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AIRPORT LAND USE COMMISSION 
FOR ORANGE COUNTY 
3160 Ainvay Avenue Costa Mesa, CA 92626 (949) 252-5170 Fax (949) 252-6012 

AGENDA ITEM 4 

September 15, 2022 

TO: Commissioners/ Alternates 

FROM: Lea U. Choum, Executive Officer 

SUBJECT: Administrative Status Report 

The following attachments are for your review and information: 

• JWA Statistics for February 2022 through July 2022 

• ALUC Comments on City of Anaheim General Plan Update PEIR 

• ALUC Determination for Costa Mesa Housing Element Update 

• City of Irvine Letter & Resolution No. 22• l 7 Notice of Intent to Overrule 

• ALUC Response to City of Irvine Notice of Intent to Ove1Tule 

• City of Costa Mesa Resolution No. 2022-19 Notice of Intent to Overrule 

• ALUC Response to City ofCosta Mesa Notice of Intent to Overrule 

• ALUC Response to City of Seal Beach Notice of Intent to Overrule 

• Cal trans Response to City of Seal Beach Notice of Intent to Overrule 

• City of Seal Beach Resolution 7324 ALUC Overrule 

• ALUC Comments on County ofOrange Land Use Element & Zoning Code Amendment 

• Referral Confirmation Letter to the County ofOrange LUE & ZC Amendments 

Respectfully submitted, 

Lea U. Choum 
Executive Officer 
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John Wayne Airport Posts 
February 2022 Statistics 
March 25, 2022 

SANTA ANA, Calif. - Airline passenger traffic at John Wayne Airport 

increased in February 2022 as compared to February 2021. In February 

2022, the Airport served 717,400 passengers. an increase of 21S 5% when 

compared with the February 2021 passenger traffic count of 227,402 

There was a decrease of 6.2% when compared to 764,506 passengers m 

February 2020 and a decrease of 9.1% when compared to February 2019 of 
789 523 passengers. 

Commercial aircraft operations increased 875% and commuter aircraft 

operations increased 63.5% when compared with February 2021 levels. 

Levels compared to 2020 show commercial aircraft operations of 6,269 

increased 9.5% and commuter aircraft operations of 577 d ecreased 23 2%. 

February 2022 in comparison to 2019 levels. commercial aircraft 

operat ions of 6,737 increased 1.9% and commuter aircraft operations of 

416 increased 6.5% 

Total aircraft operations increased in February 2022 as compared with the 

same month in 2021 In February 2022, there were 23.522 total aircraft 

operations (take-offs and landings), a 7.5% increase compared to 21,873 

total aircraft operations in February 2021. Total aircraft operations 

increased 21 2% compared to 19,412 in February 2020 and increased 101% 

compared to the February 2019 21.360 total 

General aviation activity, which accounted for 68.6% of the total aircraft 

operations during February 2022, decreased 9.9% when compared with 

February 2021, and increased 29 0% when compared to general av1at1on 

activity of 12,513 in February 2020, which accounted for 64 5% of total 

aircraft operations When compared to February 2019 general av1at1on 

act1v1ty of 14,125. which accounted for 66.1% of total aircraft operations, 1t 
increased 14 3%. 

The top three airlines in February 2022 based on passenger count were 

Southwest Airlines (275,7711, United Airlines (105,039) and American 

Airlines (104,049). 

John Wayne Airport 
Monthly Airport Statistics - February 2022 
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February February % Year-To• 
2022 2021 Change Date 

2022 

Total passengers 717,400 227,402 215.5% 1,347,802 4. 

Enplaned passengers 357,029 112,444 217.5% 671,329 2E 

Deplaned passengers 360,371 114,958 213. 5% 676,473 2~ 

Total Aircraft Operations 23,522 21,873 7.5% 47,872 

General Aviation 16,145 17,914 -9.9% 32,705 

Convnercial 6,866 3,662 87.5% 14,122 

Commuter 1 443 271 63.5% 932 

Military 68 26 161.S% 113 

Air C,1rgo Tons 1,257 1,430 ·12.1% 3,2582 

International Statistics 3 (included i, 

Febr·uary February Year-To-,. 
2022 2021 Change Date 2022 Tc 

Total Passengers 12,572 0 0.0% 23,711 

Enplaned passengers 6, 296 0 0.0% 11, S11 

Deplaned passengers 6,276 9 0.0% 12,200 

Total Aircraft Operations 181 0 0.0X 387 

1. Aircraft used fo,, regularly scheduled air service, configured with not • 
seventy (70) seats, and operating at weights not more than ninety thousc 
pounds. 

_ All-Cargo Ca1'riers:2 

Passenger Carriers (incidental belly cargo) : 

Current cargo tonnage figures in this report are for: 

3. Includes all Canada and Mexico Colllfflercial passenger~ and operations. 

Translations 

~a,es sobre el Ae{Qouerto John way~.@stadist1e.as de febrero 
de2022 
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John Wayne Airport Posts March 
2022 Statistics 
Aprtl 29, 2022 

SANTA ANA, Calif. -Airline passenger traffic at John Wayne Airport 

increased in March 2022 as compared to March 2021. In March 2022, the 

Airport served 916,767 passengers, an increase of 137.9% when compared 

with the March 2021 passenger traffic count of 385,396. 

• Compared to 337,981 passengers in March 2020, there was an 
increase of 171.2%. 

• Compared to 923,403 passengers in March 2019, there was a 

decrease of 0.7%. 

Commercial aircraft operations in March 2022 of 7,710 increased 451% and 

commuter aircraft operations of 484 increased 50.8% when comparing 
with March 2021 levels. 

• Compared to 2020 levels of commercial aircraft operations, there was 

an increase of 38.1% and commuter aircraft operations decreased 
3.2%. 

• Compared to 2019 levels of commercial aircraft operations there was 

a decrease of 0.1% and commuter aircraft operations increased 21 0% 

Total aircraft operations increased in March 2022 as compared with the 
same month in 2021. In March 2022, there were 25,299 total aircraft 

operations (take-offs and landings), a 1.1% increase compared to 25,021 
total aircraft operations in March 2021. 

• Compared to March 2020 of 17,020, total aircraft operations increased 
48.6%. 

• Compared to March 2019 of 26,107, total aircraft operations decreased 
3.1%. 

General aviation act1v1ty of 17,056 accounted for 67.4% of the total aircraft 

operations during March 2022, and decreased 11.9% compared with 
March 2021. 

• Compared to March 2020 general aviation activity of 10,906, which 

accounted for 64.1% of total aircraft operations, operations increased 
56.4%. 

• Compared to March 2019, general aviation activity of17,903, which 

accounted for 68.6% of total aircraft operations, operations decreased 
4.7%. 

The top three airlines in March 2022 based on passenger count were 

Southwest Airlines (336,102), American Airlines (154,412) and United 

Airlines (141,003). 

John Wayne Airport 
Monthly Airport Statistics - March 2022 

113 



7 [ 

March March % Year-To• Yee: 
2022 2021 Change Date Tc 

2022 Oa 
20 

Total passengers 916,767 385,396 137.9% 2,264,569 808, 

Enplaned passengers 458,677 191,474 139.6% 1,130,006 400, 

Deplaned passenge1·s 458,090 193,922 136.2% 1,134,563 407, 

Total Aircraft Operations 25,299 25,021 1.1% 73,171 65, 

General Avi~t 10q 17,056 19,353 -11.9% 49,761 50, 

Commercia l 7 ,710 5,312 45.1% 21,832 13, 

Commuter 1 484 321 50.8% 1,416 

Mi litar y 49 35 40.0% 162 

Air Cargo Tons ~ 1,276 1,211 5.4% 4,534 4, 

International Statistics' (included in 

March M~rcll % Vear-To- YE 
2022 2011 Change Date 2022 To-c 

Total Passengers i l,005 4,12~ 409. 2% 44,716 4, 

Enplaned passenger~ 10,299 2,224 363.1% 21,810 1, 

Deplaned passengers 10,706 1,901 463. 2% 22,906 1, 

Total Aircraft Operations 224 79 183. 5% 611 

1. Aircraft used for regularly scheduled air service, configured with not n 

seventy (70) seats, and operating at weights not more than ninety thous. 
pounds. 

All-Cargo Card11rs: 

Passenger Carriers (incidental belly cargo): 143 

Current cargo tonnage figures in this report are for: Feb 

2. 1,1 

3. Includes all Canada and Mexico Commercial passengers and operations. 

Translations 

AEBQPVERIO JOHN WAYNE PUBLICA LAS E,STADlSJICAS PE 
MABZQ2022 
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John Wayne Airport Posts April 
2022 Statistics 
June 2. 2022 

SANTA ANA, Calif. • Airline passenger traffic at John Wayne Airport 

increased in April 2022 as compared to April 2021 In Apnl 2022, the 

Airport served 958,826 passengers, an increase of 93.5% when compared 

with the April 2021 passenger traffic count of 495,592 

• Compared to 25.313 passengers in Aprrl 2020. there was an increase 

of 3,687.9%. 

• Compared to 899,186 passengers In April 2019, there was an increase 

of66%. 

Commercial aircraft operations in April 2022 of7,825 increased 44 7% and 

commuter aircraft operations of 468 increased 13.3% when comparing 

with April 2021 levels. 
• Compared to 2020 levels of commercial aircraft operations, there was 

an increase of375.4% and commuter aircraft operations increased 

310.5%. 

• Compared to 2019 levels of commercial aircraft operations there was 

an increase of 2.9% and commuter aircraft operations increased 

18.2%. 

Total aircraft operations decreased in Aprrl 2022 as compared with the 

same month in 2021. In April 2022. there were 25,729 total aircraft 

operations (take-offs and landings), a 4.0% decrease compared to 26,798 
total aircraft operations in April 2021. 

• Compared to April 2020 of 13,085, total aircraft operations increased 

96.6%. 

• Compared to April 2019 of 26,922, total aircraft operations decreased 

4 .4%. 

General aviation activity of 17,378 accounted for 67.5% of the total aircraft 

operations dur.ing April 2022, and decreased 17.0% compared with Aprrl 

2021. 

• Compared to April 2020 general aviation activity of 11,306, which 

accounted for 86.4% of total aircraft operations, operations increased 
53.7%. 

• Compared to April 2019, general aviation activity of 18,850, which 

accounted for 70.0% of total aircraft operations, operations decreased 

7.8%. 

The top three airlines in April 2022 based on passenger count were 

Southwest Airlines (354.430), United Airlines (159,861) and American 
Airlines (156,876). 

John Wayne Airport 
Monthly Airport Statistics• April 2822 
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April April i Vear-To- Yea 
2022 2021 Change Date D 

2022 2 

Total passengers 958,826 495,592 93.5% 3,223,395 1, 3E 

Enplaned passengers 478,347 247,596 93. 2% 1,608,353 64 

Deplaned passengers 480,479 247,996 93. 7% 1,615,042 6~ 

Total Aircraft Operations 25,729 26,798 -4.0% 98,900 

General Aviation 17,378 20,946 -17.0% 67,139 

Commercial 7,825 5,409 44.7% 29,657 

Commuter 1 468 413 13.3% 1,884 

Military 58 30 93.3% 220 

Air Cargo Tons 2 1,660 1,596 4.0% 6,194 

International Statistics' (included i, 

April April l Vear-To- Ye, 
2022 2021 Change Date 2022 Date 

Total Passengers 24,800 9,099 172.6~ 69,516 

Enplaned passenger's 12,367 4,431 179.a; 34,177 

Deplaned passengers 12,433 4,668 166.3\ 35,339 

Total Aircraft Operations 230 120 91. 7% 841 

I , Aircraft used for regular"ly ~cheduled air service, configured with not• 
seventy (70) seats, and operating at weights not more than ninety thous. 
pounds. 

All-Cargo Carders:2. 

Passenger Carr ien ( incidental bt lly cargo): 

Current cargo tonnage figures in this rtport are for. 

3 Includes all Canada and Mex uo Co:::rnercial pas1enger-s and operations. 

Translations 

e.osts sobre el AeroQu,erto John wayw.estad1st,cas de abri de 2022 
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John Wayne Airport Posts May 
2022 Statistics 
June 23, 2022 

SANTA ANA, Calif. -Airline passenger traffic at John Wayne Airport 

increased in May 2022 as compared to May 2021. In May 2022, the Airport 

served 1,003,510 passengers, an increase of713% when compared with 

the May 2021 passenger traffic count of 585.735. 

• Compared to 82,342 passengers in May 2020, there was an increase 
of 1,118.7% 

• Compared to 942,680 passengers in May 2019, there was an increase 

of 6.5% 

Commercial aircraft operations 1n May 2022 of 8,284 increased 47 2% and 

commuter aircraft operations of 514 increased 5.8% when comparing with 
May 2021 levels. 

• Compared to 2020 levels of commercial aircraft operations, there was 

an increase of 375.5% and commuter aircraft operations increased 

283.6% 

• Compared to 2019 levels of commercial aircraft operations there was 

an increase of 4.5% and commuter aircraft operations increased 2 8% 

Total aircraft operations decreased in May 2022 as compared with the 

same month in 2021 In May 2022, there were 25,126 total aircraft 

operations (takeoffs and landingsl an 8 .9% decrease compared to 27,591 

total aircraft operations in May 2021. 

• Compared to May 2020 of 17,352, total aircraft operations increased 

44.8%. 

• Compared to May 2019 of 26,509, total aircraft operat ions decreased 
5.2%. 

General aviation activity of 16,307 accounted for 64 9% of the total aircraft 

operat ions during May 2022, and decreased 23 9% compared with May 

2021 
• Compared to May 2020 general av1at1on activity of 15,392. which 

accounted for 88.7% of total aircraft operations operations increased 
59%. 

• Compared to May 2019, general aviat,on activ ity of 18,000, which 

accounted for 67.9% of total aircraft operations. operations decreased 
9.4%. 

The top three a irlines in May 2022 based on passenger count were 

Southwest Airl ines (357,190). United Airlines (166,766) and American 

Airlines {155,900). 

John Wayne Airport 
Monthly Airport Statistics· Nay 2022 (•REVISED July 14, 2022•) 
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Total 1,003,582 S85 ,7)S 11.n 4,226,977 1,889,415 123. 
passengers 

Enplaned 289, 088 7 2 . 2% 2,106,035 937,3~3 124 . 
passengers 

Deplaned 505,900 2%,65S 70 . 5% 2,120,942 952,022 122. 
passengers 

Total 2S, 126 124, 826 119, SStl 
Aircraft 
Operations 

General 16,387 21, 4 211 ·23.9% 83,446 93,368 · 18 . 
Aviation 

Cotll"i!rcial 8,284 5,626 47. 2% 37,941 24,284 56.8 

Com11ut ~r 514 486 5.8% 2,398 1 ,788 34.l
1 

Military 21 51 -58 .8% 241 198 21. 7 

Air Cargo 1,457 1,475 -1.2% 7,651 7,644 0.1% 
Tons z 

Intern;,tional (included in totals above) 
Statistics J 

May 2022 May % Year-To• Year-To-
2021 Change Date 2022 Date 2021 Cnan 

Totill 10,653 159.8% 97,189 23,877 306 . 
Passengers 

Enplaned 14,08$ 5,26S 167.5% 48,262 11, 9it'I 304. 
passengers 

Deplaned 5,388 
passengers 

Total 248 124 231 . 
Aircraft 
Operations 

l. Aircraft used for regularly scheduled air service, configured with not • 
than seventy (70) seats, and operating at weights not more than ninety 
thousand {90,000) pounds. 

_ All-Cargo Carriers:2 1,288 t on 

Passenger Carriers (incidental belly cargo): 169 tons 

Current cargo tonnage figures in this report are for: April 202 

3. Includes all Canada and Mexico Commercial passengers and operations. 
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Total 1,003,510 585,735 71.3¥ 4 ,226,98S 1, 889 , 415 U l. 
passengers 

Enplaned 497,682 289,080 72. 2% 2,106,035 937,)93 124 . 
passengers 

Deplaned 505,828 2,120,870 952,022 122. 
passengers 

Total 
Aircraft 
Operations 

25 ,126 124, 026 119 , 550 

General 
Aviation 

21 ,428 -23.9% 83,446 · 18 . 

Commercial 8,284 5,626 47.2% 37,941 24,204 56.8 

Commuter 1 514 486 5.8% 2,398 1,788 34 .1 

Military 21 51 - 58. 8% 241 198 21. 7 

Air Cargo 
Tons z 

1,457 1,475 -1.2% 7,651 7,644 0. 11 

International 
Statistics 3 

(included in totals above) 

May 2922 May 
2021 

% 
Change 

Year-To-
Date 2022 

Year-To 
Date 2021 

% 
Chan 

Total 27,411 10,653 157.3% 96,927 23,877 305. 
Passengers 

Enplaned 14,035 167. 5% 48,262 
passengers 

Deplaned S,ISS 14?. )ll, 48 , 665 11,957 387. 
passengers 

Total 247 124 1,886 12) 236. 
Aircraft 
Operations 

1. Aircraft used for regularly scheduled a1r service, configured with not 
than seventy (70) seats, and operating at weights not more than ninety 
thousand (90,000) pounds. 

z. All-Cargo Carriers: l, 288 ton 

Passenger Carriers (incident~! belly cargo): 169 tons 

Current cargo ton11age figures in this report are for: April 202 

3. Includes all Canada ano Mexico Commercial passengers and operations . 
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John Wayne Airport Posts June 
2022 Statistics 
August 1, 2022 

SANTA ANA, Calif. - Airline passenger traffic at John Wayne Airport 

increased in June 2022 as compared to June 2021 In June 2022. the 

Airport served 1.001.249 passengers, an increase of 37.1% when compared 

with the June 2021 passenger traffic count of730,144. 

• Compared to 181,486 passengers in June 2020, there was an increase 

of 451.7%. 

• Compared to 918,810 passengers In June 2019, there was an increase 

of9.0%. 

Commercial aircraft operations in June 2022 of 8,091 increased 25.9% and 

commuter aircraft operations of 457 decreased 8 .6% when comparing 

with June 2021 levels. 
• Compared to 2020 levels of commerc al aircraft operations, there was 

an increase of 219.3% and commuter aircraft operations increased 

604% 

• Compared to 2019 levels of commercial aircraft operations there was 

an increase of 7.7% and commuter aircraft operations increased 07% 

Total aircraft operations decreased in June 2022 as compared with the 

same month m 2021 In June 2022. there were 25,893 total aircraft 

operations (takeo ffs and landings), an 11.2% decrease compared to 29.153 

total aircraft operat ions in June 2021. 
• Compared to June 2020 of 19,231, total aircraft operations increased 

34.6%. 

• Compared to June 2019 of 25,531, total a·rcraft operations increased 

1.4%. 

General aviation activity of 17,321 accounted for 66 9~ of the total aircraft 

operations during June 2022, and dec reased 22.0% compared with June 

2021 

• Compared to June 2020 general aviation activity of 16,357, which 

accounted for 85 1% of total aircraft operations, operatrons increased 

59%. 
• Compared to June 2019, general aviation act'v1ty ofl7,496, which 

accounted for 68 5% of total aircraft operations, operations decreased 

10% 

The top three airlines in June 2022 based on passenger count were 

Southwest A irlines {350,617), United Airlines (161,957) and American 

Arrhnes {161,466). 

John Wayne Airport 
Monthly Airport Statistics - June 2922 
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June June " Year-To- y 

2022 2021 Change Date 
2022 

Total passengers 1,001,249 730,144 37.1% 5,228,226 2, 

Enplaned passengers 502,831 366,078 37.4" 2,608,866 1, 

Deplaned passengers 498,418 364,066 36.91' 2,619,360 1, 

Total Aircraft Operations 25,893 29,153 -11.2% 149 ,919 

General Aviation 17,321 22,207 -22.0% 100,767 

C0111111ercial 8,091 6,424 25.91' 46,032 

Commuter 1 457 500 -8.6" 2,855 

Military 24 22 9.1% 265 

Air Cargo Tons 2 1,288 1,384 -6.9% 8,939 

International Statistics J ( included 

June 2022 June % Year-To- ~ 

2021 Change Date 2022 Oc 

Total Passengers 28,339 12,078 134.6% 125,448 

Enplaned passengers 14,616 5,677 157 . 5% 62,878 

Deplaned passengers 13,723 6,401 114.4% 62,570 

Total Aircraft Operations 258 124 108.1% 1,347 

1. Aircraft used fo,· regularly scheduled air service, configured with not n 

(70) seats, and operating at weights not more than ninety thousand (90,€ 

2 , All-Cargo Carriers: 

Passenger Carriers (incidental belly cargo): 

Current cargo tonnage figures in this report are for: 

3. Includes a11 Canada and Mexico Commercial passenge,·s and operations. 

-###-

John Wayne A1rport (SNA} ,s owned by the Councy ofOrange and ,s Op.:!roted os a 

self supporting enterpnse that receives 110 general fund tax revenue The A1rporc 

serves more than 10 mil/ton passengers onnuol/y and reaches more than 30 nonstop 
destinations in the Umted Scates. Canada and Mexico. More informat,on con be 

found at wwwocq,,com Like us on fqcebook <:oa:J/J'1llI1!£Jt!JY~QSUl. or follow us 
on Ty,·,tret @~YMSU! and lfilI.gg!.l2lD.[qJ~Y..lli!S2!.l 

To receive John Wayne Airport news releases automatically, go 

ro ):)(WWQCai, com and click Svbscrrbe 
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John Wayne Airport Posts July 
2022 Statistics 
August 31, 2022 

SANTA ANA, Calif. -Airline passenger traffic at John Wayne Airport 

increased in July 2022 as compared to July 2021 In July 2022. the Airport 

served 1,049,187 passengers, an increase ofl79% when compared with 

the July 2021 passenger traffic count of 890,185. 

• Compared to 239,120 passengers in July 2020, there was an increase 

of 338.8%. 

• Compared to 945.962 passengers 1n July 2019 there was an increase 

of109%. 

Commercial aircraft operations in July 2022 of 8,272 increased 134% and 

commuter aircraft operations of 481 decreased 8.7% when comparing 

with July 2021 levets. 
• Compared to 2020 levels of commercial aircraft operations, there was 

an increase of 110 8% and commuter aircraft operations increased 

4 .6% 

• Compared to 2019 levels of commercial aircraft operations there was 

an increase of 7 2% and commuter aircraft operations decreased 

80% 

Total aircraft operatrons decreased in July 2022 as compared with the 

same month in 2021. In July 2022. there were 27.061 total aircraft 

operations (takeoffs and landings] a 15.4% decrease compared to 31,998 
total airc raft operations in July 2021. 

• Compared to Ju,y 2020 of 23,694, total arrcraft operations increased 

14.2%. 

• Compared to July 20l9 of 27,520, total aircraft operations decreased 

1.7%. 

General aviation activity of 18,279 accounted for 67 5% of the total aircraft 

operations during July 2022, and decreased 24.3% compared with July 

2021. 

• Compared to July 2020 general aviation activity ofl9,249. which 

accounted for 81.2% of total aircraft operations. operations decreased 

50%. 

• Compared to July 2019, general aviation act1v1ty of19194, which 

accounted for 69.7% of total aircraft operatrons. operations decreased 

4.8%. 

The top three airlines in July 2022 based on passenger count were 

Southwest Airlines (385,517). United Airlines (160,571) and American 

Airlines (157,326). 

John Wayne Airport 
"onthly Airport Statistics - July 2022 
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~e;,r- lo
J l, h l v Date 

hHZ !,lll 2021 

Total 1,049,187 890,185 6,277 ,413 3,509,744 78.9 
passengers 

Enplaned 516 ,84) 439 ,64S 17.M: ~,12S,7e9 1,743,116 79.3 
passengers 

Deplaned 532,344 450,540 3,lSl ,704 1 ,766,628 78. 4 
passengers 

Total 27, fJ61 -15.4% 176,980 180,781 -2 . 1 
Aircraft 
Operations 

General ]8,279 24, 146 -24.3% 119,046 
Aviation 

Coma,ercia1 8,272 7,294 13.4;\ S4, 304 37,922 43.2 

COffollUt er 1 481 527 8.7l 3,336 2,815 18.5 

MiliUry 29 31 6.5:.: 294 2S1 17.l 

Air Cargo 1,479 1,516 10,418 10,544 · l.2 
Tons 2 

International ( included in totals above) 
Statistics • 

,.lul y 2&22 July Year-To Year-To - l 
2021 Change Date 2022 Date 2021 <~an 

Total 11,077 198.0\ 158,457 47,032 236 . 
Passengers 

Enplaned I6, l62 5 , 268 22 , 8S7 246 . 
passengers 

Deplaned lo,647 186.ll 79, 217 24, 175 227. 
passengers 

Total 2So 124 106.5% 1,603 571 ue. 
Aircraft 
Operations 

1. Aircraft used for regularly scheduled air service, configured with not n 

than seventy (70) seats, and operating at weights not more than ninety 
thousand (90,000) pounds . 

1\11-Cargo Carrier•s:2. 1,341 ton 

Pa$s•nger Carriers (incidental belly cargo): 138 tons 

Current cargo tonnage figures in this report are for: June 2022 

3. Includes all Canada and Mexico Commercial passengers and operations . 
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AIRPORT LAND USE COMMISSION 
FOR ORANGE COUNTY 
3160 Airway Avenue• Costa Mesa, California 92626 • 949.252.5170 fax: 949.252.6012 

March 17, 2022 

City of Anaheim 
Joanne Hwang, Senior Planner 
200 S. Anaheim Boulevard, Suite 162 
Anaheim, CA, 92805 

Subject: City of Anaheim Notic~.9f Preparation of General Plan Update Programmatic 
E1wironmcntal Impact Rep.prt"(PEIR) 

Dear Ms. Hwang: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the proposed 
programmatic envir9nmeptal impa_ct report (PEIR) for the City of Anaheim General Plan Updat~ 
in the context ofth7Airpprt !_,and Us¢ Cominission·s (ALUC) Ahporl Environs land Use Plan 
(AELUP) for FM/er/on Municipal Airport (FMA), AELUP.for .Joint Forces 7i·aining Base 
(JFTB) Los Alqmitos, and AELUPfor Heliports. The proposed project consists of the following 
general plan ettment updates atJQ rel~t,~d poli~-y ¢hanges: Circulation Element. Safety Element. a 
new Environm~ntal Justice Element and a new OJimate Action Plan. These elements, along with 
the 2021-2029 Hpu~ing Element Update, will require updates to the City's Zoning Code. Zoning 
Map, and Land UseEiemem ~ ensti,-e co~sistc:ncy ~n~ allow for futu_re itnplernentation. 

. ! 

As defined in the ;J.ELUPfor FMA, th~ northwest portion of the City is within the FMA 

~otificati~n Area al\<J..wiw ~n1!k-c-on~~al ~) struct}on i~a~ina~y ~u! faces, ~ut o~tside of the 
airport norse contours-: T.ije'WesterQ.9}'b~t p,i"(t of~e G1ty ls w1thm thel'qot1ficat1on Area and the 
conical and approach c01-ridor~tJFT BL6s Alam itos.· but outside of the· noise contours. Public 
Resources Code Section 21096, requires that when preparing an environmental impact report for 
any project situated within an airport influence area as defined in an Airport Land Use 
Commission (ALUC) compatibility plan, lead agencies shall utilize the California Airpo11 Land 
Use Planning Handbook as a technical resource with respect to airport noise and safety 
compatibility issues. We suggest consulting the Handbook for assistance in formulating airport 
land use compatibility policies. 

The ALUC requests that within the Airport Influence Areas, the City address the environmental 
impacts of any new development policies related to Airport operations. General Plan policies 
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ALUC Comments 

Anaheim NOP/General Plan Update 
3/17/22 
Page 2 

and/or PE[R mitigation measures should be considered for projects within this area. The PEIR 
and General Plan Update should address height restrictions and imaginary surfaces by discussing 
the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Federal Aviation Regulation (FAR) Part 77 as the 
criteria for determining height restrictions for projects located within the airport planning area. 
Per the AELUPs for FMA and JFTB Los Alamitos. all building height restrictions will have as 
their ultimate limits the imaginary surfaces as applicable and as defined in Part FAR Part 77. 
Including policy language in the General Plan and a mitigation measure in the PEIR, that states 
that no buildings will be allowed to penetrate the FAR Part 77 imaginary surfaces for FMA, 
would ensure the protection of its airspace. 

In addition, with respect to building heights, development proposals that include the construction 
or alteration of structures more than 200 feet above ground level, require filing with the FAA and 
notification of the ALUC. Projects meeting this threshold must comply with procedures 
provided by Federal and State law, and with all conditions of approval imposed or recommended 
by FAA and ALUC including filing a Notice ofProposed Construction or Alteration (FAA Form 
7460-1 ). Depending on the maximum building heights that will be allowed within the General 
Plan, the City may wish to consider a mitigation and policy specifying this 200 feet above 
ground level height threshold. Additionally, any project that penetrates the Notification Surface 
for FMA or JFTB Los Alamitos is required to file FAA Form 7460-1. 

We also recommend that the PEIR and General Plan Update identify if the development of 
heliports is allowed within your jurisdiction, and ifso, that proposals to develop new heliports 
will be submitted through the City to the ALUC for review and action pursuant to Public Utilities 
Code Section 21661.5. Proposed heliport projects must comply fully with the state permit 
procedure provided by law and with all conditions of approval imposed or recommended by 
FAA, by the ALUC for Orange County and by Caltrans/Division of Aeronautics. 

To address consistency with the AELUP for Heliporls we suggest adding the following language 
to your General Plan Update and inclusion as a mitigation measure in the PEIR: 

'·The City will ensure that development proposals, including the construction or operation 
ofa heliport or helistop, comply fully with permit procedures under State law, including 
referral of the project to the ALUC by the applicant, and with all conditions of approval 
imposed or recommended by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), ALUC. and 
Caltrans, including the filing of a Form 7480-1 (Notice of Landing Area Proposal) with 
the FAA. This requirement shall be in addition to all other City development 
requirements." 

Section 21676(6) of the PUC requires that "[p Jrior to the amendment of a general plan or,specific 
plan, or the adoption or approval ofa zoning ordinance or building regulation within the 
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planning boundary established by the airport land use commission pursuant to Section 21675, the 
local agency shall first refer the proposed action to the commission." To ensure land use 
compatibility with FMA and JFTB Los Alamitos, we recommend that the City of Anaheim 
include a policy in its General Plan and a mitigation measure in the PEIR, that states that the City 
shall refer projects to the Airport Land Use Commission for Orange County, as required by 
Section 21676 of the California Public Utilities Code, to determine consistency of projects with 
the AELUPs for FMA and JFTB Los Alamitos. 

A referral by the City to the ALUC is required for this project due to the location of the proposal 
within AELUP Planning Areas and due to the nature of the required City approvals (i.e. General 
Plan Update) under PUC Section 21676(b). With respect to project submittals, please note that 
the Commission requests that referrals be submitted to the ALUC for a determination between 
the Local Agency's Planning Commission and City Council hearings. Since the ALUC meets on 
the third Thursday afternoon of each month, complete submittals must be received in the ALUC 
office by the first of the month to ensure sufficient time for review, analysis, and agendizing. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the City' s proposed General Plan Update 
and NOP for the PEIR. Please contact Julie Fitch at (949) 252-5170 or at jfitchra).ocair.com 
should you require additional information. 

Sincerely, 

Lea U. Chourn 
Executive Officer 



AIRPORT LAND USE COMMISSION 
FOR ORANGE COUNTY 
3160 Airway Avenue• Costa Mesa, California 92626 • 949.252.5170 fax: 949.252.6012 

March 22, 2022 

Scott Drapkin, Assistant Director 
City of Costa Mesa/Development Services 
P.O. Box 1200 
Costa Mesa, CA 92628-1200 

Subject: ALUC Determination for Costa Mesa Housing 1:,lement Update 2021-2029 

Dear Mr, Drapkin: 

During the public meeting held on March 17, 2022, the Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) 
for Orange County considered the subject item. The matter was duly discussed and with a 4-0 
vote, the Commission found the proposed Housing Element Update 2021-2029 61

" Cycle to be 
Inconsistent~ ith the A i1port Environs Land Use Plan for John Wayne Airport (AELUP for JWA) 
per: 

• Section 2.1.3, which states that a --Determination of No Hazard to Air Navigation [by 
FAA] does not automatically equate to a Consistency determination by the ALUC. The 
FAA may also conclude that a project is an Obstruction but not a Hazard to Air 
Navigation. The Commission may find a project Inconsistent based on an Obstruction 
determination. The Commission may utilize criteria for protecting aircraft traffic patterns 
at individual airpo1ts which may differ from those contained in FAR Pait 77, should 
evidence of health, welfare, or air safety surface sufficient to justify such an action: · 

• Section 2.1.4, and PUC Section 21674, which state that the Commission is charged by 
PUC Section 2 l 674(a) "to assist local agencies in ensuring compatible land uses in the 
vicinity of ... existing airports to the extent that the land in the vicinity of those airports is 
not already devoted to incompatible uses," and PUC Section 2 l 674(b) '·to coordinate 
planning at the state, regional and local levels so as to provide for the orderly 
development of air transportation, while at the same time protecting the public health, 
safety and welfare." 

Additionally, in accordance with PUC Section 21676.5.(a), the Commission has required that the 
City submit all subsequent City actions, regulations, and permits within JWA· s airport influence 
area to the Commission for review until the City's general plan is revised or specific overrule 
findings are made. 
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Please contact me if you would like to set up a meeting to discuss the future actions that would 
require submittal to ALUC. I can be reached at lchoum~ ocair.com or (949) 252-5170. Thank 
you. 

Sincerely, 

~ ':---- r 

·~ Jlc 4-= Jll-/\ 
Lea U. Choum -fJr 
Executive Officer 

cc: ALUC 
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cityofirvine.org 

City of Irvine, 1 Civic Center Plaza, P.O. Box 19575, Irvine California 92623-9575 949-724-6000 

March 23, 2022 RECEIVED 
Lea Choum, Executive Officer MAR 2 4 ZOZZ 
Airport Land Use Commission for Orange County 

John Wayne Airport AIAPORr1.AAOUFco,e'81GV 
3160 Ailway Avenue 

Costa Mesa, CA 92626 

SENT VIA CERTIFIED MAIL AND ELECTRONIC MAIL TO LCHOUM@OCAIR.COM 

Subject: 6th Cycle Housing Element Update Project- Notice of Intent to Overrule the Orange 

County Airport Land Use Commission 

Dear Ms. Choum: 

On March 8, 2022, the City Council of the City of Irvine adopted Resolution No. 22-17 (attached) to 

notify the Orange County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) and Caltrans Division of Aeronautics to 

the City's intent to overrule the Orange County Airport Land Use Commission's determination that the 

City's 6th Cycle Housing Element Update Project is inconsistent with the Airport Environs Land Use plan 

for the John Wayne Airport. Resolution No. 22-17 includes specific findings, which will be considered 

during the public hearing to consider overruling ALUC's determination, that the project is consistent 

with the purposes of the State Aeronautics Act. An unsigned copy of Resolution 22-17 was previously 
forwarded via email on March 15, 2022. 

Pursuant to Section 21676(b) of Public Utilities Code, the Orange County Airport Land Use Commission 

may provide comments to the City. Comments should be sent to: 

Marika A. Poynter, AICP, Principal Planner 

City of Irvine 

Community Development Department 

1 Civic Center Plaza 

Irvine, CA 92626 

mpoynter@cityofirvine.org 

Ifyou have any questions regarding this matter or require any additional information, please feel free to 

contact me at mpoynter@cityofirvine.org or 949-724-6456. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Marika A. Poynter, AICP 

Principal Planner 

Attachment: Resolution No. 22-17 



CITY COUNCIL RESOLUTION NO. 22-17 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
IRVINE, CALIFORNIA, NOTIFYING THE ORANGE COUNTY 
AIRPORT LAND USE COMMISSION ANO THE STATE 
DIVISION OF AERONAUTICS OF THE CITY'S INTENTION 
TO FIND THAT THE GENERAL PLAN 2021-2029 HOUSING 
ELEMENT UPDATE IS CONSISTENT WITH THE 

1 

PURPOSES OF THE STATE AERONAUTICS ACT AND 
OVERRULE THE ORANGE COUNTY AIRPORT LAND USE 
COMMISSION'S DETERMINATION THAT THE HOUSING 
ELEMENT UPDATE IS INCONSISTENT WITH THE 2008 
JOHN WAYNE AIRPORT ENVIRONS LAND USE PLAN 

WHEREAS, Section 200 ofthe City of Irvine ("City") Charter states the City shall have 
all powers possible for a City to have under the Constitution and laws of the State of 
California as fully and completely as though they were specifically enumerated In this 
Charter specifically, but not by way of limitati~n. the City shall have the power to make and 
enforce all laws and regulations with respect to municipal affairs, subject only to such 
restrictions and limitations as may be provided in this Charter and in the Constitution of the 
State of California. It shall also have the power to exercise any and all rights, powers and 
privileges heretofore or hereafter established, granted, or prescribed by any lawofthe State, 
by this Cha,:ter, or the State of California. The enumeration In this Charter of any particular 
power, duty, or procedure shall not be held to be exclusive of, orany limitation or restriction 
upon, this general grant of power; and 

WHEREAS, Government Code Section 65580 et seq. (Housing Element Law) 
requires that every city prepare and periodically update the housing element of the 
general plan; every city is mandated to include statutory requirements in the housing 
element. and every city is required to submit a draft of its housing element to the California 
Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) for review and comment as 
to whether th~ City's draft 2021-2029 Housing Element ("Project") substantially complies 
with Housing Element Law; and 

WHEREAS, the City referred the Project to the Orange County Airport Land Use 
Commission (ALUC) to review forconsistency with the 2008 John Wayne Airport Environs 
Land Use Plan (AELUP); and 

WHEREAS, on January 20, 2022, the ALUC voted unanimously (5-0) finding the 
Project inconsistent with the AELUP; and 

1 CC Resolution No. 22-17 



WHEREAS, pursuant to California Public Utilities Code Sections 21670 and 
21676, the City Council may, after a public hearing, propose to overrule the ALUC by a 
two-thirds vote, if it makes specific findings that the Project is consistent with Califomia 
Public Utilities Code Section 21670 purpose of protecting the public health, safety, and 
welfare by ensuring the orderly expansion of airports and the adoption of land use 
measures that minimize the public's exposure to excessive noise and safety hazards 
within areas around public airports to the extent that these areas are not already devoted 
to incompatible uses; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council held a public hearing on March 8, 2022, in the City 
Council Chambers located at 1 Civic Center Drive, Irvine. A notice of time, place, and 
purpose of the hearing was given in accordance with Califomla Public Utilities Code 
Section 21676(b) and Government Code Section 54950 et seq. Evidence both written 
and oral, was presented to, and considered by, the City Council at this hearing. 

NOW, THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Irvine DOES HEREBY 
RESOLVE ~s follows: 

SECTION 1. The City Council finds that the Project is consistent with the purposes 
of Califomia Public Utilities Code Section 21670 and the AELUP of protecting the public 
health, safety, and welfare by ensuring the orderly expansion of airports and the adoption 
of land use measures that minimize the public's exposure to excessive noise and safety 
hazards within areas around public airports to the extent that these areas are not already 
devoted to incompatible uses. 

Facts in Support 

1. The Project is consistent with the noise standards ofthe AELUP. 

The AELUP guides the orderly development of John Wayne Airport (JWA) and the 
surrounding area through implementation of the standards in AELUP Section 2 (Planning 
Guidelines) and Section 3 (Land Use Policies). Implementation of these standards is 
intended to protect the public from the adverse effects of aircraft noise, ensure that people 
and facilities are not concentrated in areas susceptible to aircraft accidents, and ensure 
no structures or activities adversely affect navigable airspace. 

AELUP Section 2.1.1 sets forth the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) 
standards. The Project includes the identification of 22 opportunity sites within the 60 dB 
CNEL contour for JWA. Of these 22 sites, six of the opportunity sites are either partially 
within, immediately adjacent to, or fully within the 65 dB CNEL. One additional site is 
within the 65 dB CNEL contour and partially within the 70 dB CNEL contour. 

2 CC Resolution No. 22-17 



Sections 3.2.3 and 3.2.4, respectively, of the AELUP define the noise exposure in the 60· 
65 dB CNEL noise contour (Noise Impact Zone 2) as "Moderate Noise Impact" and in the 
65-70 dB CNEL noise contour (Noise Impact Zone 1) as "High Impact". Section 3, Table 
1 (Limitations on Land Use Due to Noise) of the AELUP identifies residential as 
"conditionally consistent" with the 60-65 dB CNEL noise contour and "normally 
inconsistent" with the 65-70 dB CNEL noise contour. However, residential uses are not 
outright prohibited. Instead AELUP Section 3.2.3 requires residential uses to be 
developed with advanced insulation systems to bring the sound after attenuation to no 
more than 45 dB inside. In addition, residential uses within the 65-70 dB CNEL noise 
contour are required to be "indoor-oriented" to preclude noise impingement on outdoor 
living areas. 

The City's General Plan Noise Element Objective F-1, Policy (g) currently require that 
residential development in the Airport Area to be located outside the 65 dB CNEL noise 
contour. However, as part of the City's subsequent comprehensive update to the General 
Plan, these policies will be updated to reflect and allow the additional housing opportunity 
sites in the higher impact noise zones, as necessary. 

2. The proposed Project is consistent wffh the safety standards ofthe AELUP. 

AELUP Section 2.1.2 (Safety Compatibility Zones) sets forth zones depicting which land 
uses are acceptable in various portions of the JWA environs. Most of the housing 
opportunity sites, with exception of one opportunity site, are all within Safety Zone 6. 
Allowed uses in Safety Zone 6 include residential and most nonresidential uses, 
excepting outdoor stadiums and similar uses with very high intensities. Uses that should 
be avoided include children's schools, large day-care centers, hospitals, and nursing 
homes. Risk factors associated with Safety Zone 6 generally include a low likelihood of 
accident occurrence. 

One opportunity site (Cowan) is partially located within Safety Zone 4. Safety Zone 4 
limits residential uses to very low density (if not deemed unacceptable because of noise) 
and advises against nonresidential uses having moderate or higher usage intensities. The 
proposed housing opportunity site at Cowan has not been approved for residential under 
the 2021-2029 Housing Element update and is identified In the site Inventory as a 
potential site. If residential is eventually approved at the Cowan opportunity site, through 
the subsequent comprehensive General Plan Update and development application, it will 
comply with the density limitations. 

The City's General Plan Safety Element Objective J-1, Policy (d) demonstrates the 
importance of the JWA Safety Zones to the City: 

Safety Element Objective J-1: Hazard Occurrence: 
Policy (d): Use the most current available Airport Land Use Plan (AELUP) as a 
planning resources for evaluating aircraft operations, land use compatibility, and 
land use intensity. 

3 CC Resolution No. 22-17 



The Project does not include any housing opportunity sites in the JWA Clear 
Zone/Runway Protection Zone. Compliance with these policies and regulations will 
ensure that future development within the JWA Planning Area will be consistent with the 
safety standards of the AELUP. 

3. The proposed Project is consistent with the purpose and intent of the AELUP and will 
not result in incompatible land uses adjacent to JWA. 

The standards and policies set forth in Sections 2 (Planning Guidelines) and 3 (Land Use 
Policies) of the AELUP were adopted to prevent the creation of new noise and safety 
problems. As set forth above, any development on the proposed housing opportunity sites 
will comply with the noise criteria and safety standards established in Sections 2 and 3. 
Further, compliance with the AELUP standards will be evaluated and demonstrated at the 
time development projects are proposed in the future following the subsequent 
comprehensive update of the General Plan. 

SECTION 2. Based upon the foregoing findings, the City Council provides this 
notice of intention to overrule the ALUC's determination that the Project is inconsistent 
with the AELUP. 

SECTION 3. The City Council hereby directs City staff to provide the ALUC and 
Caltrans Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics, with notice of the City's 
intent to overrule the ALUC's determination of inconsistency for the Project. The City 
Council hereby further directs City staff to take all other actions necessary to effectuate 
the purpose and intent of this resolution. 

SECTION 4. The recitals provided in this resolution are true and correct and are 
incorporated into the operative part of this resolution. 

SECTION 5. If any section, subsection, sentence, clause or phrase of this 
resolution is, for any reason, held to be invalid or unconstitutional, such decision shall not 
affect the validity or constitutionality of the remaining portions of this resolution. The City 
Council hereby declares that it would have passed this resolution, and each section, 
subsection, sentence, clause or phrase hereof, irrespective of the fact that any one or 
more sections, subsections, sentences, clauses or phrases be declared invalid or 
unconstitutional. 
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SECTION 6. The City Council finds the adoption of this resolution is not subject to 
the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") pursuant to Sections 15060(cX2) (the 
activity will not result in a direct or reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the 
environment) and 15060(c)(3) (the activity is not a project as defined in Section 15378) 
of the CEQA Guidelines, California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, 
because it has no potential for resulting in physical change to the environment, directly or 
indirectly. Specifically, the resolution does not have the potential for resulting in either a 
direct physical change in the environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical 
change in the environment because it is limited to the City's proposal to overrule the 
ALUC's detennination and does not commit the City to approve the Project. The Project 
will be independently reviewed and evaluated pursuant to CEOA. 

SECTION 7. That the City Clerk shall certify to the passage and adoption of this 
Resolution and enter it into the book oforiginal Resolutions. 

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of I/vine at a regular 
hearing held on the 8th day of March 2022. 

ATTEST: 

~~ 
CITY CLERK OF THE CITY OF IRVINE 

5 CC Resolution No. 22-17 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 
COUNTY OF ORANGE ) SS 
CITY OF IRVINE ) 

I, CARL PETERSEN, City Clerk of the City of Irvine, HEREBY DO CERTIFY that 
the foregoing resolution was duly adopted at a regular meeting of the City Council of the 
City of Irvine on the 8th day of March,2022. 

AYES: 5 COUNCILMEMBERS: Agran, Carroll, Kim, Kuo and Khan 

NOES: 0 COUNCILMEMBERS: None 

ABSENT: 0 COUNCILMEMBERS: None 

ABSTAIN: 0 COUNCILMEMBERS: None 

µ./~ 
CITY CLERK OF THE CITY OF IRVINE 

6 CC Resolution No. 22-17 



AIRPORT LAND USE COMMISSION 
FOR ORANGE COUNTY 

3160 Airway Avenue• Costa Mesa, California 92626 • 949.252.5170 fax: 949.252.6012 

April 12, 2022 

Marika Poynter, Principal Planner 
City of Irvine 
Community Development Department 
I Civic Center Plaza 
Irvine, CA 92626 

Please be advised barCalifornia Public•Utilities Co<ie-(PtJC)·Section·21678 states: "With 
respect to a publ_icly,ownedtairpo~ a a public age~~y ~ s•~ ~o~e. rate,,it;_c, "'public agency 
pursuant to Section 21-6· rli696:°5.J · I, · ry ojlrriil~«commiss10 ' p n or 
recommendation, the ~ Kf<>r • , •.s a~ lia 1 for damages to 
property or personal injury caused by or resulting directly or indirectly from the public agency's 
decision to overrule the commission's action or recommendation." 

lla~k rQund 

On January 20, 2022, the ALUC for Orange County found the Irvine Housing Element Update to 
be inconsistent with the Airport Environs land Use Plan (AELUP) for John Wayne Ai,-port 
(JWA) on a 5-0 vote. The inconsistent finding was based on AELUP Sections 2. I.1, 2.1.2, and 
2.1.4. and PUC Sections 21674(a) and 21674(b). ALUC has the following comments regarding 
the findings of facts included in Resolution No. 2022-17: 



ALUC Comments 
Irvine Notice of Intent to Overrule 
April 12, 2022 
Page 2 

Response to Fact in Support 1 - Regarding Noise Standards 

Pursuant to AELUP Section 2.1.1, "... aircraft noise emanating from airports may be 
incompatible with the general welfare ofthe inhabitants within the vicinity ofan airport.. . ,, As 
noted in the City's discussion, the CNEL standards are set forth in the AELUP. As part of the 
review ofthe proposed Housing Element Update, it was noted that 22 ofthe opportunity sites are 
identified within the JWA CNE.L noise contours ofgreater than 60 dBA. Six of those sites are 
within or immediately adjacent to the 65 dBA CNEL, and one site is partially within the 70 dBA 
CNEL. 

The ALUC believes that the proposed new locations for residential units would be highly 
affected by airport noise due to the close proximity to the airport (some within less than one mile 
from the runway end and others directly across the street from the airport), and that the past and 
current land use designation ofCommercial is the appropriate designation for this site. The 
proposed Housing Element Update would allow for the introduction of residential uses which are 
not suitable and would subject the future residents to excessive noise. The ALUC has historically 
found residential uses in such close proximity to, and within the 65 and 70 dBA CNEL noise 
contours ofJWA to be inconsistent with the AELUPfor JWA. 

The City notes in its finding that it intends to prepare a comprehensive general plan update and 
include future policies to allow additional housing opportunity sites in higher noise impact zones. 
The ALUC is opposed to the City's intent to revise existing policies in its Noise Element that 
currently prohibit residential uses within the 65 dBA CNEL contour. Additionally, an ALUC 
finding ofconsistency cannot be made based upon a yet-to-be-considered and unapproved 
general plan update. The ALUC must review projects and consider policies in existence at the 
time ofproject review. Therefore, ALUC has identified that the City's proposal ofresidential 
uses within the 65 and 70 dBA CNEL contours is not only inconsistent with the AELUPJo,
JWA, but also inconsistent with the City's own existing general plan policy which prohibits 
residential uses within the 65 dBA contour. Therefore, the ALUC finding of inconsistency is 
valid and applicable. 

Response to Fact in Support 2 • Regarding Safety Standards ofthe AELUP 
I 

Pursuant to AELUP Section 2.1.2, "[s]afety and compatibility zones depict which land uses are 
acceptable and which are unacceptable in various portions of airport environs. The purpose of 
these zones is to support the continued use and operation ofan airport by establishing 
compatibility and safety standards to promote air navigational safety and to reduce potential 
safety hazards for persons living, working or recreating near JW A." 

One site (Cowan) is located in Safety Zone 4 - Outer Approach/Departure Zone, and Safety 
Zone 6 - Traffic Pattern Zone. As stated in the ALUC staff report. the California Airport Land 
Use Planning Handbook (Handbook) policies for Safety Zone 4 are to limit residential uses to 
low density (one dwelling unit per 2 to 5 acres for suburban areas). Separately, tb,e Handbook 
states that noise and overflight may be considered in Safety Zone 6; however, thQ.se residential 
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densities should be Iimited to that of the surrounding areas. There are few residential uses 
surrounding the proposed housing opportunity sites within Safety Zones 4 and 6. 

The City also notes that the proposed housing opportunity site at Cowan has not been approved 
for residential use under the 2021-2029 Housing Element update and is identified in the site 
inventory as a potential site. While it is understood that future approval processes will be 
required, it is also noted that a Housing Element Update is, in fact, an amendment to the Housing 
Element ofthe City's General Plan and subject to ALUC review. Based upon the City's approval 
ofa potential housing opportunity site on Cowan, a subsequent comprehensive General Plan 
Update would likely continue to include this housing site since it has been identified and 
approved once already during this Housing Element Update process, and without consideration 
ofALUC input prior to approval. In fact, the City approved this Housing Element Update prior 
to ALUC consideration. This premature approval by the City is not compliant with PUC Section 
21676 (b) and gave the ALUC no opportunity to provide the City with input on location of 
housing opportunity sites near JW A. 

The City mentions its General Plan Safety Element Objective J-1, Policy ( d) to "use the most 
current available Airport Land Use Plan (AELUP) as a planning resources for evaluating aircraft 
operations, land use compatibility, and land use intensity." Also, that no housing opportunity 
sites are included in the JWA Clear Zone/Runway Protection Zone (RPZ) and that compliance 
with these policies and regulations will ensure that future development within the JWA Planning 
Area will be consistent with the safety standards of the AELUP. It is important to consider that, 
although the project is not within a clear zone or RPZ, the Cowan housing opportunity site is 
located directly under the low altitude (less than 500') primary approach corridor to JWA. Flight 
tracks for the property were included in the ALUC staff report and are attached to this letter. 

Considering the proposed densities. proximity to JWA and the number of flights over the 
property, the inclusion of these proposed residential sites in the Housing Element Update is 
inappropriate. 

l 

Respons, to Fact in Sup_port 3 - Regarding Intent ofthe AijLUP 

The City states that the "proposed Project is consistent with the purpose and intent of the AELUP 
and will not result in incompatible land uses adjacent to JWA." This statement is based upon the 
premise that "compliance with the AELUP standards will be evaluated and demonstrated at the 
time development projects are proposed in the future folJowing the subsequent comprehensive 
update of the General Plan!' However, the action ofadopting a Housing Element Update is a 
General Plan Amendment and is subject to ALUC review at this time even though subsequent 
comprehensive General Plan updates may be undertaken (which will also require ALUC review). 
The ALUC has correctly evaluated specific housing opportunity sites within the 65 and 70 dBA 
CNEL noise contours and the Cowan site within Safety Zone 4 as being incompatible land uses 
adjacent to JW A. 
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By virtue ofbeing clearly stated in AELUPfor JWA Sections 1.2 "Purpose and Scope" and 2.0 
"Planning Guidelines; n the ALUC understands the complex legal charge to protect public 
airports from encroachment by incompatible land use development, while simultaneously 
protecting the health, safety and welfare ofcitizens who work and live in the airport's environs. 
To this end; and as also statutorily required, ALUC proceedings are benefited by several 
members having expertise in aviation. Based upon careful consideration ofall infonnation 
provided, and input from ALUC members with expertise in aviation, the ALUC unanimously 
found the Housing Element Update to be Inconsistent with the AELUP for JWA. 

We urge the City Council to take ALUC's concerns into consideration in its de1iberations prior 
to deciding whether to overrule ALUC. Thank you for the opportunity to provide these 
comments. 

Sincerely, 

~ u ~ 
Gerald A. Bresnahan -t,o"v 
Chairman 

Attachment: John Wayne Airport Flight Tracks for Housing Element Update 

cc: Members ofAirport Land Use Commission for Orange County 
Kevin Ryan, Caltrans/Division ofAeronautics 



Irvine Altitude Analysis 
Thursday, January 24, 2019 

689 Operations 



Irvine Altitude Analysis 
Saturday, June 22, 2019 

550 Operations 
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Irvine Altitude Analysis 
Thursday,October17,2019 

788 Operations 
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Irvine Altitude Analysis 
Thursday, January 22, 2019 

506 Reverse Flow Operations 
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RESOLUTION NO. 2022-19 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
COSTA MESA RELATED TO THE INTENT TO OVERRULE 
THE ORANGE COUNTY AIRPORT LAND USE 
COMMISSION'S DETERMINATION THAT THE CITY OF 
COSTA MESA'S 2021-2029 SIXTH CYCLE HOUSING 
ELEMENT IS INCONSISTENT WITH THE JOHN WAYNE 
AIRPORT ENVIRONS LAND USE PLAN 

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF COSTA MESA HEREBY FINDS AND 

DECLARES AS FOLLOWS: 

WHEREAS, California Government Code Section 65358(a) authorizes the City 

Council to amend the General Plan if It Is deemed to be in the public interest; 

WHEREAS, the General Plan is a long-range, comprehensive document that 

serves as a guide for the orderly development of the City of Costa Mesa; 

WHEREAS, by its very nature, the General Plan is subject to update and revision 

to account for current and future community needs; 

WHEREAS, the Housing Element is one of the seven State-mandated General 

Plan chapters or "elements" and is a component of the City of Costa Mesa 2015-2035 

General Plan; 

WHEREAS, California State Housing Element Law establishes the requirements 

for Housing Elements, and California Government Code Section 65588 requires that local 

governments review and revise the Housing Element of their comprehensive General 

Plans not less than once every eight years. Additionally, the California Legislature 

identifies overall housing goals for the State with the goal of ensuring every resident has 

access to housing and a suitable living environment; 

WHEREAS, after the City of Costa Mesa completed extensive public outreach that 

included conducting two City-wide Townhall meetings on November 18, 2020 and 

September 2, 2021, hosting outreach meetings for each of the City's six voting districts 

on February 17, 2021 and February 18, 2021, a special study session with the Planning 

Commission was held on March 1, 2021 and with the City Council on March 23, 2021, 

and on April 27, 2021 and September 13, 2021, the City Council and Planning 

Commission held joint public study sessions; 
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WHEREAS, the Planning Commission reviewed and considered the 2021-2029 

Sixth Cycle Housing Element at its regular meetings on November 8, 2021, November 

22, 2021 and December 13, 2021 and, following consideration of public comments, 

recommended City Council approval by a 7-0 vote; 

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Costa Mesa reviewed and considered 

the 2021-2029 Sixth Cycle Housing Element on January 18, 2022 and February 1, 2022, 

and following consideration of public comments, adopted the Housing Element on a 6-1 

vote on February 1, 2022; · 

WHEREAS, California Public Utilities Code Section 21676(b) requires the City of 

Costa Mesa to refer an amendment of the City's general plan or specific plan, or the 

adoption or approval of a zoning ordinance or building regulation within the planning 

boundary established by the Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) pursuant to Section 

21675 to the ALUC for their consideration. 

WHEREAS, at a duly-noticed public hearing on March 17, 2022, the ALUC 

reviewed City of Costa Mesa's 2021-2029 Sixth Cycle Housing Element and found the 

proposed General Plan Housing Element Amendment to be inconsistent with the AELUP 

on a 4-0 vote; 

WHEREAS, the City of Costa Mesa does not waive any objection to and/or right 

to challenge any failure by the ALUC to proceed in the manner required by law, including 

but not limited to, Public Utilities Code Sections 21670 through 21679.5, related to its 

above referenced March 17, 2022, finding of Inconsistency. 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Public Utilities Code Sections 21670 and 21676, the City 

of Costa Mesa may, after a public hearing, propose to overrule the ALUC by a two-thirds 

vote of the City Council, if the City of Costa Mesa makes specific findings that the 

proposed project is consistent with the purposes of Section 21670; 

WHEREAS, at a duly-noticed public hearing on April 5, 2022, the Costa Mesa City 

Council took action to notify the ALUC of the City's intent to overrule ALUC's 

Determination of Inconsistency for the 2021-2029 Sixth Cycle Housing Element; 
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NOW, THEREFORE, the Costa Mesa City Council DOES HEREBY RESOLVE to 

notify the Orange County Airport Land Use Commission of the City's intent to overrule the 

ALUC Determination that the 2021-2029 Sixth Cycle Housing Element is inconsistent with 

the John Wayne Airport Environs Land Use Plan. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City Council DOES HEREBY APPROVE 

to be forwarded to ALUC the proposed findings in support of the City's intent to overrule 

the ALUC Determination, as shown in Exhibit "A", FINDINGS. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City Council directs staff to forward a letter 

to ALUC indicating the City of Costa Mesa's intent to override ALUC's Determination that 

the City's 2021-2029 Sixth Cycle Housing Element is inconsistent with the Airport 

Environs Land Use Plan. The letter shall include the proposed findings in support of the 

City's intended action. 
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PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 5th day of April, 2022. 

B=-~John Stephens, Mayor 

ATTEST: 

ndaGreen:cTt;:cierk 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 
COUNTY OF ORANGE ) ss 
CITY OF COSTA MESA ) 

I, BRENDA GREEN, City Clerk of the City of Costa Mesa, DO HEREBY CERTIFY that 
the above and foregoing Resolution No. 2022-19 was duly adopted at a regular meeting 
of the City Council of the City of Costa Mesa held on the 5th day of April, 2022, by the 
following roll call vote, to wit: 

AYES: COUNCILMEMBERS: CHAVEZ, GAMEROS, HARLAN, MARR, HARPER, 
AND STEPHENS 

NOES: COUNCILMEMBERS: NONE. 

ABSENT: COUNCILMEMBERS: REYNOLDS 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereby set my hand and affixed the seal of the City of 
Costa Mesa this 61hday of April 2022. 
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EXHIBIT "A" 

FINDINGS 

The Costa Mesa City Council makes the following findings pursuant to Section 21670 of 
the Public Utilities Code as follows: 

A. Finding No. 1: It is in the public interest to provide for the orderly development of 
each public use airport in this state and the area su"ounding these airports so as 
to promote the overallgoals and obiectives ofthe California airport noise standards 
adopted pursuant to Section 21669 and to prevent the creation ofnew noise and 
safety problems. 

Justification for finding: The March 17, 2022 ALUC inconsistency 
determination did not identify concerns with noise in regard to the City's 
Housing Element update. To the contrary, the ALUC determination 
indicated that the City's candidate housing sites are appropriately located 
outside of airport noise contours of concern and further the City's General 
Plan Noise Element addresses potential applicable residential noise 
impacts in General Plan Noise Element Policies N-1.1, N-1 .5, N-1.6, N-2.4 
and N-2.6. Specifically, the ALUC recognized that the City's Noise Element 
Policy N-2.6 requires an "interior noise standard of 45 dBA CNEL be 
enforced for any new residential project," which is consistent with the ALUC 
residential noise standards. Therefore, the City is justified to make the 
finding to overrule the ALUC inconsistency determination in regard to PUC 
Finding No. 1. 

B. Finding No. 2: (2) It is the purpose of this article to protect public health, safety. 
and welfare by ensuring the orderly expansion ofairports and the adoption ofland 
use measures that minimize the public's exposure to excessive noise and safety 
hazards within areas around public airports to the extent that these areas are not 
already devoted to incompatible uses. 

Justification for finding: As indicated in the above section entitled 
"Justification for finding," the City's Noise Element Policies adequately 
address the public exposure to excessive noise. 

In addition, at the March 17, 2022 ALUC hearing, the ALUC determined that 
that the City's existing maximum building height provisions were 
inconsistent with the Airport Environs Land Use Plan (AELUP) for nine 
candidate housing sit.es located in two geographic areas of the City. 
According to the ALUC staff report, the City's existing North Costa Mesa 
Specific Plan provisions permit a maximum building height that could 
potentially result in building construction that exceeds the 206-foot John 
Wayne Airport Imaginary Horizontal Surface. However, the City's Housing 
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Element update does not grant any entitlements, change any land use 
standards or authorize any development beyond what is allowed under the 
City's current General Plan and Zoning Code (including the maximum 
building height identified inconsistent by the ALUC). Therefore, the ALUC's 
determination of inconsistency is not based on proposed polices of the 
Housing Element update but rather existing height standards in the North 
Costa Mesa Specific Plan. 

In addition, both ALUC staff and at least one of the Commissioners during 
the public hearing recognized that the data used for calculating maximum 
building height elevation was likely not accurate (Google is the data source 
used to establish existing ground topography). Using imprecise and 
unreliable data is problematic in this situation as the ALUC determination 
for three candidate housing sites is based on discrepancies of only three to 
five feet. As such, this identified inconsistency is likely not inconsistent and 
can be addressed pending actual topographical data either at the time of 
the North Costa Mesa Specific Plan update or when an actual project is 
proposed, which will require additional ALUC review. 

Lastly, the remaining six candidate housing sites that the ALUC determined 
were inconsistent were previously reviewed in 2006 and 2007 by the ALUC. 
In 2007, the City submitted a project for ALUC consideration that included 
a mixed-use development with both hotel and residential uses (referred to 
as the Wyndham Hotel and High Rise Residential Project) in the South 
Coast Plaza Town Center area. This area already contains Plaza Tower 
and Center Tower which exceed 20 stories. The project included a General 
Plan Amendment, a Specific Plan Amendment, an Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR), a Final Master Plan and a proposed subdivision. The ALUC 
determined that the project and the General Plan/Specific Plan 
amendments were inconsistent in regard to the inclusion of height 
standards that penetrate the AELUP horizontal imaginary surface, and the 
City subsequently overruled the ALUC determination. The City's overrule 
finding was based on the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) findings 
that the then proposed building height of 304 feet Area Mean Sea Level 
(AMSL) "would not adversely affect air safety" and the FAA subsequently 
issued a "no hazard determination." Additionally, the FAA conditioned that 
any future buildings proposed In this area with height proposed above 173 
feet above grade level would require a specific determination of "no hazard" 
by the FAA in order to move forward. This requirement is included in the 
height standards of the North Costa Mesa Specific Plan applicable to the 
candidate housing sites in question. Therefore, potential safety risks 
associated with future construction on these six candidate housing sites are 
addressed by the FAA requirement and the Specific Plan requirements and 
the City's Housing Element Update. Therefore, the City is justified to make 
the finding to overrule the ALUC inconsistency determination in regard to 
PUC Finding No. 2. 
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AIRPORT LAND USE COMMISSION 
FOR ORANGE COUNTY 
3160 Airway Avenue• Costa Mesa, California 92626 • 949.252.5170 fax: 949.252.6012 

May 10, 2022 

Scott Drapkin, Assistant Director 
City ofCosta Mesa, Development Services 
77 Fair Drive 
Costa Mesa, CA 92626 

Subject: Response to Notice ofInt t to Overrule the Airpo •and Use Commission 
Determina/tion for Gilfta Mesa 2021·2029 Housing Elem;;,ih~ te. 

Dear Mr. Drapkin: . \ 

We are in receipt ofyour April 11, 2022 email notifying the Airport Land Use ~ommission 
(ALUC) for Orar/,e1Coij•, tr, ofJ hifCit..x's intent to oi errule,,L_tie Alt_UC's~inconsistency 
detennination onfthe 20 ~ 029 usi~ l\ medt ~,e. <Eity crwfcil ReV>luti'on No. 2022-xx

• . ._, ~ .=,i II ..._,. a "l' ,. ,, 
was attached (finahze<I as Resoluhon,Wo. ~22- ). n accorMe with Sechon 21676 of the 
Public Utilitieslcode, the ALUC submits he fo . wing,s_omments addressing the droposed 
?verrule ~ndinl s fo~ the. ve-referenced P~?·. uhis letter i~ dvisory to ~he Ci]y and must be 
included m the!pubhc record ofany Heel . , . . lnlieA[ uc, which may only be 
adopted by a two-thirds vote of the Cit gove ng b1>d 

Please be advis ~ ;.:..-:.~,; lQ~~~~ 1]~2'/JEEel2.2.:~~F "With 
respect to a pu h~~"~'='ii~ liillill!!l'I': .. .,,,.;.,,,.,~~--J lie agency 
pursuant to Sec ~~ ·.er.,,,:~,;a., errules a'So · · 's'pn!s . ~~'or 
recommendation, .......,,..,. Ji · damag~s to 
property or person ~ " ~"'-'fl~.uu .fliliWI.- ~~ ,,qa;--~ ct y · • the public agency's 
decision to overrule t e comm1ss10n s ac ton recommen atton. ' 

Background 
On March I 7, 2022, the ALUC for Orange County found the Costa Mesa Housing Element 
Update to he inconsistent with the Airport Environs land Use Plan (AELUP) for John Wayne 
Airport (JWA) on a 4-0 vote. The inconsistent finding was based on AELUP Sections 2. I.3 and 
2.1 .4, and PUC Sections 21674(a) and 21674(b). ALUC has the folJowing comments regarding 
Resolution No. 2022-19 and the findings of facts included therein. 

The City has stated in its resolution, "WHEREAS, California Public Utilities Code Section 
2 I 676(b) requires the City ofCosta Mesa to refer an amendment ofthe City's general plan or 
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specific plan, or the adoption or approval ofa zoning ordinance or building regulation within the 
planning boundary established by the Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) pursuant to 
Section 21675 to the ALUC for their consideration." This paraphrasing of the wording in PUC 
Section 21676(b) has neglected to include the requirement that a city must refer such actions to 
ALUC prior to approval by the city. The specific PUC wording is, "Prior to the amendment ofa 
general plan or specific plan, or the adoption or approval ofa zoning ordinance or building 
regulation within the planning boundary established by the airport land use commission pursuant 
to Section 21675, the local agency shall first refer the proposed action to the commission.'' The 
City failed to refer its Housing Element Update to ALUC prior to its approval action. The City 
approved the Update on February l, 2022 and scheduled the item for ALUC review on March 
17, 2022. 

Response to Finding No. l - Regarding Public Utilities Code (PUC} Section 21699 
PUC Section 21699 referred to in Finding No. 1, relates to noise standards. ALUC's 
inconsistency finding was not based on noise standards, therefore, the City's Finding No. I does 
not address the inconsistency finding and is not an adequate finding on which to base the City's 
overrule. The ALUC appreciates that the City's Noise Element addresses potential noise impacts 
and that the City requires an "interior noise standard of45 dBA CNEL be enforced for any new 
residential project." 

Response to Finding No. 2 - Regarding PUC Section 21670 
Section 2.1.4 ofthe Airport Environs Land Use Plan/or John Wayne Airport (AELUPfor JWA) 
and PUC Section 21670 states that the purpose of ALUCs is ''to protect the public health, safety, 
and welfare by ensuring the orderly expansion ofairports and the adoption of land use measures 
that minimize the public's exposure to excessive noise and safety hazards within areas around 
public airports to the extent that these areas are not already devoted to incompatible uses . ., 
ALUC's inconsistency finding was based on the safety hazards created by changing the land use 
from commercial/mixed-use to residential in high-rise buildings in close proximity to John 
Wayne Airport. 

The six housing sites identified in the 2021-2029 Housing Element Update located in the North 
Costa Mesa area ofFocus Area 2 (Sites 139, 140, 141,201, 202 and 205) are part of the Cultural 
Arts Center area and have existing height limitations of 315 feet AGL. With ground elevations 
ranging from 32 to 36 feet, the proposed residential buildings on these sites would penetrate the 
JWA horizontaJ surface by 141 to 145 feet. Sites in this area were previously reviewed by ALUC 
in 2006 and 2007 for proposed residential uses and found to be inconsistent with the AELUPfor 
JWA because ofpenetration of the JWA horizontal obstruction surface. At that time, the FAA 
determined that the project was an obstruction by exceeding the standards of FAR Part 77, 
Subpart C, by (1) surpassing the 200 feet AGL threshold and (2) exceeding the horizontal surface 
for JWA, but determined the project was not a hazard to air navigation. The City then took steps 
to overrule the ALUC in accordance with PUC Sections 21676 and 21676.5. Although the City 
overruled at that time, it does not change the fact that the ALUC previously made a finding of 
inconsistency. Therefore, it would be contrary to the prior ALUC decision ifthe ALUC were to 
find these candidate housing sites, now· included in the City-adopted 2021-2029 Housing 
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Element Update, as consistent. The ALUC continues to believe that high-rise residential uses 
that penetrate the obstruction imaginary surfaces would pose a safety risk to the future residents. 
The City's finding also addresses the site elevation data for three other candidate housing sites in
Focus Area 2 (Sites 144,206 and 207) as being imprecise and unreliable. Google Earth was used 
for site elevation analysis because it was the tool that ALUC had available. If the City had 
provided site elevation data, the ALUC would have used that for its analysis. 

The finding notes that actual topographic data can be included in future North Costa Mesa 
Specific Plan updates or when an actual project is proposed. While these future actions would 
require ALUC review, and may indeed include detailed topographic data, the ALUC used the 
data available at the time of the current Housing Element Update. It was important for ALUC to 
review potential penetrations ofobstruction surfaces during this Update analysis since allowable 
building heights plus site elevations could exceed the horizontal surface threshold. Ifa potential 
surface penetration were not identified during ALUC's review of this general plan Housing 
Element Update, there would likely be future assertions by the City during subsequent project 
reviews, that ALUC had not identified any issues previously. Subsequent projects such as 
Zoning Code and specific plan amendments will be evaluated and analyzed by ALUC in 
accordance with Public Utilities Code (PUC) Section 21675 when they are submitted by the 
City. 

Additionally, in accordance with Public Utilities Code (PUC) Section 21675, which states that 
local agencies must first refer proposed General Plan Amendments to ALUC prior to City action, 
the ALUC's role is to identify possible conflicts with an AELUP at the earliest possible 
opportunity. In the case of the City's 2021-2029 Housing Element Update, the City took 
approval action prior to ALUC review and did not act in accordance with the PUC. 
We urge the City Council to take ALUC1s concerns into consideration in its deliberations prior 
to deciding whether to overrule ALUC. Thank you for the opportunity to provide these 
comments. 

Sincerely, 

~ll- ~ 
Gerald A. Bresnahan ~ 
Chairman 

cc; Members ofAirport Land Use Commission for Orange County 
Gabrielle Sefranek, Caltrans/Division ofAeronautics 
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AIRPORT LAND USE COMMISSION 
FOR ORANGE COUNTY 
3160 Airway Avenue• Costa Mesa, California 92626 • 949.252.5170 fax: 949.252.6012 

May 10, 2022 

Alexa Smittle 
Community Development Director 
City of Seal Beach 
211 Eighth Street 
Seal Beach, CA 90740 

Subject: Response to Notice of4 n ent to Overrule the Airport L· ti~ se Commission 
Determination for, sr al Beach General Plan 2021-2029 Housing Element Update 

Dear Ms. Smittle: / \ 

We are in receipt of ,Y.our April 131 2· 22 email noti~01a followed by a certified letter, notifying 
the Airport Land,Os{allii~\,~ ·C Tor o/ ange c~Tycfr~hdefy'\ ihte~ to overrule 
the AL!JC's inconsis\e"J,.de e i~ati n•onfthe o1lr-2~29ffoufing•~1e"tnent Update. City 
Council Resotuaon No. 7273 was attached. In ac ordance with Section 21676 of tRe Public 
Util~ties Code, lhe AJ.J!S submits th~ follow~· ~ents_addressing t~~ opose3 ove~rule 
findings for thef~bove-ref~ d1proJCzi3 :hi , s.a v1sory)lO'tH!"C1ty and mi t be included 
in the public re rd of any final decisio'ljto~ove te tli ~ UC, which may only b adopted by a 
two-thirds vote City's gove ing body. ,.,. -. 

Please be advi "With 
respect to a publicl 'owned•ai rt that:a• -ublic agency cloes·not opera~e;-if't3 ublic agency 
Pursuant to Section :_:_::.,,o- -~ • "iffl".. or 
recommendation, th "''-'U:L'7.I.' or damages to 
property or personal i the public agency's 
decision to overrule the commission's action or recommendation." 

Background 
On February 17, 2022, the ALUC for Orange County found the Seal Beach Housing Element 
Update to be inconsistent with the Airport Environs land Use Plan (AELUP)for Joint Forces 
Training Base Los Alamitos (JFTB Los Alamitos) on a 5-0 vote. The inconsistent finding was 
based on AELUP Sections 2.1.1 and 3.2.l and PUC Sections 21674(a) and 21674(b). 

At its meeting of February 17, 2022, the ALUC noted that PUC Section 2l676(b) states that a 
city must refer proposed General Plan Amendments to ALUC prior to approval by the city. The 
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specific PUC wording is, ..Prior to the amendment ofa general plan or specific plan, or the 
adoption or approval of a zoning ordinance or building regulation within the planning boundary 
established by the airport land use commission pursuant to Section 21675, the local agency shall 
first refer the proposed action to the commission." In the case of the City's 2021 •2029 Housing 
Element Update, the City took action to approve its Update on February 1, 2022, prior to ALUC 
review, and did not act in accordance with the PUC. 

ALUC has the following comments regarding the findings offacts included in Resolution 7273: 

Response to Finding "a., Regarding Protection of the Public from Adverse Effects: 
As noted in the City's finding, the AELUP for JFTB Los Alamitos is to provide a mechanism to 
protect the public from the adverse effects ofaircraft noise, ensure that people and facilities are 
not concentrated in areas susceptible to aircraft accidents, and ensure no structures or activities 
adversely affect navigable airspace. However, proposed housing Sites 3 and 4 are located under 
the approach surface for JFTB Los Alamitos. Although building heights in these areas may not 
penetrate imaginary surfaces, the Commission has historicalJy recommended against residential 
uses under an approach corridor this close to an airport. Site 3 is approximately 3,040 feet from 
the end ofJFTB's main runway 4R and would accommodate up to 120 housing units. Site 4 is 
approximately 6,670 feet from the end of the main runway and would accommodate up to 150 
additional units. Additionally, as stated in Section 2.2 of the AELUPfor JFTB Los Alamitos, 
"[t]he Commission may consider the utilization ofcriteria for protecting aircraft traffic patterns 
at this airport which may differ from those contained in FAR Part 77, should evidence ofhealth, 
welfare, or safety surface sufficient to justify such an action." 

Response to Findings "b" and "c" Regarding Noise Standards: 
The City refers to Section 3, Table I of the AELUPfor JFTB Los Alamilos, which indicates that 
residential uses are "conditionally consistent" in the 60-65 CNEL noise contour, but not 
prohibited. However, the ALUC inconsistency determination was based in part on AELUP 
Section 2.1. l which states "aircraft noise emanating from airports may be incompatible with the 
general welfare of the inhabitants within the vicinity ofan airport," and partly on General Land 
Use Policies in Section 3.2.1 which states that "within the boundaries ofthe AELUP, any land 
use may be found to be Inconsistent with the AELUP which ( 1) Places people so that they are 
affected adversely by aircraft noise and (2) Concentrates people in areas susceptible to aircraft 
accidents." The ALUC believes that the proposed new locations for residential units would be 
highly affected by airport noise due to the close proximity to the airport (some within less than 
one mile from the runway end) and that the past and current land use designation ofOpen 
Space/Golf is the appropriate designation for this site to not concentrate people in this area which 
is susceptible to aircraft accidents, The proposed Housing Element Update would allow for the 
introduction ofresidential uses which are not suitable and would subject the future residents to 
excessive noise and safety risks. 

Response to Finding "d" Regarding Safety: 
While none ofthe proposed opportunity sites are located within the Accident Potential Zones or 
Clear Zones, the ALUC considers the broader definition of "safety" as stated above and in 
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Section 3.2.1 of the AELUPfor JFTB Los Alamitos. Allowing residential uses in this approach 
corridor would concentrate people in an area susceptible to aircraft accidents and is not 
recommended. 

Response to Finding "e" Regarding Purpose and Intent ofthe AELUP 
The City states that the "proposed Project is consistent with the purpose and intent of the AELUP 
and will not result in incompatible land uses adjacent to JFTB Los Alamitos." By virtue ofbeing 
clearly stated in AELUPfor JFTB Los Alamitos Sections I.2 "Purpose and Scope" and 2.0 
"Planning Guidelines," the ALUC understands the complex legal charge to protect public 
airports from encroachment by incompatible land use development, while simultaneously 
protecting the health, safety and welfare ofcitizens who work and live in the airport's environs. 
To this end, and as also statutorily required, ALUC proceedings are benefited by several 
members having expertise in aviation. Based upon careful consideration ofall information 
provided, and input from ALUC members with expertise in aviation, the ALUC unanimously 
found the Housing Element Update to be Inconsistent with the AELUPfor JFTB Los Alamitos. 

We urge the City Council to take ALUC's concerns into consideration in its deliberations prior 
to deciding whether to overrule ALUC. Thank you for the opportunity to provide these 
comments. 

Sincerely, 

~ l,i. ~~ 
Gerald A. Bresnahan 
Chairman 

cc: Members ofAirport Land Use Commission for Orange County 
Gabrielle Sefranek, Caltrans/Division ofAeronautics 
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Callfornla Department of Transportation 
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www.dotco.aoy 

May 12, 2022 

Ms. Alexa Smittle, Community Development Director Electronically Sent 
City of Seal Beach ASmittle@seqlbeachca.gov 
211 Eighth Street 
Seal Beach. CA 90740 

Dear Ms. Smittle, 

One of the goals of the California Department of Transportation {Caltrans). Division of 
Aeronautics (Division) is to assist cities, counties, and Airport Land Use Commissions (ALUC) in 
the development and implementation of policies that protect the safety and general welfare 
of their communities in which aeronautical activities take place. Caltrans encourages 
collaboration with our partners in the planning process and thanks you for including the 
Division in the review of the proposed overrule of the Orange County Airport Land Use 
Commission (OCALUC) for the Joint Forces Training Bose Los Alamitos (JFTB). 

On April 13, 2022, the Division received a notific ation email and Resolution 7273. This was 
regarding a proposed overrule of OCALUC's determination of inconsistency regarding the city 
of Seal Beach's (City) General Plan 2021-2029 Housing Element (Project}. The Project proposes 
nine housing opportunity sites within the airport notification area of JFTB. February 17, 2022, the 
OCALUC found that the proposed Project was inconsistent with the current JFTB Airport Environs 
Land Use Plan (AELUP) amended August 17, 2017. The OCALUC found the proposed Project 
inconsistent citing noise, safety, and overflight concerns. 

It should be noted that according to the 2015 Installation Compatible Use Zone Study, Appendix 
Kof the AELUP. JFTB houses the largest army airfield that is operated by the Army National 
Guard. The document states further that the JFTB "airfield is one of the busiest Department of 
Defense (DoD) aviation operations in the continental United States and is located in one of the 
most congested and heavily flown airspace systems in the U.S." 

The Division has reviewed the proposed findings provided by the City and has determined the 
findings are insufficient to warrant this proposed overrule. 
Specifically, the findings are not consistent with the purposes of the statutes set forth in the 
California Public Utilities Code (PUC) section 21670. These findings do not provide substantial 
evidence that the proposed Project will meet the requirements of PUC statutes set forth in PUC 
section 21670. These findings do not provide substantial evidence that the proposed Project 
will meet the requirements of PUC, section 21670(a) ( 1) and (2). 

Based on the information provided by both the City and the OCALUC, the Division does not 
agree with the City's findings. 

"Provide o safe and reliable transportation network that serves o il people and respects the environment" 
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1. Draft Finding #1, referring to Section 2.a., 2.b., 2.c . 2.e.. of Resolution 7273 from the City 

The Division disagrees with Finding # 1. Two of the nine housing opportunity sites, included 
in the Project, are within the 60-65dB CNEL noise contour. This includes the Old Ranch 
Town Center area with the potential to accommodate up to 200 housing units as well as 
the Old Ranch Country Club area with the potential to accommodate up to 120 housing 
units. The AELUP states that residential uses within this contour are conditionally consistent 
with the requirement of sound attenuation to ensure interior CNEL do not exceed 45dB. 
Although, residential uses are conditionally compatible with the sound attenuation 
requirement, the Division is concerned as JFTB aviation operations make it one of the 
busiest DoD airfields in the continental United States (U.S.) within one of the most 
congested and heavily flown airspace systems in the U.S. According to the 2015 
Installation Compatible Use Zone Study, Appendix K of the AELUP, while noise contours 
address annual noise levels, instances of individual overflights operating beyond the 
airfield "generate noise levels that some individuals might find disruptive and/or 
annoying." These instances of singular overflight are often the source of noise complaints 
for air installations. 

Furthermore, attached is a letter dated December 16, 2016, from the Division to the 
OCALUC regarding the Division's serious concerns for future development areas 
surrounding JFTB. The letter showcases the Divisions concerns related to the age of the 
adopted noise contours, as the noise contours in the AELUP for JFTB are the same as those 
provided in the l994 Air Installation Compatibility Use Zone Study (AICUZ) . Since there 
have been no new noise analysis since the l 994 AICUZ, for aircraft arriving and departing 
JFTB, there is serious concern that new noise issues would be created. 

In addition, the Division supports the OCALUC's determination of inconsistency as PUC 
Section 21674!0} states that ALUCs are "to assist local agencies in ensuring compatible 
land uses in the vicinity of existing airports to the extent that the land in the vicinity of those 
airports is not already devoted to incompatible land uses" and PUC Section 21670!0) ( 1) 
"to coordinate planning at the state, regional and local levels so as to provide for the 
orderly development of air transportation while at the same time protecting public health. 
safety, and welfare." 

2. Draft Finding #2, referring to Section 2.d and 2.e of Resolution 7273 from the City 

The Division disagrees with Finding #2. The Clear Zones identified in the AELUP for JFTB are 
defined by the 1994 AICUZ through the DoD's AICUZ program. AICUZ standards establish 
three accident potential zones (APZs), the innermost is the clear zone. further followed by 
APZ I and APZ II. The 1994 AICUZ for JFTB states that the "Accident Potential Zones do not 
extend beyond installation boundaries. Use of the airfield by Class B type aircraft, while 
routine, is not sufficient to justify off-base Clear Zones and Accident Potential Zones". 
meaning that th'e 1994 AICUZ for JFTB does not identify APZ I or APZ II as applicable safety 
compatibility zones. In the attached letter from the Division to OCALUC, the Division 
references the 2015 lnstallotion Compatible Use Zone Study, Appendix Kof the AELUP. 
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Ms. Smittle, Community Development Director 
May 12, 2022 
Page3 

estimating 46,016 annual aircraft operations at JFTB. Based on this estimate of operations, 
the Division recommended updating the JFTB safety zones to include APZ I and APZ IL to 
be in line with the guidance provided by the DoD and the California Airport Land Use 
Planning Handbook (Handbook). 

In addition, guidance in the Handbook states "AICUZ compatibility criteria tend to be 
minimal in terms of the degree of protection from incompatible land uses which they 
afford. ALUCs and local jurisdictions can and should consider setting higher standards in 
their own respective compatibility planning." In reference to this guidance as well as the 
age of the AICUZ document {28 years old), the Division reviewed the housing opportunity 
sites in relation to the three standard APZs for Class B military runways as defined in DoD 
Instruction 4165.57 Air Installation Compatible Use Zones and the Handbook. It should also 
be noted that since 1994, when the JFTB AICUZ was prepared, the Handbook has been 
revised twice to incorporate updated accident data and characteristics into the 
guidance for defining safety zones. 

The housing opportunity sites are located in the following APZs: 
• Site 1 - Shops at Rossmoor (up to 40 dwelling units/acre): APZ II 
• Sile 2-Old Ranch Town Center (up to 40 du/acre): Clear Zone, APZ I 
• Site 3- Old Ranch Country Club (up to 24du/acre): APZ II 
• Site 4 - Leisure World (up to 30du/acre): APZ I, APZ II 

Regarding these zones, the DoD Instruction 4165.57 Air Installation Compatible Use Zones 
states: 
• Clear Zone: Residential land uses are not compatible 
• APZ I: Residential land uses are not compatible 
• APZ II: Residential land uses are compatib le with a maximum density of two dwelling 

units per acre 

Regarding these zones, the Handbook states: 
• Clear zone (Safety Zone 1): Residential land uses are prohibited 
• APZ I (Safety Zone 2): Avoid a ll residential uses except infill in developed areas 

o Maximum residential densities for suburban areas: 1 dwelling unit (du)/10-20 acres 
o Maximum residential densities for urban areas: 0 du/acre 

• APZ II (Safety Zone 4): Limit residential uses to low density 
0 Maximum residential densities for suburban areas: 1du/2-5 acre 
o Maximum residential densities for urban areas: Allow infill at up average 

density/intensity of comparable surrounding users 

It should be noted that the proposed housing opportunity site for Old Ranch Town Center is 
located in the Clear Zone (Safety Zone 1 ). as defined by the Handbook. 40du/acre are being 
proposed in the Clear Zone, while according to the Handbook. residential land uses are 
prohibited in this zone due to a very high accident risk level. 

According to the Handbook, the proposed densities by the City would create new significant 
safety and noise issues and thus is not in accordance with the guidance of the Handbook or 

"Provide, a safe and reliable transportation network that serves a ll people and respects the environment" 
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California Public Utilities Code, section 21674.7 (b). The Division strongly recommends not 
approving this overrule due to significant safety risks and potential noise incompatibility. Please 
note the PUC reference below, which mandates that local agencies shall be guided by the 
height, use, noise, safety, and density criteria as established in the Handbook: 

California Public Utilities Code, section 21674.7 (b), 

It is the intent of the Legislature to discourage incompatible land uses near existing 
airports. Therefore, prior to granting permits for the renovation or remodeling of an 
existing building, structure. or facility, and before the construction of a new building, it 
is the intent of the Legislature that local agencies shall be guided by the height, use, 
noise. safety, and density criteria that are compatible with airport operations, as 
established by this article, and referred to as the Airport Land Use Planning Handbook, 
published by the Division. 

As previously stated, attached is a letter dated December 16. 2016, from the Division to the 
OCALUC regarding the Division's serious concerns in reference to future development areas 
surrounding JFTB. 

Please note: The Division comments are to be included in the public record of any decision to 
overrule the OCALUC. 

If you have questions or we may be of further assistance, please contact me via email at 
go brielle .sefrqnek@d ot.ca.gov. 

Sincerely, 

Gabrielle Sefranek 
Associate Transportation Planner 
Division of Aeronautics 

Attachment 
Tony Soredello-Review JFTB Los Alamitos ALUCP Ltr 121616 

c: Lea Choum, Executive Officer. Orange County Airport Land Use Commission 
Matt Friedman, Chief. Office of Aviation Planning. Division of Aeronautics 

"Provide a safe ond reliable transportation network that serves oll people and respects the environment" 
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W,SR~, ~-«t~qQof~Qity Qf ijfal ~~(~fV)~.ve,"(tlfCity Cou~ 
~• tl!;ithqniy.to ~t<,•nd enforce all Jaws\ ru1• ·ij#d ~1,1~n, ~ ~ t9 municipal 
affairs, subject only to the ,.~rictjo"'jl']ij linjltatio~ c;ontained In this Cht4tter and in the 
Cqfiij~tutid~ Qfthe S~..of Cali(orhla. It shall also'hli\V$ the POW!Jf ~ exe~ fny_and alt 
righ., powers and privlleg«. ~fetofore ·or tterf~~r ~t$bli&h~, g,-.nted, or p~S0ribed by 
aiw law qf ffie St@te. ~Y thla Cnartet, ot ttle State of GaUfomta. Tof, enw;,e~n 1n 1J,is 
ChJ•r.01 arty PEt~r power, duty.•or pro?;ld.vre ~luJU ~t.~ heJd to be •muaive of, or 
anyllm~nor reatriction iipQt'l. this geheral grant of poWer, and, 

WHERi:AS, G.ovemment Coqe Sedion 65§80 et seq. (Housing Element Law) 
n,qlJire& th.at every ctty prepare ~nd periodically update the hQ4sihg elem~nt of the 
g~reral plan; every city is mandated to include stttutory requir,mentJ in the housing 
element. and ~very city is req1,dred to submit a draft ofits housing element to the California 
Dei)frtm.~ht_of Housing and Community Development (HCD) for review and_comment as 
to whetherihe City's draft 2021-2029 Housing Element (Project) substantially complies 
with-Hou·s1ng Elei'fient Law~and. 

WHEREAS, the City worked with its consultants, the community, Planning 
CommiS$ion and City Col!ncll to prepare the Project as required by the Housing Element 
Law); and, 

WH~REAS, the 6th Cycle Reglon,I HoU$Jng Needs Assessment ("RHNA") 
allocation Im~ on the City py the $outhem California Association of Governments 
("SCAG"), 9f 1,243 un_tts, is a aµbatanti~I Increase in the 01,1mber of Jffi:>rd.~ie housing 
oppartunlties required In comparison to the 5th Cycle RHNA allocation of·onfy two unltJ. 
and $S a r8$ult required ~•City to identify all avalfable sites CityWide $S poteo~I housing 
opP9rtunfties, including some in proximity to the Jqlnt Fo~Tf..fning Qase Los Alamitos 
(Jf:'r~), wh{ch Is i~l>J¢! to «te 2017 Joint T~ining i3ai~ Los Alamitos Airport EnvtrqrJs 
~nd.Vse Ptah rAE:LUP") of the Orange County Alrpott L,.and Use Commtsaion ("ALUC'); 
and, 

WHl:Rl:AS, in accordance with PuJ:>li.c U.tilitleS C~ ~on 21ete(b), the CitY 
referred the Prt:Jject to the ALUC for ~dv~Qty reviaw for- la consistency with the AELUP; 
ahd, 

WH'3REAS, ·on F·ebruary 17.2022. the.ALUC by unanl.rn~Y$ (5-0) y9.te, (je.tei'Yfdned 
that the Projeet Is inconstttent with ffie·AELUP 'dueto n()lse. satety1 and general land use 



-
_

~

:

co..~:111u ofn~te~t:..ou•1iti. ~-'Rusites &.:.I~ ,,, ... a.u.........· c:t...·-·-t- ndU~~•tT .,,.. __.t1"41!11 ,,l ·- -'lf~l;-U'J' ~till•~ '°"'!"l•~~IIJg~~f~ t 

" 
.; 

~E.RMf, a1N·fina1 review authOfllV Pil~10 ~Uc vt(f~CodeSections 
21e~p,~ · ,- a·9ublfoheanni'1 ~ tttt ~uo.t>y .. 11111~. N qt; Q9u~ ~:I-. 
hy9-.tJj''JJiJ.;jl.s_, ~~ W.,ijm~•~ffMJ, . ·~ffleP-flo1i9{efanfw_ith...tt,epurp08f!f8 
qt~ :\)iiJi;tii e~~2i'eto~lngthe·p ·.'. ·nof~P»t>P,ch.'81ffi. •iY. 
tnd ,~1'by ent1Uririg1

~ -~--,tv ♦~MIOJT ¢-~ tt\e adC)J>ttQn _9f la(ld U$e 
~ij~ ~ n,is,~e~the pu61ids ~re to . · , : · .'I. ~ ._nd ~f,ty ~rds 
wfthm·~And.~ulSll9:atn>9~ to·-.a.entJttat1heia areaa are riot,.g~~ 
to t~~uaea; a~~•. 

:. 'WHEREAS. ptfQ~ !O t;aklng a~. Qtl , proposaJ to overrule the f\LU~ 
i~IJJ.~fl.!ldfhQ, ~ Gity musf provKte Iha ALU9 tnd the Otvlliipn ofAetonautlcs of 
the O.tffofri~ ~~rjt of T~n~rtstk>n (the --State DiviaiQh of Aef9n41Qtlca·) w~ 
n~ of the Cltys Intent to consider ovOl'l)Jling ~ AL.UC determination along with 
apecfflc ~n4inga st l.;aat 45 .days prior to the Oltyis adfOn to o._,.rt\Jle th~ Al.UC; and, 

.~E~E,AS, the P~blic UUlitie& Code pro~- thal~ALUC a;,d the ~leDivision 
of AetQna~cs<,'vshll11 resp~rnf to th~ n6tffl0$tf(;n oftf,e1indinge ofproposed override within 
30 day& of te'ceivtng the proposed resolution eind findings; ar\Q, 

WHEREAS, in the event the ALUC or State Division QfAeronautics' comments are 
not availat>le Within this timeframe, the City may act Without them: and, 

WHEREAS, any comments by the ALUC and State Olvitlon of Af!ronautics are I 
advis:QlY 19 the City yndfit •~e ~; and the City Council shall Include any cornm~nts 
from i,ff,le ALUC and the 'State Dfvi$ion of Aeronautfce In th& final record of any final 
deci$ion by the Ctw Counc!J to overrule the ALUC, which may only be adopted by a two
thirds vote of the City Council; and, 

\NHEREAS, the City Council ~Id a duly-noticed public hearing on April 11, 2022, 
in the City Council Chambers located at 211 &th Street, Se$1 Beach, Califomia, at which 
time evidence. both written and oral, was presented to, and con,kJered by, the City 
C°"ncll at this hearing; and the City Coundl edQPted Resolution 7273 by a vQte of4 ayes • 
and 1 n•y. to notify the ALUC and the s•Division of Aen)nautic$ of the City's intent to 
ov&rrule ALUC's inconsistency finding; and, 

WHijREAS, on AptU 13, 2022, the City sent a copy of ~8'QIU\k)n 7273 via email 
and United States Postal Service to ffie ALUC and the 8$te Oivlefon ofAetonauttcs; and, 

WHEREAS, the City ~tved comments in r~on$4:J to Reeolullon TZ13 from the 
--.DMslc).h ofAeronfut{cs and the ALUc;a"d th0$8 QOmrnenta.,.~~V. incotporat$d 
by refere~ iiod h.l~ ' in r,~~the~• provided In Section 1 oflhis reaolutlol1 
adeqUetefV address both commelif ~ r~ . 

WHEREAS~ the ~"1e~.~ ~ fflll{erial$ CQ~ng the recorp for 'these Iproceeding~ are boated at1he Community D,vel~tDepartment of ~ City of Seal 
Beach, ·211 ~hth ~ 8$81 Beaeh, CA 90740: and: 



-·- l. • • ,.•.•. ' • 'N~W. THEREFORE, the Blty Counal of tho City of Seal 8-Ch DOES HEREBY 
RE$014:VE.$lf0.(IPW$.: 

' s);Cit()tf\1~ The foreg()jng ~1$ are ~ and P<Jtrect an<t a~ inQOrporatad
hef in 6ilthfs:-~ . . lfifiince._ · · e . - _ re.,,.... 

$ECTIQN::2~ The City C<>unc!t finds that1he Gerd Plan ~14029 HausilJ Efemert 
(81H -~~ :ct'r9JeQO is QC>nsiatent with -the purposes of C~lifOtnla Pu6Uc util!ttel 
Code Section 21~70 end the ~LUP ofp~ng the pu~lic heflth, safety, and welfare 
by ~Q•l~ffi){j (h·~ o~tffv exp,neion of~trr>Orts and the adoption of land use measures that 
minJ~IZ8'.,~_pub!~~:exp~u~t~ex~ve noJs.e an~~hpa~,s ~itoin are,.• arouod 
publ1<nllrJ)()rts tot~~ extent-ttiatthese areas ,A9 nQ\ already c:(evoted to incompatible uses. 

Facts io support 

I 
1. The Project is consistent with the noise standards of the AELUP. 

The At:L.UP guid~ ·the or(terly development of Joint Forces Training Base (JFTB) and 
the surrouf!ding .,,~ thrQ.ug~ impfe~ntation of th_e stana_atds In AE~UP Sectlon 2 
(Ptannlog _Gµ~eftr") and_$ection 3 (Land U$8 Policies). lmplementatiqn of these 
standards 1s intendedto protectthe publicfrom the adveraeeffects ofaircraftnoi$e, r:msure 
that people and faclltties are not concentrated in are,s suscepti~le to aircraft accidents. 
and ens~re no structures or activities adversely affeGt navigable airspace.AELUP ~ction 
2.1.1 eels ~rth ~ Gommuh,w Noise Eq11ivalent Le~I (C"'EL) sta9dards. The Project 
inoluqes the id,hffllcatfon of2 op~rtunity sites within the 60 dB CNEL contour for JFTB. 
No sites are within the 85 dB CNEL. 

~~-~-2~ and 3.2.4. respectively, of the AELUP define th, noise exposure in the~ 
65 dB O~(;L noise conto~r,(Noi,e Impact Zone 2) as •Moc,lera_te Noise Impact" and In the 
65-70 ~8 CNEL "o~ contour (NQise ln,pact:Zone 1) as 11High lmpaef'. Section 3, Table 
1 (Limitations on Land Use Due to Nd~) of tile AELUP ~eriWiee resiQehtfal as 
"oc:ni~ltiQnally c.onsl~enr wttt, f:he 60-65.~8 GNEL nol"1oo_ot()Or.,Re$JQJl'\tfal U$8S are not 
Quttlgpt prOhibfted In either Noise Impact Zone 1 or 2. AELUP '~n 3.2.4 requires 
•kfential u~ to be dev~JQP@d with adva.o~_ltllyJa,ti.9n _•~_to brirJg the sound 
after -..u.enuatlon tQ .n~ more then 45 dB inside. The OHVs Gene~I Plan ·Noise E!em$nt 
currently requires alao l'equirei inferior sound attenuation of45dB·. 

2. The pro/)0$fld Project is consistent with tne set&ty stand.an# of the AELUP..I AELUP ~n2.1.,2 (Safety) sets forth zones depicting_whiQh land uset @" !CC8P._,le 
in ~ JFTB environs, and $$... ffiat only an A«iJdent Potefflial Zon• (APZ) "A• located 



I 
Wtth19N~·~J.Flm~J~.~i~,renotAP.~ffJ~~ 
1he 0lut Z~ tr: JFIJJ, ~~:-~z "A; la dNJinatea as a Clear fone. No 
opport\lntty-.,.,.~. k,c8ted wittilii h 1Ciellr Zone. 

3. 1°ffllpropond PJtljetiia(}Otls/sl,nt Witf!·thg..ptf,~am;t fntfmf ofthe. AEt.UP andwill 
not re$lilt1n lftOQjn~ llffd u'd$:tidjacent to JFTB. 

l;'-~•fndafdJ •nd:~l~,aet !t>"h in ~•~ (P~on1ng Gt.Jidelfrlts).-~M. s(~nd Y:$8 
ott~) of tf\e M!t:".:.!!'• --~Jp. Prfflitt--the creation of new tldi9e ~ ~ 

p,r9blems.~ setfottfi~~~ ·•rw-.v~~Jpepto'1~l>~tto~ ~om,,nity·shes 
Will coni~Jy ~~i~~ria -.rw;1 sltfety ~ndard&·8'tafSltlh4a m~ ~ an~ 3. 
Much of!J,' ~ •~ifi!l~I~~ rtiu~IQll ~h(!y sitet wfttlln-~e AELU; plannitig 
area is alt•~Y dev.el_oped wiih reslde~l~•pm,~. ftid the ho~la\g qpportuntty stt• 
\YO.U~ 09netlhlte tnmr ~Vtl~,rt In aric,1 around those existing uses. The previously
developed residential aretis lncly~ ~.ou-.r,~ _of houafng untts lqca~ in ttle 
~ghboth~- ()f Cioll~f P•rk East, Le,is~re ~or1d. Rossmoor, ~ nelghbO-:t,ood$-hOrth 
of the Old R"nOh T~ Center in botn ~fBeabij 1;1h(j ·lAa Al~m~()s. co·nsi~nfwith the 
~~u~. qny ioflll (?re>~ must comp~ wHh an applkJibfe ~c poltges. _Elnd ~e 
houafng·opport1,1ntty ~ti..do pot vlolate.tttt, AE~UP helgtit f$8~rons, are conslstentwtth 
the noise and safety policies. and a~ not withln any lder1tifled APZ$ or OZs. Furthtlr, the 
Project does not ¢nstf4rte approval "or commitment to development. but identifies 
potential future si~ fbr hou,1119. and compll~nce with the AELUP standards will be 
evaluated and demonstrated Ifand when development projects are proposed In the future 
following the subsequent comprehensive update of the General Plan. I 

S§QIJ.QN 3, ea~on the foregoing findJng_s, the City Council finds that the PrQjed 
Is consistent With th,$ nQi-. ttat'H;lard$, -~fety standards, and purposes and intent of the 
AELUPj and hereby overrules the ALUC's determination that the Project fs Inconsistent 
with the AELUP. 

SECTION 4. The City Council finds the adoption of this resolution is not subject to 
the California Environmental Quality Act f 'CEQA") pursuant to $f!cti01l8 16060(c)(2) (the 
activity will not result In a direct or reasonably fQreseeable indirect physical change in the 
environMent) and 15060(c)(3) (the activtty is not a proj~ ~s defined in Section 15378) 
of the CEQA Guidelines.• Califomis Code of Reguleltion$, Title 14, Division e. c~pter 3, 
~u•it has no Potential for tesUlting In phyafcat change to the environment, directly or 
indirectly. Specifically, the resQlutton does not h,ve the potgnpai fOr res~ltlr,g in either a 
dl11¢t phyel~I cha".'9e in the environment. or a ~nabiy foreseeable Indirect physical 
ehangtt In the envil'Qnment because it Jf limited tQ the City's proposal to overrule the 
ALVC•e de~lnatlon and does not commit the City to approve the ProJ$d. The Project 
wiH be lndependeftt1y re~ and evaluated t)Ut$UBM to CEQA. 

SEc'l1ON 6. tf any section, aub$ectloh,-sentence, Clause or phrase ofthis resolution 
Is, for any reason, hefd to be le:,~alid. ot \Jnoc>riiffllJtiortal, ~ ~t9n etta!J not ~ the 
valldlty qr con~j1alfty Qf the rerttaining portions of this resolution. The City Council I 
hereby dec.Ml'Efl ~ ~ would h~ pa~ ~Js ~ujlon, •~ ea~ se<:Uon. subsdetfon,se~. cl$u88 or phraee hereof, irrespective of the fad that any ~n, or mo"9·~ns, 
subs$Clk>ns, sentences, ~uses or phraaee l>ft declared lnvaiict (jf unconstitutional. 



I §~fJ!»j_Qi This•res(jflJtion ._u take·,ffecl im~jately ~P-Otl t\8. adoPtk>n. 

--~191'1 ~, ·-rt-. 9.JlY ¢~*-shall>"~ to_t~_~eand attcption of thl$ 
Rfgolutioruiffif:entedt Into the-bOdk ofbttgJ(lal R~Q.l~ons. 

P~ijD, Af)PROVEQ AN0. AOOPrr:o by the 5eel ~City Couotil at a regular 
meeting held on the,2p dfW Qf AqgWit, 20~ ~Y the follQWl'1'g vote: 

AVE$: Councn Membe.rsi ~. MaJSS•µ\Vltt. Moote, V•rlpapa 

NO~$: council MemberB: Sustarsic 

ABSENT: Council Membe~: None 

ABSTAIN; Council Members~None 

I 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA } 
COUNlY OF ORANGE } SS 
CITY OF SEAL BEACH } 

I, Gloria D. Harper, City Clerk of th~ Ctty of Seal Beach. dQ hereby certify that thJ 
foregoing ~.$dlution is t~ original copy of Resolution 7324 on file·In the office of the City 
Cferk~passed1 approved! ~nit adopted by the City Counc11 at a regular meeting held on 

I 

29th day of August, 2Q22. 



AIRPORT LAND USE COMMISSION 
FOR ORANGE COUNTY 

3160 Airway Avenue• Costa Mesa, California 92626 • 949.252.5170 fax: 949.252.6012 

August 22, 2022 

Cindy Salazar 
OC Public Works/Land Development Division 
601 N. Ross Street 
Santa Ana. CA 92701 

Subject: Land Use Element Amendment LU 22-01 and Zoning Code Amendment CA 22-01 

Dear Ms. Salazar, 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on Draft Land Use Element (LUE) Amendment LU 
22-01 and Draft Zoni9"Code Amendment CA 22~01. The Airport Land u1e Commission for 
Orange County (AL~C) has reviewed these documents and offers the follo; ing comments: 

LandUseElcmcnt
I
OKA~~•E CO{JN~J )' \ \ 

The ALUC is at reciative of, and continues l rt existing language containlt in Land Use 
Element, Chap er 3, Section · · · Section I5. \ irpo11 Land 
Use Plans. We ave no co ~~~~~-I .~i,.;,~~------ ssion.regardif1g applicability 
of Housing O rtunities O cial and industrial land use 
categories, 2) · · · wa~le uses in 
commercial a 19e~ffi~rJflm ta regarding 
population de 

Zoning Code A 

The following Dra ed to ensure 
airport compatibility and safety in sensitive areas surrounding airports in Orange County: 

1) In Sec. 7•9-44. 7. Site development standards for residential uses, add the following 
language: 
.. Residential uses shall not be allowed on parcels or building sites which are within the 65 
CNEL contour ofan airport within Orange County, and shall be in compliance with 
airport safety zone restrictions." 



ALUC Comments LU ZC 
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2) In Sec. 7-9-44.8. Emergency shelter and multi-service center for persons experiencing 
homelessness (multi-service center) site development standards and operational 
requirements. add the following language: 
"An emergency shelter or multi-service center shall not be allowed on parcels or building 
sites which are within the 65 CNEL contour ofan airport within Orange County, and 
shall be in compliance with airport safety zone restrictions." 

3) ln Sec. 7-9-44.9. Low-Barrier Navigation Center site development standards and 
operational requirements, add the following language: 
.. A Low-Barrier Navigation Center shall not be allowed on parcels or building sites 
which are within the 65 CNEL contour of an airport within Orange County, and shall be 
in compliance with airport safety zone restrictions." 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on Land Use Element Amendment LU 22-01 and 
Zoning Code Amendment CA 22-0 l. A referral by the County to the ALUC is required for these 
updates due to the location of the amendments within an AELUP Planning Area and due to the 
nature ofthe required County approvals (i.e. Land Use and Zoning Code Amendments) under 
PUC Section 21676(b). With respect to project submittals, please note that the Commission 
requests that referrals be submitted to the ALUC for a detennination between the Planning 
Commission and Board ofSupervisors hearings. Since the ALUC meets on the third Thursday 
afternoon of each month, complete submittals must be received in the ALUC office by the first 
ofthe month to ensure sufficient time for review, analysis, and agendizing. Please contact me at 
lchoum@tw!ir,CQ.m or at 949-252-5123, should any questions arise regarding these comments. 

Sincerely, 

LeaChoum 
Executive Officer 



t of your project entitled: Proposed Land Use Element mendment LU 22-01 
and Proposed Zon· g Code Amendment CA 22-01. 

. o 
• · n he next 

AIRPORT LAND USE COMMISSION 
FOR ORANGE COUNTY 
3160 Airway Avenue• Costa Mesa, California 92626 • 949.252.5170 fax: 949.252.6012 

September 8, 2022 

Cindy Salazar, Land Use Manager 
Advance and Environmental Planning 
OC Public Works Development Services 
60 I N. Ross Street 
Santa Ana, CA 9270 I 

Subject: ALUC Referral Package Confirmation - County of Orange Proposed Land Use Element 
Amendment 22-01 and Zoning Code · 

Dear Ms. Salazar: 

This is to confirm tha e Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) staff ha • eceived the County of 
Orange referral rcq 

Your referral. co t1>Ad 
Commission, ·e acce~ 
Commission n • of Se tember 15. 202 ce . our att nee at the 
meeting will r · .....,.1"-AP'·~- - this item. he I ing location is 
included belo y 

A copy of the mee uwll£\.~'lrw.!<,~r, ovided to you prior to 
1the Commission m c 1 l ( via email at 

lchoum@ocair.com ifyou need additional information regarding the Commission· s review of this 
project. 

Sincerely. 

u . ~ 
Lea U. Chouin 
Executive Officer 


