Board, Transportation Projects; Regional Water Quality Control Bd., Region 5 (Sacramento); Native 

American Heritage Commission; Public Utilities Commission 



Date Received 12/16/2013 

Document Details Report 
State Clearinghouse Data Base 

Start of Review 12/17/2013 End of Review 01/31/2014 



From: ALUC Plan Update Comments [mailto:administrator@pctpa.net]  
Sent: Monday, January 27, 2014 8:29 AM 
To: David Melko 
Subject: New submission from Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan Update - Public Comments 
 
Name  

  Mary Stephens  

City  

  Auburn  

Email  

  Maryinweimar@yahoo.com  

Phone  

  (415)272-3937  

For which airport(s) are you submitting comments?  

  • Auburn Municipal Airport 

Comment(s):  

  

January 26, 2014 
 
To: ALUCP 
 
Re: negative Declarations for airport land use 
 
To Whomever it May Concern; 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to speak at the Jan. 22, 2014 meeting. Although my emotions 
got the better of me I am shocked that considering the noise level that I live with you would 
adopt new standards to allow even more noise. I never expected no noise, it has become 
increasingly louder in the year that I have lived here. We have Recology to the right and the 
airport to the left. We also have highway 49 and bell road noise not to mention the train noise 
and a shooting range. I think that's enough for anyone. I would appreciate it if you could try to 
imagine living here yourselves for a moment. I am tempted to just be quiet and sell this house 
but am aware of the fact that my property value will be affected by your future plans and I 
can't afford to sell right now. I am trapped here for now. I realize that I should not have bought 
this house and I know the airport was here first. I can't imagine it being worse than it is now. 
The decibel levels are much more than is allo wed at times when you consider all of these 
things combined. I strongly urge a decibel test to be updated and accurate for 2014 noise. At 
the very least can I encourage you to spend one hour here to see why I am so upset. How can 
you pass new regulations when you haven't experienced what's actually going on here? I 
appreciate your considerations. 
 
Mary Stephens 
12424 Oak Mist Lane 
Auburn, CA 95602  
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-----Original Message----- 
From: htemko@cebridge.net [mailto:htemko@cebridge.net]  
Sent: Friday, January 31, 2014 2:42 PM 
To: David Melko 
Subject: Comments on ALUCP for the Auburn Municipal Airport 
 
Dear Mr. Melko, 
 
Below are my comments on the 2013 Proposed ALUCP and Negative Declaration for the 
Auburn Airport. I also provided verbal comments at the public hearing in Auburn, 
on January 22, 2014. 
 
I am a resident of Christian Valley and have resided at 5265 Morningside Avenue 
since 1986. Loud noise from plane traffic from the Auburn Airport first became a 
problem in my neighborhood in 1991. At that time, I spoke and wrote to several 
city and county representatives about the noise issue, and have continued to do 
so up to the present time. Construction of Runway 7 caused an increase in planes 
flying over my neighborhood, and an increase in the noise problem. There were no 
notices for the Negative Declaration for Runway 7 posted or sent out to 
potentially impacted residents in my area. Nor did the residents receive notice 
of the 2000 ALUCP and Negative Declaration. 
 
In the nearly 23 years that this noise issue has been a problem in Christian 
Valley, there has been no permanent mitigation implemented by the city or county 
or various airport committees. Although this is an unregulated airport, the NOISE 
nuisance must come under the jurisdiction of either the city or county, and is, 
in fact, addressed to some degree in the proposed ALUCP. 
 
Because of the noise issue, a Negative Declaration is NOT APPROPRIATE for the 
ALUCP for the Auburn Airport. A Negative Declaration is only appropropiate when 
there are no potential impacts. The noise nuisance has been a documented issue 
for many years and has not been adequately addressed or mitigated. 
 
Thank you for considering my comments. 
 
Heidi Temko 
5265 Morningside Ave. 
Auburn, CA 95602 
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Draft ALUCP Phone Calls Comment Log 
 

December 16, 2013 Page 1 
 

 
1. Larry Mullin (Lincoln) – 418 Dumont Court, Lincoln 95648  #916.409.0780 12/18/13 

 Comment: Will there be a new airport in Lincoln? 
 

2. Delvin Docks (Blue Canyon)          #530.263.7686 12/21/13 
 Comment: Are you increasing the runway length & width at Blue Canyon? 
 

3. John Farslund (Auburn)           #530.823-8622 12/21/13 
 Comment: Hearing notice text is not clear; process is confusing; what 2000 Plan? How does the    
 Plan work? Will this affect Timberline project? 
 

4. Nancy Comer – (Lincoln)           #916.434.2452 12/23/13 
 Comment: Why did the City receive 50 public hearing notices? 
 

5. Mike Sutherland (Unknown)         No number  provided 12/26/13 
 Comment: No comments given. 
 

6. Captain Joe Whiteford – CHP Air Operations Unit (Auburn)  #916.201.3583 12/30/13 
 Comment: Will the ALUCP impact CHP air activities at Auburn Airport? 
 

7. Could not decipher name (Unknown)       #530.823.0215 12/30/13 
 Comment: A few questions to ask. 

 
8. Karen Tiebol (Unknown) 
  Comment: ALUCP on Website 
 
9.  Wayne Nader (Auburn)           #916.799.3122 2/3/14 
  Comment: Questions regarding changes to Auburn ALUCP; runway extension and Airport Master Plan  
  status. 
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Blue canyon AIRPORT 

COMMENTS 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Draft ALUCP Phone Calls Comment Log 
 

December 16, 2013 Page 1 
 

 
1. Larry Mullin (Lincoln) – 418 Dumont Court, Lincoln 95648  #916.409.0780 12/18/13 

 Comment: Will there be a new airport in Lincoln? 
 

2. Delvin Docks (Blue Canyon)          #530.263.7686 12/21/13 
 Comment: Are you increasing the runway length & width at Blue Canyon? 
 

3. John Farslund (Auburn)           #530.823-8622 12/21/13 
 Comment: Hearing notice text is not clear; process is confusing; what 2000 Plan? How does the    
 Plan work? Will this affect Timberline project? 
 

4. Nancy Comer – (Lincoln)           #916.434.2452 12/23/13 
 Comment: Why did the City receive 50 public hearing notices? 
 

5. Mike Sutherland (Unknown)         No number  provided 12/26/13 
 Comment: No comments given. 
 

6. Captain Joe Whiteford – CHP Air Operations Unit (Auburn)  #916.201.3583 12/30/13 
 Comment: Will the ALUCP impact CHP air activities at Auburn Airport? 
 

7. Could not decipher name (Unknown)       #530.823.0215 12/30/13 
 Comment: A few questions to ask. 

 
8. Karen Tiebol (Unknown) 
  Comment: ALUCP on Website 
 
9.  Wayne Nader (Auburn)           #916.799.3122 2/3/14 
  Comment: Questions regarding changes to Auburn ALUCP; runway extension and Airport Master Plan  
  status. 
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From: ALUC Plan Update Comments [mailto:administrator@pctpa.net]  
Sent: Tuesday, December 31, 2013 4:51 PM 
To: David Melko 
Subject: New submission from Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan Update - Public Comments 
 
Name  

  Marguerite Paras  

City  

  Emigrant Gap  

Email  

  margueriteparas@gmail.com  

For which airport(s) are you submitting comments?  

  • Blue Canyon Airport 

Comment(s):  

  

Hello, 
 
I just read the documents for the ALUCP. I live northeast of the Blue Canyon Airport and was 
interested in any future plans for it. I am glad that the Blue Canyon airport is remaining 
unchanged. I am also glad that it isn't being closed. It is a valuable resource during fire 
seasons.  
 
I have a few minor corrections: Your map of the airport is outdated. The weather service house 
was torn down 10-/+ years ago. The restroom building and fuel tank are gone also.  
 
 
Also, the statement that 1000 uses occur a year seems too high. In a normal year, the airport 
is unusable December through April and sometimes November and May have too much snow. 
Most summer weekends have planes landing at BC Airport, but not 3 a day. However during 
the American Fire, the number of daily landings was extremely high. Usually, the airport is 
quiet.  
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STATE OF CAL IF 0 R N I A 

Governor's Office of Planning and Research 

State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 
Edmund G. Brown Jr. 

Governor 

February 3, 2014 

David Melko 
Placer County Airport Land Use Commission 
299 Nevada Street 
Auburn, CA 95603 

Subject: Blue Canyon Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) 
SCH#: 2013122036 

Dear David Melko: 

RECEIVED 
FEB ®4 2014 

PC T PA 

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Negative Declaration to selected state agencies for 
review. The review period closed on January 31, 2014, and no state agencies submitted comments by that 
date. This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements 
for draft environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. 

Please call the State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the 
environmental review process. If you have a question about the above-named project, please refer to the 
ten-digit State Clearinghouse number when contacting this office. 

s~+ 
Scott Morgan 
Director, State Clearinghouse 

1400 TENTH STREET P.O. BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95812-3044 
TEL (916) 445-0613 FAX (916) 323-3018 www.opr.ca.gov 
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SCH# 2013122036 

Document Details Report 
State Clearinghouse Data Base 

Project Title Blue Canyon Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) 
Lead Agency Placer County 

Type Neg Negative Declaration 

Description Note: Extended Review 

The Blue Canyon Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan will replace the existing plan adopted in 2000. 

The proposed ALUCP is included as Appendix A to the IS. Preparation of compatibility plans for 

public-use airports is required by the State Aeronautics Act. The ALUCP is intended to promote 
compatibility between airport operations and surrounding land uses considering noise, safety, airspace 

protection and overflight effects. Neither the ALUCP nor the Airport Land Use Commission have 

authority over existing land uses or operation of airports; nor does the plan propose any future airport 

or land use development, or other physical changes to the environment. Based on the analysis 

performed, adoption and implementation of the ALUCP will not create a significant effect on the. 

environment. 

Lead Agency Contact 
Name 

Agency 
Phone 
email 

David Melko 
Placer County Airport Land Use Commission 
530 823 4030 

Address 299 Nevada Street 
City Auburn 

Project Location 
Placer 
Colfax 

County 
City 

Region 
Lat! Long 

Cross Streets 
Parcel No. 
Township 

39° 16' 30" N I 120° 42' 35" W 
40225 Airport Road, Alta, CA 
062-230-050; -053-510; -086 

Range 

Proximity to: 
Highways 1-80 

Airports Blue Canyon-Nyack· 
Railways UPRR 

Waterways Various creeks 
Schools Alta Dutch Flat 

Fax 

State CA Zip 95603 

Section 2 Base MDB&M 

Land Use Airport, Agriculture & Timberland and Airport Overflight Combining District I Airport 

Project Issues AestheticNisual; Agricultural Land; Air Quality; Archaeologic-Historic; Biological Resources; Coastal 

Zone; Drainage/Absorption; Economics/Jobs; Fiscal Impacts; Flood Plain/Flooding; Forest Land/Fire 

Hazard; Geologic/Seismic; Minerals; Noise; Population/Housing Balance; Public Services; 

Recreation/Parks; Schools/Universities; Septic System; Sewer Capacity; Soil 

Erosion/Compaction/Grading; Solid Waste; Toxic/Hazardous; Traffic/Circulation; Vegetation; Water 
Quality; Wetland/Riparian; Growth Inducing; Landuse; Cumulative Effects; Other Issues 

Reviewing Resources Agency; Department of Conservation; Department of Fish and Wildlife, Region 2; 
Agencies Department of Parks and Recreation; Department of Water Resources; Cal trans, Division of 

Aeronautics; California Highway Patrol; Caltrans, District 3 N; Air Resources Board; Air Resources 

Board, Transportation Projects; Regional Water Quality Control Bd., Region 5 (Sacramento); Native 
American Heritage Commission; Public Utilities Com~ission 



Date Received 12/16/2013 

Document Details Report 
State Clearinghouse Data Base 

Start of Review 12/17/20 13 End of Review 01/31/2014 
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From: ALUC Plan Update Comments
To: David Melko
Subject: New submission from Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan Update - Public Comments
Date: Tuesday, December 31, 2013 9:40:00 AM

Name

 John Alessio

City

 Lincoln

Email

 jcalessio@gmail.com

Phone

 (916)300-7904

For which airport(s) are you submitting comments?

 Lincoln Regional Airport

Comment(s):

 

In light of recent studies on the effect of leaded aviation fuel on child blood lead levels, I
believe that a 

negative declaration of environmental impact cannot be determined at this time for the
Lincoln Regional Airport 

and perhaps other Placer County Airports. Please see the study online, "A Geospatial
Analysis of the Effects of 

Aviation Gasoline on Childhood Blood Lead Levels" by Marie Lynn Miranda, Rebecca
Anthopolos and Douglas Hastings 

at http://dx.doi.org/10.1289/ehp.1003231. In the study, the blood lead level of children
near similarly sized 

airports was tested. It was found that the blood lead levels of children within 1 km of the
airport were 

significantly higher and at a level harmful to the children. Lincoln Airport has homes
within this 1 km range 

and the residents were not notified per California Proposition 65 of the lead danger
before they decided to 

purchase or inhabit the homes. Studies need to be undertaken before the process can
continue. The fallout of 

lead over Lincoln homes could easily be reduced by banning the use of aircraft using
leaded-fuel for touch-and-

go, taxi-back and frequent takeoff operations without need to involve the FAA. Instead, a
surcharge could be 

placed on the sale of leaded fuel at the airport to subsidize a unleaded fueling station, to
encourage flight 
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schools to use aircraft that can use unleaded fuel (a.k.a "mogas").



-----Original Message----- 
From: Debbie Anderson [mailto:debra.p.anderson@gmail.com]  
Sent: Thursday, January 16, 2014 6:29 AM 
To: David Melko 
Subject: Question about draft for Lincoln Airport 
 
Dear Mr. Melko, 
 
I will be unable to attend the hearing on January 22, 2014 in reference to the 
Lincoln Airport.  I have reviewed the information online and am a bit confused on 
the number of dwellings per acre for my property.  I live at 160 Nelson Lane, 
Lincoln which puts me in the B1 Zone.  How many house per acre will be allowed in 
the future?  I understand that this area will be seeing a lot of growth in the 
next 10 years and I want to know the ability to subdivide based on the airport 
restrictions.  Also, since I live on Nelson Lane and would you please clarify 
what commercial buildings will work for my property.  I know this information was 
on the chart, yet I felt it was confusing.  A quick paragraph would be much 
easier for me to understand. 
 
Thank you, 
Debra Anderson 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA-CALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
DIVISION OF AERONAUTICS 
P.O. BOX 942874, MS-40 
SACRAMENTO, CA 94274-0001 
PHONE (916) 654-4959 
FAX (916) 654-9531 
TTY 711 
www.dot.ca.gov 

December 19,2013 

Mr. David Melko, Senior Planner 
Placer County Airport Land Use Commission 
299 Nevada Street 
Auburn, CA 95603-4617 

Dear Mr. Melko: 

RECEIVED 
DEc 2 a 2013 

Pc TPA 

EDMUND G. BROWN Jr. Governor 

Flex your power! 
Be energy efficient! 

The California Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics (Division), reviewed the 
draft version of the Placer County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP), dated 
October, 2013. We reviewed the draft ALUCP with respect to airport-related noise, safety 
impacts, and regional aviation land use planning issues pursuant to the California State 
Aeronautics Act (SAA) and the Public Utilities Code (PUC) section 21670, et seq. Division staff 
also reviewed the draft ALUCP for completeness, essential elements, and the concepts, 
principles, practices, and policies contained in the 2011 California Airport Land Use Planning 
Handbook (Handbook). Our comments on the draft ALUCP are intended to ensure that the 
requirements and processes of the SAA and Handbook are properly implemented. The 
Division's role is advisory, and it is not the Division's responsibility to perform land use 
planning in the vicinity of the Placer County airports. We are, however, available to assist local 
agencies and the Placer County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) in ensuring proper land 
use compatibility planning. 

The Division recognizes the importance of local planning, economic issues, and other locally 
significant matters that support better overall regional planning. Economic and other issues, 
however, are outside the four essential elements (safety, noise, overflight, and airspace 
protection) of the SAA. It is then, the responsibility of the local agencies and project proponents 
to demonstrate the importance of local policies, programs, and economic factors, against the 
importance of the four essential elements in airport compatibility planning. 

Chapter 2, Policy 2.7.3, Page 2-13 

The Qualifying Criteria for existing land uses is not consistent with the Handbook. One purpose 
of the SAA is to ensure that land development around airports minimizes risks and protects the 
public health, safety, and general welfare of persons and property, per PUC s~ction21670(a)(2). 
This PUC section restricts the authority of an airport land use commission (ALUC) to the extent 
that these land uses are not already devoted to incompatible uses, or more gen~rally stated, 
existing incompatible uses. · ·· 

"Cal trans improves mobility across California" 
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Mr. David Melko 
December 19, 2013 
Page2 

Existing land use qualifying guidelines are provided in Chapter 3 of the Handbook. The 
discussion provides three categories of existing land use: development rights established, 
development rights uncertain, and development rights not established. Development rights not 
established include issuance of a tentative tract map, recording of a final map, and filing of an 
application for a building permit. The draft ALUCP describes the following qualifying criteria: 

(1) A tentative parcel or subdivision map has been approved and not expired; 
(2) A vesting tentative parcel or subdivision map has been approved; 
(3) A development agreement has been approved and remains in effect; 
(4) A final subdivision map has been recorded; 
(5) A use permit or other discretionary entitlement has been approved and not yet 

expired or, 
(6) A valid building permit has been issued and not yet expired. 

Data, research, and case law cited in the Handbook provide the basis for which ALUCs can 
describe existing land use. Items 1, 3, 4, and 5 above have been considered by the courts as 
development rights not established. The concern is that a project may have been approved 
before consideration of safety and noise data and information contained in the Handbook, or 
future Handbooks. There may be instances where item1, 3, 4 and 5 would be inconsistent with 
future aviation data as provided by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), the Division, and 
an airport operator. This new data may demonstrate that a project would then be subject to an 
operational hazard. For example: If a tentative map is approved and then new safety 
information becomes available that shows potential risks to residents or occupants of a 
subdivision, the responsible action would be to reconsider the tentative map before development. 

Since the Handbook provides a baseline to which ALUCPs should conform, but not necessarily 
copy, it is within the purview of the ALUC to form an appropriate description. If the members 
of the ALUC deem that Policy 2.7.3 is sufficient, then the basis and reasons for the broader 
description should be recorded in the ALUCP as a matter of public record. It would be 
appropriate to include PUC section 21678, assignment ofliability and court review, in the 
ALUCP. The basis and reasons would provide the public with an explanation of how the ALUC 
reached its conclusions. Similarly, PUC section 21678 would provide the public with an 
understanding of the assignment of liability and court review processes. 

The determination of use types, or the stage in which a proposed use may be in the development 
process, can be quite contentious. As a means to resolve conflicts, PUC sections 21676 and 
21676.5 establish the overrule process for local agencies to address locally specific conflicts with 
an ALUCP. The findings that are required to overrule the ALUC must show that the local 
agency's action is consistent with, and conforms to, the Handbook. In addition, the findings 
must be consistent with two provisions. It must be in the public interest to provide for the 
orderly development of airports. It must minimize public exposure to excessive noise and safety 
hazards around airports. 

"Caltrans improves mobility across California" 



Mr. David Melko 
December 19,2013 
Page 3 

Chapter 3, Policy 3.5.3, Page 3-23 

Policy 3.5.3 identifies issues that may present hazards to flight. These hazards include glare, 
lighting, dust, steam, smoke, thermal plumes, electrical interference, and wildlife. The Division 
advises the ALUC to include local agency and ALUC review policies and procedures in the 
ALUCP for projects and activities as a means to minimize these types of hazards. 

Chapter 4, Policy 4.2.3, Page 4-3 

The draft ALUCP makes hospitals, nursing homes, and other similar medical facilities 
conditionally compatible with airport operations in ALUCP Safety Zones C1 and C2. 
Map AUB-4B, Compatibility Policy Map for Auburn Municipal Airport, denotes a special 
conditions area, which is covered by ALUCP Safety Compatibility Zones C1 and C2. The 
Special Condition Policy pertaining to Sutter Auburn Faith Hospital would permit new hospitals 
and nursing homes in ALUCP Safety Zones C1 and C2 with conditions. The conditions would 
limit structures to two above ground habitable floors and would incorporate design features to 
minimize safety concerns. 

Figure G in the Handbook illustrates Safety Zone 6 to be used as a baseline for establishing local 
policies. The Handbook advises limiting hospitals and nursing homes in Safety Zone 6. 
Safety Zone 6 would cover approximately the eastern quarter portion of the area shown on Map 
AUB-4B and as described in Special Conditions Policy, 4.2.3. 

For the Special Conditions Policy area, which would be covered by the Handbook's 
Safety Zone 6 and by the ALUCP's Safety Zones C1 and C2, the Division advises that new, 
expanded, or reconstructed hospitals, nursing homes, and other similar medical facilities not be 
permitted to exceed maximum intensity criteria provided in the ALUCP. 

Chapter 6, Policy 6.2.2(b ), Page 6-2 

Policy 6.2.2(b) provides the rationale for Safety Zone B 1. The rationale for the policy is 
insufficient. Division aviation personnel were consulted regarding this matter. Flight patterns 
and paths are unpredictable, and staff is concerned that not all pilots follow established 
procedures at Lincoln Airport regardless of types of aircraft and aircraft traffic volumes. The 
Division advises that Safety Zone B 1 be extended to be consistent with the length and width 
from the runway ends as described for Safety Zone 2 in the Handbook. 

Chapter 6, Policy 6.2.2(c), Page 6-2 and Chapter 6, Policy 6.2.3(a), Page 6-3 

Policy 6.2.2( c), the rationale for the length of Safety Zone B2, and Special Conditions Policy 
6.2.3(b) require the City of Lincoln to adopt a policy, "which will require aircraft approaching 

"Cal trans improves mobility across California" 
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Mr. David Melko 
December 19, 2013 
Page4 

and departing the future runway to avoid turns closer to the ends of the primary runway." 
Division Aviation Safety Officers were consulted regarding this policy. Staff is concerned that 
a city policy pertaining to airport operations is difficult or unlikely to be implemented. It is 
unlikely that pilots will be made aware of a city adopted policy, because aviation guides and 
reference materials are produced by federal agencies and private companies. Federal Aviation 
Regulations Part 91.3 states, "The Pilot in command of an aircraft is directly responsible for, 
and is the final authority as to, the operation of that aircraft." Placing a unique, non-standard, 
and subjective requirement upon how a pilot operates an aircraft at a particular airport is 
questionable from a legal perspective. The proposed Policies 6.2.2(c) and 6.2.3(a) could be 
interpreted to conflict with federal regulations and pilot authority. The consequence of this 
proposed city policy is that it might force pilots of smaller aircraft to fly bigger traffic patterns, 
which they may not be legally required to do. This poses an additional safety hazard in the 
event of an in-flight emergency. 

Chapter 6, Policy 6.2.3(b ), Page 6-4 

Special Conditions Policy 6.2.3(b) makes the city's wastewater treatment consistent with 
ALUCP Policy 3.5.3(a)(6). The Division advises the ALUC to include local agency and 
ALUC review policies and procedures for projects and activities at the wastewater treatment 
plant as a means to minimize wildlife hazards. 

Including review policies and procedures in the ALUCP would minimize potential wildlife 
hazards. Policies could be stated such as those requiring local agencies and project proponents 
to demonstrate that a project will not result in a net increase in wildlife hazards. The Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA) does not possess regulatory oversight of federal, State, or local 
land use matters. The FAA objectives, however, include fostering and facilitating airport 
operations, which include safety in airspace and on land. The consequence is that FAA 
guidance on safety overlaps with land use planning. It is important for the ALUC and local 
agencies to recognize that FAA guidance is based on significant data and research pertaining to 
safety. Though FAA guidance is not land use regulation, it should be well-heeded, as its 
purpose is to protect people. The responsibility of the ALUC and local agencies is to 
understand the importance of the guidance and take on the responsibility of performing proper 
land use planning around airports. It should be noted that if a local agency's action or any 
other land use activity results in something below FAA guidance, the public should be made 
aware of the associated risks. 

General Comment 

The Special Conditions policies referenced on Map AUB-4B, Map BLU-5B, and Map LIN-6B 
do not match the special conditions policies in the text. The ALUCP text policy numbers have 
changed, but the maps have not been changed. Please revise accordingly. 

"Cal trans improves mobility across California" 
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Mr. David Melko 
December 19, 20 13 
Page 5 

We hope you find our comments constructive. Please contact me at (916) 654-5314, or via email 
at Robert.Fiore@dot.ca.gov, if you would like to discuss our comments in this letter in more 
detail or if we may provide additional information. 

Sincerely, 

ROBERT FIORE 
Office of Aviation Planning 

cc: Celia McAdams, Executive Director, Placer County Transportation Planning Agency 

"Caltrans improves mobility across California" 



S T AT E OF C A L I F 0 R N I A 

Governor's Office of Planning and Research 

State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 
Edmund G. Brown Jr. 

Governor 

February 3, 2014 

David Melko 
Placer County Airport Land Use Commission 
299 Nevada Street 
Auburn, CA 95603 

Subject: Lincoln Regional Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) 
SCH#: 2013122037 

Dear David Melko: 

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Negative Declaration to selected state agencies for 
review. The review period closed on January 31,2014, and no state agencies submitted comments by that 
date. This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements 
for draft environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. 

Please call the State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the 
environmental review process. If you have a question about the above-named project, please refer to the 
ten-digit State Clearinghouse number when contacting this office. 

Scott Morgan 
Director, State Clearinghouse 

1400 TENTH STREET P.O. BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95812-3044 
TEL (916) 445-0613 FAX (916) 323-3018 www.opr.ca.gov 
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Document Details Report 
State Clearinghouse Data Base 

SCH# 2013122037 
Project Title 

Lead Agency 
Lincoln Regional Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) 
Placer County 

Type Neg Negative Declaration 

Description Note: Review per lead 

The Lincoln Regional Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan will replace the existing plan adopted in 

.2000. The proposed ALUCP is included as Appendix A to the IS. Preparation of compatibility plans 

for public use airports is required by the State Aeronautics Act. The ALUCP is intended to promote 

compatibility between airport operations and surrounding land uses considering noise, safety, airspace 

protection and overflight effects. Neither the ALUCP nor the Airport Land Use Commission have 

authority over existing land uses or operation of airports; nor does the plan propose any future airport 

or land use development, or other physical changes to the environment. Based on the analysis 

performed, adoption and implementation of the ALUCP will not create a significant effect on the 
environment. 

Lead Agency Contact 
David Melka Name 

Agency 
Phone 

Placer County Airport Land Use Commission 
530 8234030 

email 
Address 299 Nevada Street 

City Auburn 

Project Location 
County Placer 

City Lincoln 
Region 

Lat! Long 38° 54' 33" N /121° 21' 05" W 
Cross Streets 1480 Flight Line Drive 

Parcel No. 021590-2, 3, 5-8, 11, 13, 14, 16, 17, 20,21 
Township Range 

Proximity to: 
Highways Hwy 65 

Airports Lincoln Regional 
Railways UPRR 

Waterways No 
Schools Western USD 

Fax 

State CA Zip 95603 

Section 7 Base MDB&M 

Land Use Agriculture Dist, Medium & Service Industrial, Industrial Planned Development, Open Space I 
Agricultural, Industrial, Open Space 

Project Issues AestheticNisual; Agricultural Land; Air Quality; Archaeologic-Historic; Biological Resources; Coastal 

Zone; Drainage/Absorption; Economics/Jobs; Fiscal Impacts; Flood Plain/Flooding; Forest Land/Fire 

Hazard; Geologic/Seismic; Minerals; Noise; Population/Housing Balance; Public Services; 

Recreation/Parks; Schools/Universities; Septic System; Sewer Capacity; Soil 

Erosion/Compaction/Grading; Solid Waste; Toxic/Hazardous; Traffic/Circulation; Vegetation; Water 

Quality; Water Supply; Wetland/Riparian; Growth Inducing; Landuse; Cumulative Effects; Other Issues 

Reviewing Resources Agency; Department of Conservation; Department of Fish and Wildlife, Region 2; 

Agencies Department of Parks and Recreation; Department of Water Resources; Caltrans, Division of 

Aeronautics; California Highway Patrol; Caltrans, District 3 N; Air Resources Board; Air Resources 

Board, Transportation Projects; Regional Water Quality Control Bd., Region 5 (Sacramento); Native 
American Heritage Commission; Public Utilities Commission 



Date Received 12/16/2013 

Document Details Report 
State Clearinghouse Data Base 

Start of Review 12/17/2013 End of Review 01/31/2014 



From: Pat Taphouse
To: David Melko
Cc: Diana
Subject: Lincoln Regional Airport
Date: Monday, January 06, 2014 1:02:41 PM

 

Good Afternoon,

 

I live near the airport south of Nicolaus Rd.  I am concerned about 3 things:  1. Will the noise level

increase?  2.  Will more large jets be using the airport; and 3.  Will they be flying over housing tracts?

 

Safety is a big issue with more planes than in the past crashing into houses and I don’t want to live in

an area with planes taking off and making final approaches over my home.  The noise would be

horrendous.  Not to mention it would lower the value of my home.

 

Thank you,

 

Patricia Taphouse

 

Home Owner

Lincoln, Ca

 

 
 

AWI Management Corporation - Confidentiality Statement

------------------------------------------
This message, together with any attachments, is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is

addressed. The contents of this e-mail are considered proprietary and confidential and may contain information

that is privileged, confidential and/or exempt from disclosure under applicable law.  If you are not the intended

recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution, or copying of this message, or any

attachment, is strictly prohibited.  If you have received this message in error, please notify the original sender

immediately by telephone or by return e-mail and delete this message, along with any attachments, from your

computer, without making any copies.

P Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail
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Draft ALUCP Phone Calls Comment Log 
 

December 16, 2013 Page 1 
 

 
1. Larry Mullin (Lincoln) – 418 Dumont Court, Lincoln 95648  #916.409.0780 12/18/13 

 Comment: Will there be a new airport in Lincoln? 
 

2. Delvin Docks (Blue Canyon)          #530.263.7686 12/21/13 
 Comment: Are you increasing the runway length & width at Blue Canyon? 
 

3. John Farslund (Auburn)           #530.823-8622 12/21/13 
 Comment: Hearing notice text is not clear; process is confusing; what 2000 Plan? How does the    
 Plan work? Will this affect Timberline project? 
 

4. Nancy Comer – (Lincoln)           #916.434.2452 12/23/13 
 Comment: Why did the City receive 50 public hearing notices? 
 

5. Mike Sutherland (Unknown)         No number  provided 12/26/13 
 Comment: No comments given. 
 

6. Captain Joe Whiteford – CHP Air Operations Unit (Auburn)  #916.201.3583 12/30/13 
 Comment: Will the ALUCP impact CHP air activities at Auburn Airport? 
 

7. Could not decipher name (Unknown)       #530.823.0215 12/30/13 
 Comment: A few questions to ask. 

 
8. Karen Tiebol (Unknown) 
  Comment: ALUCP on Website 
 
9.  Wayne Nader (Auburn)           #916.799.3122 2/3/14 
  Comment: Questions regarding changes to Auburn ALUCP; runway extension and Airport Master Plan  
  status. 
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General COMMENTS 
 



STATE OF CALIFORNIA-CALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
DIVISION OF AERONAUTICS 
P.O. BOX 942874, MS-40 
SACRAMENTO, CA 94274-0001 
PHONE (916) 654-4959 
FAX (916) 654-9531 
TTY 711 
www.dot.ca.gov 

December 19,2013 

Mr. David Melko, Senior Planner 
Placer County Airport Land Use Commission 
299 Nevada Street 
Auburn, CA 95603-4617 

Dear Mr. Melko: 

RECEIVED 
DEc 2 a 2013 

Pc TPA 

EDMUND G. BROWN Jr. Governor 

Flex your power! 
Be energy efficient! 

The California Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics (Division), reviewed the 
draft version of the Placer County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP), dated 
October, 2013. We reviewed the draft ALUCP with respect to airport-related noise, safety 
impacts, and regional aviation land use planning issues pursuant to the California State 
Aeronautics Act (SAA) and the Public Utilities Code (PUC) section 21670, et seq. Division staff 
also reviewed the draft ALUCP for completeness, essential elements, and the concepts, 
principles, practices, and policies contained in the 2011 California Airport Land Use Planning 
Handbook (Handbook). Our comments on the draft ALUCP are intended to ensure that the 
requirements and processes of the SAA and Handbook are properly implemented. The 
Division's role is advisory, and it is not the Division's responsibility to perform land use 
planning in the vicinity of the Placer County airports. We are, however, available to assist local 
agencies and the Placer County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) in ensuring proper land 
use compatibility planning. 

The Division recognizes the importance of local planning, economic issues, and other locally 
significant matters that support better overall regional planning. Economic and other issues, 
however, are outside the four essential elements (safety, noise, overflight, and airspace 
protection) of the SAA. It is then, the responsibility of the local agencies and project proponents 
to demonstrate the importance of local policies, programs, and economic factors, against the 
importance of the four essential elements in airport compatibility planning. 

Chapter 2, Policy 2.7.3, Page 2-13 

The Qualifying Criteria for existing land uses is not consistent with the Handbook. One purpose 
of the SAA is to ensure that land development around airports minimizes risks and protects the 
public health, safety, and general welfare of persons and property, per PUC s~ction21670(a)(2). 
This PUC section restricts the authority of an airport land use commission (ALUC) to the extent 
that these land uses are not already devoted to incompatible uses, or more gen~rally stated, 
existing incompatible uses. · ·· 

"Cal trans improves mobility across California" 
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Mr. David Melko 
December 19, 2013 
Page2 

Existing land use qualifying guidelines are provided in Chapter 3 of the Handbook. The 
discussion provides three categories of existing land use: development rights established, 
development rights uncertain, and development rights not established. Development rights not 
established include issuance of a tentative tract map, recording of a final map, and filing of an 
application for a building permit. The draft ALUCP describes the following qualifying criteria: 

(1) A tentative parcel or subdivision map has been approved and not expired; 
(2) A vesting tentative parcel or subdivision map has been approved; 
(3) A development agreement has been approved and remains in effect; 
(4) A final subdivision map has been recorded; 
(5) A use permit or other discretionary entitlement has been approved and not yet 

expired or, 
(6) A valid building permit has been issued and not yet expired. 

Data, research, and case law cited in the Handbook provide the basis for which ALUCs can 
describe existing land use. Items 1, 3, 4, and 5 above have been considered by the courts as 
development rights not established. The concern is that a project may have been approved 
before consideration of safety and noise data and information contained in the Handbook, or 
future Handbooks. There may be instances where item1, 3, 4 and 5 would be inconsistent with 
future aviation data as provided by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), the Division, and 
an airport operator. This new data may demonstrate that a project would then be subject to an 
operational hazard. For example: If a tentative map is approved and then new safety 
information becomes available that shows potential risks to residents or occupants of a 
subdivision, the responsible action would be to reconsider the tentative map before development. 

Since the Handbook provides a baseline to which ALUCPs should conform, but not necessarily 
copy, it is within the purview of the ALUC to form an appropriate description. If the members 
of the ALUC deem that Policy 2.7.3 is sufficient, then the basis and reasons for the broader 
description should be recorded in the ALUCP as a matter of public record. It would be 
appropriate to include PUC section 21678, assignment ofliability and court review, in the 
ALUCP. The basis and reasons would provide the public with an explanation of how the ALUC 
reached its conclusions. Similarly, PUC section 21678 would provide the public with an 
understanding of the assignment of liability and court review processes. 

The determination of use types, or the stage in which a proposed use may be in the development 
process, can be quite contentious. As a means to resolve conflicts, PUC sections 21676 and 
21676.5 establish the overrule process for local agencies to address locally specific conflicts with 
an ALUCP. The findings that are required to overrule the ALUC must show that the local 
agency's action is consistent with, and conforms to, the Handbook. In addition, the findings 
must be consistent with two provisions. It must be in the public interest to provide for the 
orderly development of airports. It must minimize public exposure to excessive noise and safety 
hazards around airports. 

"Caltrans improves mobility across California" 



Mr. David Melko 
December 19,2013 
Page 3 

Chapter 3, Policy 3.5.3, Page 3-23 

Policy 3.5.3 identifies issues that may present hazards to flight. These hazards include glare, 
lighting, dust, steam, smoke, thermal plumes, electrical interference, and wildlife. The Division 
advises the ALUC to include local agency and ALUC review policies and procedures in the 
ALUCP for projects and activities as a means to minimize these types of hazards. 

Chapter 4, Policy 4.2.3, Page 4-3 

The draft ALUCP makes hospitals, nursing homes, and other similar medical facilities 
conditionally compatible with airport operations in ALUCP Safety Zones C1 and C2. 
Map AUB-4B, Compatibility Policy Map for Auburn Municipal Airport, denotes a special 
conditions area, which is covered by ALUCP Safety Compatibility Zones C1 and C2. The 
Special Condition Policy pertaining to Sutter Auburn Faith Hospital would permit new hospitals 
and nursing homes in ALUCP Safety Zones C1 and C2 with conditions. The conditions would 
limit structures to two above ground habitable floors and would incorporate design features to 
minimize safety concerns. 

Figure G in the Handbook illustrates Safety Zone 6 to be used as a baseline for establishing local 
policies. The Handbook advises limiting hospitals and nursing homes in Safety Zone 6. 
Safety Zone 6 would cover approximately the eastern quarter portion of the area shown on Map 
AUB-4B and as described in Special Conditions Policy, 4.2.3. 

For the Special Conditions Policy area, which would be covered by the Handbook's 
Safety Zone 6 and by the ALUCP's Safety Zones C1 and C2, the Division advises that new, 
expanded, or reconstructed hospitals, nursing homes, and other similar medical facilities not be 
permitted to exceed maximum intensity criteria provided in the ALUCP. 

Chapter 6, Policy 6.2.2(b ), Page 6-2 

Policy 6.2.2(b) provides the rationale for Safety Zone B 1. The rationale for the policy is 
insufficient. Division aviation personnel were consulted regarding this matter. Flight patterns 
and paths are unpredictable, and staff is concerned that not all pilots follow established 
procedures at Lincoln Airport regardless of types of aircraft and aircraft traffic volumes. The 
Division advises that Safety Zone B 1 be extended to be consistent with the length and width 
from the runway ends as described for Safety Zone 2 in the Handbook. 

Chapter 6, Policy 6.2.2(c), Page 6-2 and Chapter 6, Policy 6.2.3(a), Page 6-3 

Policy 6.2.2( c), the rationale for the length of Safety Zone B2, and Special Conditions Policy 
6.2.3(b) require the City of Lincoln to adopt a policy, "which will require aircraft approaching 
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Mr. David Melko 
December 19, 2013 
Page4 

and departing the future runway to avoid turns closer to the ends of the primary runway." 
Division Aviation Safety Officers were consulted regarding this policy. Staff is concerned that 
a city policy pertaining to airport operations is difficult or unlikely to be implemented. It is 
unlikely that pilots will be made aware of a city adopted policy, because aviation guides and 
reference materials are produced by federal agencies and private companies. Federal Aviation 
Regulations Part 91.3 states, "The Pilot in command of an aircraft is directly responsible for, 
and is the final authority as to, the operation of that aircraft." Placing a unique, non-standard, 
and subjective requirement upon how a pilot operates an aircraft at a particular airport is 
questionable from a legal perspective. The proposed Policies 6.2.2(c) and 6.2.3(a) could be 
interpreted to conflict with federal regulations and pilot authority. The consequence of this 
proposed city policy is that it might force pilots of smaller aircraft to fly bigger traffic patterns, 
which they may not be legally required to do. This poses an additional safety hazard in the 
event of an in-flight emergency. 

Chapter 6, Policy 6.2.3(b ), Page 6-4 

Special Conditions Policy 6.2.3(b) makes the city's wastewater treatment consistent with 
ALUCP Policy 3.5.3(a)(6). The Division advises the ALUC to include local agency and 
ALUC review policies and procedures for projects and activities at the wastewater treatment 
plant as a means to minimize wildlife hazards. 

Including review policies and procedures in the ALUCP would minimize potential wildlife 
hazards. Policies could be stated such as those requiring local agencies and project proponents 
to demonstrate that a project will not result in a net increase in wildlife hazards. The Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA) does not possess regulatory oversight of federal, State, or local 
land use matters. The FAA objectives, however, include fostering and facilitating airport 
operations, which include safety in airspace and on land. The consequence is that FAA 
guidance on safety overlaps with land use planning. It is important for the ALUC and local 
agencies to recognize that FAA guidance is based on significant data and research pertaining to 
safety. Though FAA guidance is not land use regulation, it should be well-heeded, as its 
purpose is to protect people. The responsibility of the ALUC and local agencies is to 
understand the importance of the guidance and take on the responsibility of performing proper 
land use planning around airports. It should be noted that if a local agency's action or any 
other land use activity results in something below FAA guidance, the public should be made 
aware of the associated risks. 

General Comment 

The Special Conditions policies referenced on Map AUB-4B, Map BLU-5B, and Map LIN-6B 
do not match the special conditions policies in the text. The ALUCP text policy numbers have 
changed, but the maps have not been changed. Please revise accordingly. 
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Mr. David Melko 
December 19, 20 13 
Page 5 

We hope you find our comments constructive. Please contact me at (916) 654-5314, or via email 
at Robert.Fiore@dot.ca.gov, if you would like to discuss our comments in this letter in more 
detail or if we may provide additional information. 

Sincerely, 

ROBERT FIORE 
Office of Aviation Planning 

cc: Celia McAdams, Executive Director, Placer County Transportation Planning Agency 

"Caltrans improves mobility across California" 



From: Gibson, Tim
To: David Melko
Subject: Placer ALUCP Update Adoption Timeline
Date: Monday, December 16, 2013 11:36:14 AM

Hi David:
 
I see that the Draft ALUCP has been posted for comment & review.  Based on the feedback received to date, is adoption still
likely in Q1 2014?  Do you expect all airports to be considered for and adopted at the same time or might they be adopted on
different dates?  Once adopted, will the updates become operative immediately or will they become operative upon the
conclusion of a 30-day statutory waiting period?  Lastly, will digital data of the various zones and contours be publicly available
and posted on the website?  We will want to update our records at that time.
 
Thanks very much for your assistance.  Look forward to hearing from you sometime soon.  Enjoy the holidays and happy new
year when it gets here. 
 
Tim Gibson
Senior Geo-Spatial Analyst
First American Natural Hazard Disclosures
200 Commerce, Irvine, CA 92602
www.fanhd.com

MAIN:  800.767.7832 Ext. 1803 - DIRECT:  714.250.1803
FAX:  800.854.9625
EMAIL: tigibson@firstam.com
 

******************************************************************************************

This message may contain confidential or proprietary information intended only for the use of the
addressee(s) named above or may contain information that is legally privileged. If you are
not the intended addressee, or the person responsible for delivering it to the intended addressee,
you are hereby notified that reading, disseminating, distributing or copying this message is strictly
prohibited. If you have received this message by mistake, please immediately notify us by
replying to the message and delete the original message and any copies immediately thereafter.

If you received this email as a commercial message and would like to opt out of future commercial 
messages, please let us know and we will remove you from our distribution list.

Thank you.~
******************************************************************************************

FAFLD

mailto:tigibson@firstam.com
mailto:dmelko@pctpa.net
http://www.fanhd.com/
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From: Bob Shuken [mailto:bobshuken@wavecable.com]  
Sent: Saturday, December 21, 2013 12:05 PM 
To: David Melko 
Subject: ALUCPs 
 
David 
  
According to the letter I received the ALUCPs are available for download at the pctpa.net 
website, but I can’t find them.  When I click on any underlined words, like airport, I get 
transferred to spam.  How do I get the ALUCPs, and why do you have links to spam on your 
website? 
  
Bob Shuken  
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Draft ALUCP Phone Calls Comment Log 
 

December 16, 2013 Page 1 
 

 
1. Larry Mullin (Lincoln) – 418 Dumont Court, Lincoln 95648  #916.409.0780 12/18/13 

 Comment: Will there be a new airport in Lincoln? 
 

2. Delvin Docks (Blue Canyon)          #530.263.7686 12/21/13 
 Comment: Are you increasing the runway length & width at Blue Canyon? 
 

3. John Farslund (Auburn)           #530.823-8622 12/21/13 
 Comment: Hearing notice text is not clear; process is confusing; what 2000 Plan? How does the    
 Plan work? Will this affect Timberline project? 
 

4. Nancy Comer – (Lincoln)           #916.434.2452 12/23/13 
 Comment: Why did the City receive 50 public hearing notices? 
 

5. Mike Sutherland (Unknown)         No number  provided 12/26/13 
 Comment: No comments given. 
 

6. Captain Joe Whiteford – CHP Air Operations Unit (Auburn)  #916.201.3583 12/30/13 
 Comment: Will the ALUCP impact CHP air activities at Auburn Airport? 
 

7. Could not decipher name (Unknown)       #530.823.0215 12/30/13 
 Comment: A few questions to ask. 

 
8. Karen Tiebol (Unknown) 
  Comment: ALUCP on Website 
 
9.  Wayne Nader (Auburn)           #916.799.3122 2/3/14 
  Comment: Questions regarding changes to Auburn ALUCP; runway extension and Airport Master Plan  
  status. 

 
 

 
 
 

dmelko
Highlight

dmelko
Highlight

dmelko
Highlight

dmelko
Typewritten Text
Comment No. 56

dmelko
Typewritten Text



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS 
 



  Page 1 

 

PLACER COUNTY TRANSPORTATION PLANNING AGENCY 
MINUTES 

JANUARY 22, 2014 
 
The Placer County Transportation Planning Agency met on Wednesday, January 22, 2014 at 9:00 
a.m. at the Board of Supervisors Chambers, 175 Fulweiler Avenue, Auburn, California. 
 

ROLL CALL:   Bonnie Gore Celia McAdam 
 Tony Hesch Scott Aaron 
 Jim Holmes Aaron Hoyt 
 Stan Nader  Luke McNeel-Caird 
 Keith Nesbitt  David Melko 
 Ron Treabess Solvi Sabol 
 Miguel Ucovich  
 Kirk Uhler  

  
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
Upon motion by Nesbitt and second by Treabess, the minutes of the December 4, 2013 PCTPA 
Board meeting were approved, with Gore and Uhler abstaining. 
 
Celia McAdam explained that with the passage of SB 751 that took effect January 1, 2014, role call 
votes are now required on each action item. 
 
AYES:   Hesch, Holmes, Nader, Nesbitt, Treabess   
NOES:   None     
ABSTAIN: Gore, Ucovich, Uhler 
 
AGENDA REVIEW 
None. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT  
None. 
 
CONSENT CALENDAR 
Upon motion by Uhler and second by Treabess the Consent Calendar was unanimously approved as 
submitted by the following roll call vote: 
 
AYES:   Gore, Hesch, Holmes, Nader, Nesbitt, Treabess, Ucovich, Uhler   
NOES:   None     
ABSTAIN: None 
 
 
ADJOURN AS PLACER COUNTY TRANSPORTATION PLANNING AGENCY 
 
CONVENE AS PLACER COUNTY AIRPORT LAND USE COMMISSION 
 
 
 
 



  Page 2 

 

9:00 A.M. – PUBLIC HEARING: PLACER COUNTY AIRPORT LAND USE 
COMPATABILITY PLAN UPDATE & NEGATIVE DECLARATIONS  
David Melko asked the Commission to conduct a Public Hearing to obtain input for Negative 
Declarations/Initial Studies and Airport Land Use Compatibility Plans (ALUCP) for Auburn 
Municipal, Lincoln Regional, and Blue Canyon Airports. Melko explained the outreach process that 
took place as part of this ALUCP Update including a Public Workshop held in August, 2013, 
meetings with pilot associations, and stakeholder meetings with the development 
community/businesses within the vicinity of the airports.  Additionally, technical documents, 
including those before the Commission today, were vetted through the Technical Advisory 
Committee (TAC) made up of local airport and planning representatives from each of the affected 
jurisdictions and airports.  These documents were made available on our website and to 
stakeholders.  Many comments received as a result of this effort were incorporated into the draft 
ALUCP documents that have been provided to the Commission.  Over 9,000 properties within the 
three airport influence areas received notifications about the Public Hearing and the availability of 
the document.  The Public Hearing was advertised in the Lincoln News Messenger, Auburn 
Journal, and the Colfax Record.  Letters were sent to the Mayors of the City of Auburn and City of 
Lincoln, and to the Chair of the County Board of Supervisors as well as to the managers and chief 
executive officers of these respected entities offering to brief them on the ALUCP.  With regard to 
response to comments, Melko explained that a draft compilation of comments to date were 
provided to the Commission. Comments can be received until January 31 and an updated draft 
response to comments will be released mid-February.  Those who want to communicate concerns 
on the response to comments can do so with staff or at the ALUC meeting on February 26.  At the 
February 26 meeting we will be asking the Commission to accept the response to comments 
document, approve the negative declarations and adopt the ALUCP.  Commissioner Hesch 
commended Melko on the outreach process. 
 
Melko introduced Miranda Thompson, Mead and Hunt and consultant for the ALUCP Update.  
Thompson provided an overview of the ALUCP Update, the CEQA Environmental Review and the 
comments received to date.  She explained the ALUC’s roles and responsibilities and their 
limitations, explaining that the ALUC has no jurisdiction over existing land uses.  She described the 
reasons for updating the plan, namely two of the airports updated their airport master plans and the 
Division of Aeronautics published a new set of guidance. She went on to explain the principal 
policy changes in the draft plan compared to the current 2000 ALUCP, reviewed the findings of the 
environmental analyses, and the next steps. 
 
Keith Nesbitt identified the City of Auburn letter which was provided to the ALUC, reiterating the 
intent of the City to extend the runways.  Nesbitt recognized the ALUC has no formal authority 
over existing land use and measures, however the ALUCP requirements on a city’s general plan, 
can indirectly affect the development that surrounds the airport(s).  David Melko agreed that 
development standards established through the ALUCP can have an effect on land use.  Nesbitt 
inquired if the density guidelines are subjective.  Maranda Thompson explained density guidelines 
are not mandated through the ALUCP.  Nesbitt asked Thompson to explain the various zones, 
specifically zone C1.  Thompson provided information on the factors considered within each zone - 
noise, safety, airspace protection, and over-flight areas. Nesbitt inquired if a development is 
approved, is an expansion to that development exempt.  Thompson explained that expansions are 
not exempt but a rebuild of an existing development that was in an incompatible zone was 
allowable.  Nesbitt asked what the likelihood would be of an approval of the City’s airport runway 
extension if the ALUCP was adopted.  Thompson responded that the ALUCP would need to be 
based on an approved Auburn Master Plan.  Celia McAdam added that the ALUC would need to 
decide to update the ALUCP and allocate funding for the process.   
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Miguel Ucovich asked about Appendix C in the ALUCP.  Maranda Thompson explained it 
provides background information including noise, safety, and airspace.  Chair Holmes opened the 
public hearing.   
 
William Kirby, Auburn City Council, and pilot for 35 years asked the ALUC to consider the 
expansion of the Auburn Airport runways as explained in the letter provided to the ALUC by the 
City of Auburn Council. 
 
Ivan Karnesis and former airport manager concurred with William Kirby. Additionally, he added 
that the Supervisors based their recommendation using the existing plan when making a 
determination on a development.  This plan did not take into account the amount of aircraft that 
flew over this area.  He provided additional information on aircraft approaches and the significance 
of runways in these maneuvers, and that noise compatibility issues should be reexamined. 
 
Mary Stevens, Auburn resident, explained how the noise from the aircraft flying into the Auburn 
Airport, are negatively affecting her quality of life. 
 
Heidi Tempko, resident of Christian Valley for 20 years, cited that some planes flying into the 
Auburn Airport are well below the required 1,000 feet.  She also said that the Public Hearing 
notifications were not sent to her.  Jim Holmes asked about the criteria for determining who the 
notifications are sent to.  David Melko explained that legally, the requirement is to publish a notice 
in the newspaper, however notifications were sent to the 9,500 properties within the airports 
influence areas which is approximately a two mile boundary around the airports. 
 
Philip Bearny, resident of Rock Creek Mobile Home Park in Auburn, read his comment letter 
which states that the pilots using the Auburn Airport are not observing the airport’s rules on take-
off.  The letter states that there should be notifications explaining the rule posted at the Auburn 
Airport.   
 
Carol Smith, resident of Rock Creek Mobile Home Park, explained that the planes flying into the 
Auburn Airport fly very low over the mobile home park, vibrating the residents’ mobile homes.  
She stated some aircraft have no consideration for low flight zones. 
 
Mary Stevens explained that the people that have come up to testify on noise, live further than 
where she lives. 
 
Scott Christianson, family owns vacant land near KOA campground in Auburn, asks that staff 
propose an increase in the intensity area to further the development. 
 
Ivan Karnesis asks that the intensity level not be increased. 
 
Mother Abbas Isihia of the Russian Convent of Our Lady of Vladimir in Lincoln, inquired about 
the increase in activity of aircraft, the aircrafts’ purpose, and how they are funded.  Additionally, 
she asked about the FAA flight requirements. 
 
Supervisor Holmes closed the public hearing. 
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Miguel Ucovich inquired if decibel readings were performed in the field.  Maranda Thompson 
explained that some airports perform decibel readings however field tests are not performed as part 
of the ALUCP.  Ucovich asked if the EIR would be affected if the decibel readings are louder than 
what is shown in the ALUCP.  Thompson noted that it would affect the EIR for the airport master 
plan as noise issues are related to aircraft operations and future development proposals of an airport.  
Thompson further explained that as part of an airport’s master plan, a CEQA review process is 
conducted – the ALUCP basing its determinations on a city’s the airport master plan. Ucovich 
asked and Thompson verified that field tests are not done as part of the ALUCP process. Celia 
McAdam clarified readings are conducted as part of the airport master plans by the jurisdictions and 
the ALUCP bases its information provided within these plans. 
 
Stan Nader offered that the testimony received represents the challenge between people and 
airports.  He noted the importance of good communication between people using the airport and 
those who reside near the airports.   
 
PROJECT REVIEW FEE SCHEDULE UPDATE 
David Melko asked the Board to approve Resolution 14-01 for the Placer County Airport Land Use 
Compatibility Plan (ALUCP), project compatibility review.  He noted that under state law ALUCs 
are allowed to charge project proponents for the cost of project reviews.  Based on analysis 
conducted from 2001 – 2012, our costs have exceeded the fees collected.  A Public Hearing was 
conducted in December, 2013 with no comments received.  After Commission comments, we are 
incorporating an update of the fee schedule to be reexamined every three years with a $100 appeal 
fee.  The fee schedule as provided to the Commission would go into affect sixty days after adoption 
by the ALUC. 
 
With a motion by Ucovich and a second by Nader, Placer County Airport Land Use Resolution 14-
01 establishing a new fee schedule was approved unanimously by the following roll call vote: 
 
AYES:   Gore, Hesch, Holmes, Nader, Nesbitt, Treabess, Ucovich, Uhler   
NOES:   None     
ABSTAIN: None 
 
ADJOURN AS PLACER COUNTY AIRPORT LAND USE COMMISSION  
 
CONVENE AS WESTERN PLACER CONSOLIDATED TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 
AGENCY 
 
CONSENT CALENDAR 
Upon motion by Treabess and second by Nader the Board unanimously approved the Consent 
Calendar by the following roll call vote: 
 
AYES:   Gore, Hesch, Holmes, Nader, Nesbitt, Treabess, Ucovich, Uhler   
NOES:   None     
ABSTAIN: None 
 
ADJOURN AS WESTERN PLACER CONSOLIDATED TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 
AGENCY 
 
CONVENE AS PLACER COUNTY TRANSPORTATION PLANNING AGENCY 
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FEDERAL LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 
Celia McAdam stated we are asking the Board to adopt the federal legislative program for 2014 and 
to authorize staff and PCTPA’s federal advocates to represent the positions as presented.  McAdam 
summarized Attachment 1 in the Board packet, which prioritizes stabilizing federal funding through 
the support of reauthorization of MAP-21, seek funding for the Placer Parkway and the I-80/SR 65 
Interchange, support funding for rail in terms of the 3rd track which would allow for additional 
Capitol Corridor into Placer County, as well as supporting local projects that jurisdictions are 
putting forward through federal funding mechanisms.  McAdam asked for the federal legislative 
priorities as presented be forwarded to our federal advocate, and asked that the Board authorize 
travel for her and Chair Holmes to go to Washington, DC in February to represent these positions. 
 
Upon motion by Nesbitt and second by Nader, the Board unanimously approved adopting the 
Federal Legislative Program for 2014 as shown in Attachment 1 and directed staff and federal 
advocates to represent these positions, including travel to Washington, DC in February by the 
following roll call vote: 
 
AYES:   Gore, Hesch, Holmes, Nader, Nesbitt, Treabess, Ucovich, Uhler   
NOES:   None     
ABSTAIN: None 
 
SURFACE TRANSPORTATION ASSISTANCE ACT (STAA) ROUTE IMPROVEMENTS 
PLANS FOR THE I-80/CANYON WAY INTERCHANGE IN COLFAX 
Celia McAdam explained that the federal STAA, adopted in 1982, identified a set of criteria on 
highways in which large trucks can operate as a way of minimizing the conflicts of freight and 
other users of the highway system.  Crispin Cider Works, one of the largest employers in Colfax, 
uses the I-80/Canyon Way Interchange to access I-80 from their facility.  The issue of 
transportation and the Board’s recognition that economic vitality is a key issue is the basis for the 
agency’s involvement in so far as the I-80/Canyon Way Interchange does not meet STAA 
standards, yet the trucks utilizing the interchange are in fact subject to these standards.  Crispin 
Cider Works contacted the Governor’s office, who contacted Caltrans and the City of Colfax to 
identify a solution to this problem.  McAdam explained that after discussions with the City and 
Caltrans, it was determined it would cost about 1.3 million dollars to fund the upgrade of the 
interchange.  McAdam noted that this type of project would typically be funded through the 
Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP).  Notwithstanding the $45 million of future 
RTIP dollars that were spent on building the Lincoln Bypass, McAdam asked for the Board to 
consider moving forward with a package to the Governor’s office for these improvements with a 
request of supporting a future STIP allocation to fund this project.  This package would include a 
Project Study Report which McAdam stated could be done for approximately $11,000.  Staff is 
recommending amending the agency’s budget to provide this preliminary work as well as asking for 
the Board’s support of programming $1 million of future RTIP funds in the STIP. 
 
Kirk Uhler asked if the criteria used to identify those STAA routes objective or subjective.  
McAdam stated it was her understanding that it is objective criteria that is applied.  Uhler asked if 
an appeal of a given STAA designation could be made which would provide an exemption based on 
economic need.  McAdam stated that she was unaware of an exemption based on economic need or 
other factors.  She explained that while she understands Crispin Cider trucks have abated ticketing 
in the short term, ticketing will come in play if the problem is not solved.  
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Tony Hesch noted his support for this item.  Hesch provided background on the Crispin Cider 
founders who lived and were educated in Colfax and explained they are a true American success 
story.  Hesch asked for and appreciates Board support. 
 
Miguel Ucovich asked if they are going to do anything with the Canyon Way overcrossing.  
McAdam believed that the bulk of the work was around the turning ratios at either end of the 
interchange. 
 
Upon motion by Nesbitt and second by Uhler, the Board unanimously supported the STAA Route 
Improvements for the I-80/Canyon Way Interchange in Colfax as presented by the following roll 
call vote: 
 
AYES:   Gore, Hesch, Holmes, Nader, Nesbitt, Treabess, Ucovich, Uhler   
NOES:   None     
ABSTAIN: None 
 
CALIFORNIA PASSENGER RAIL GUIDING PRINCIPALS 
David Melko stated that the Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Authority asked their member agencies 
to adopt the California Passenger Rail Guiding Principals as presented in Attachment 1, with 
Attachment 2 showing member organization that have adopted these principals. Melko explained 
that these principals are to guide future investment of state, federal, and local funds for intercity rail 
services within California.  Melko stated that we are recommending as a member agency that these 
principals be adopted.  Miguel Ucovich questioned if rolling stock meant busses.  Melko explained 
that rolling stock is referring to trains. Ucovich inquired if one of their principals was high speed 
rail. Melko stated that the high speed intercity passenger rail program under federal transportation 
reauthorization funds both high speed and intercity passenger transportation with the Capitol 
Corridor making use of the intercity passenger rail aspect of this funding.  Keith Nesbitt stated that 
it is important to adopt these principals as they support the Cap and Trade funds being diverted to 
transportation.   
 
Upon motion by Nesbitt and second by Nader, the Board passed the adoption of the California 
Passenger Rail Program Guiding Principals by the following roll call vote: 
 
AYES:   Gore, Hesch, Holmes, Nader, Nesbitt, Treabess   
NOES:   Ucovich, Uhler  
ABSTAIN: None 
 
WORK PLAN FOR STRATEGIC OUTREACH ON TRANSPORTATION NEEDS AND 
FUNDING 
Celia McAdam explained that transportation needs far outweigh the ability to fund them.  With the 
reengagement of the Funding Strategy Steering Committee, it became apparent that the public is 
unaware of these shortfalls in transportation.  She noted that the Board authorized a contract with 
FSB Core Strategies for a strategic outreach effort on transportation and introduced Jeff Flint, 
President of FSB.  Flint provided an overview on the strategic effort that ties transportation 
infrastructure to future economic development, job and business opportunities, and preserving the 
quality of life in Placer County.  Public outreach will not include advocating but educating and 
making people aware of the gap in transportation funding, the impacts of this shortfall, and offering 
a range of solutions and funding options.   
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Tony Hesch asked that when considering the strategic outreach and the needs of the County, the 
small rural communities be considered.  Flint agreed that no community can be overlooked. 
 
Miguel Ucovich asked the purpose of smaller groups.  Flint responded that without the funding 
budget for large county-wide mailings, these grass roots efforts in the early stages allow for more 
opportunities to educate various groups.   
 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S REPORT 
Celia stated she had nothing additional. 
 
DIRECTION TO STAFF 
Kirk Uhler stated that those who travel I-80 realize the traffic congestion issue, specifically at I-80 
around SR 65.  Uhler stated that while getting on at Eureka, the through traffic is restricted to the 
two non-carpool lanes while the carpool lane is fairly empty.  Uhler asked that until we move 
forward toward a more permanent solution, if we could inquire as to the willingness of  Caltrans to 
move the carpool lane back toward the Eureka off-ramp on a temporary basis.  This would facilitate 
the opening up of the number one lane to through traffic, allowing those people who are coming up 
I-80 to move into that lane.  This additional lane capacity would allow room for those traffic 
movements that occur at Eureka Road and Taylor Road as cars merge.  Uhler asked if there was any 
Board objection to making this inquiry.  With no objection heard, McAdam suggested making this 
request on a safety basis. 
 
Meeting adjourned at 11:12 a.m. 
 
 
 
 
_________________________________  ____________________________________ 
Celia McAdam     Jim Holmes, Chair 
Executive Director 
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