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SACRAMENTO INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT DRAFT LAND USE COMPATIBILITY PLAN & INITIAL STUDY COMMENTS 
 
COMMENT 

# 
WRITTEN COMMENT RESPONSE 

1 - A Pursuant to our understanding of Policy 4.1.3, assuming the Spangler 
site will be maintained and/or altered in a way that will not result in 
expansion of the portion of the site devoted to the nonconforming 
agricultural uses; the site is considered exempt from ALUC review as an 
existing nonconforming use. On behalf of the Greenbriar project 
applicant, we request ALCU confirm our understanding that, provided 
the Spangler managed marsh does not result in expansion of the existing 
nonconforming use, it is not subject to ALUC review for consistency 
with the ALUCP. 

This is correct.  The Spangler site has an existing use that 
would be continued consistent with that use, and therefore 
Policy 4.1.3 would allow this.  The proposed managed 
marshes are not subject to ALUC review.  In addition, the 
revised Policy 3.4.3 would only take effect if the Spangler 
property required a zoning amendment.  

2 – A It would be helpful to have in writing that what the County would 
currently permit on undeveloped land would still be permitted under the 
Draft Plan (i.e. single family homes, in compliance with all other 
government regulations, could still be built on vacant lots under this 
plan). What I read in the available documents never mentions Garden 
Highway single family homes on less than 10 acres. Are they mentioned 
and impacts discussed?  

Policy 1.4.3 allows development of single family 
residential uses on a legal lot recorded before the date of 
this plan’s adoption, so long as it’s not in the Safety Zones 
1 (see Map 3a) or 65 CNEL noise contour (see Map 2a) if 
the property was zoned residential. Policy 4.2.2 was added 
to provide additional clarity that the intent of this Plan 
was not to conflict with Sacramento County’s Garden 
Highway Special Planning Area in the Zoning code.  Two 
added maps show a close-up scale with parcel lines 
included and focuses on the Garden Highway area.  

2 - B It is still unclear about what the specific differences are between the 
1994 Plan and this Draft Plan, other than the addition of the proposed 
west runway, a lengthened east runway and the number of safety zones. 

The attached matrix in FAQ #3 compares the 1994 plan 
with the draft 2013 plan. 

2 - C Did the consultant feel that fertilizer storage and the jet fuel line 
crossing from the river to the airport were not safety issues that 
warranted mentioning? 

This is an allowed use in both the 1994 CLUP and the 
draft 2013 ALUCP. 

3 - A Although the draft Policy (3.4.3) goes on to contemplate possible 
exceptions, it provides no specifics or clear direction as to how 
exceptions to a “deemed incompatible” determination would be made 
(for projects within 10,000 feet of the Airport Operations Area). 

Policy 3.4.3 has been amended. It now states that a project 
proponent shall document consideration for the FAA’s 
and other federal agencies wildlife hazardous mitigation 
near the airport if the project is located with 10,000 feet of 
the Airport Operations Area AND includes a zoning 
amendment.    

3 - B It is of critical importance that this proposed process be explained in 
detail in the draft Plan and analyzed thoroughly in the supporting CEQA 

See response to Comment 3-A. A “review process” does 
not require analysis under CEQA. The potential impacts 
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documents. At a minimum, the agency or agencies making such 
decisions must be clearly identified and the procedures by which such 
decisions are carried out must be well specified. 

that may occur as a result of an outcome associated with 
the review process have been addressed in the Initial 
Study. 

3 - C We also believe that the Initial Study’s reliance upon municipal and 
county land use authorities to carry out future substantive environmental 
review of land use decisions required of them to achieve compatibility 
with the draft Plan is not only short-sighted, but also calls for the 
inevitable piecemealing or deferral of the environmental review process 
in direct contravention of CEQA. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15378.) 

The intent of this language is not to defer analysis of 
compatibility. The purpose of this discussion under each 
resource section is to acknowledge that project proponents 
are required to undertake the CEQA process to identify 
impacts to that specific resource. Any impact to a resource 
that may occur as a result of future development that may 
be affected/influenced by the ALUCP would be assessed 
during the CEQA process that the proponent would be 
required to undertake. 

3 - D The Conservancy has submitted its construction plans to County 
Airports in each instance in which a marsh complex has been proposed. 
Following a review and comment process, the Conservancy has 
carefully and faithfully implemented every habitat design and mitigation 
measure suggested by County Airports in the course of constructing 
managed marshes. 

This arrangement of the Conservancy communicating 
with the Airport for managed marshes is a requirement of 
the Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) and 
will continue to take affect regardless of the ALUCP.  
With the proposed revision to the ALUCP’s Policy 3.4.3 
mentioned in Comment 3A, the Conservancy would only 
have to document consideration of FAA and other federal 
policies regarding wildlife if a zoning amendment is 
required and the land is within 10,000 feet of the AOA.  

3 - E We note that County Airports staff themselves have designed and 
developed two substantial managed marsh complexes within the flight 
path of SMF.  
 
Those projects have been implemented successfully based on designs 
which generally comport with those prepared and constructed by the 
Conservancy on its properties in the Natomas Basin. We believe that 
this result strongly supports our contention that a change in standards of 
review and review procedures is unwarranted. 

Comment noted. If, in the future, the Airport itself were to 
undertake a land use that could attract wildlife within 
10,000 feet of the Airport Operations Area, and a zoning 
amendment was required, the Airport itself would also 
have to submit a letter to the ALUC noting how it 
considered FAA and other federal agency guidelines 
related to wildlife hazards.  

3 - F We believe that applying an incompatibility policy may result not just in 
the shifting of future mitigation lands, but quite possibly in the inability 
to set aside additional conservation or mitigation land within the 
Natomas Basin for the purpose of complying with the requirements of 
the HCPs. 

The revised Policy 3.4.3 as noted in Comment 3A, would 
allow future mitigation lands within the Natomas Basin.  
Policy 3.4.3 only asks for documentation of how 
consideration of wildlife hazards guidance was addressed 
if a zoning amendment is required. 

3 - G Ultimately, this element of the Plan has the potential effectively to end 
implementation of the HCPs. The Initial Study does not give such 

See Comment 3-F 
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concerns adequate analysis, concluding that potential impacts to existing 
conservation lands are “less than significant” because not all new 
conservation lands are necessarily precluded under the draft Plan. 

3 - H The ALUC should be preparing an EIR which would afford the Lead 
Agency the opportunity to thoroughly analyze this potential conflict and 
mitigate impacts or, if appropriate, override such impacts. Should the 
ALUC fail to take such steps – as it appears prepared to do – we believe 
the ALUC will be violating the requirements of CEQA. 

In light of the analysis set forth in the Negative 
Declaration, as well as changes made to the ALUCP as a 
result of comments received, there is no substantial 
evidence suggesting that an EIR needs to be prepared. 

3 - I The Conservancy suggests that the draft Plan be revised and clarified 
with respect to conservancy/mitigation lands, at least those within the 
Natomas Basin. To support the Initial Study’s conclusion, the Plan 
should treat in-Basin conservancy/mitigation projects permitted under 
the HCPs as a distinct category of use rather than automatically 
including them as “major land use projects” or as other projects that are 
explicitly subject to ALUC review. 

As noted in Comment 3-A, Policy 3.4.3 has been 
modified.  
 

3 - J In deference to that commitment, and in recognition of solid results over 
a dozen years, the “deemed incompatible” language should be 
eliminated for mitigation and habitat land uses within the Natomas 
Basin which are carried out for purposes of offsetting adverse impacts to 
species protected by the Natomas Basin’s HCPs. 

The “deemed incompatible” language has been deleted 
from the revised Policy 3.4.3.  See Comment 3-A. 

3 - K We believe that the Initial Study understates and/or fails to properly 
analyze the potential environmental impacts of the draft Plan in two 
other respects. 
 
The first of these two shortcomings relates to the repeated assurances set 
forth in the draft Plan that it is not intended to dictate (or authorize the 
ALUC to direct) future land use development in the SMF environs 
(Initial Study, p.2). Such assurances are difficult, if not impossible, to 
reconcile with the “consistency” provision of the draft Plan which state 
that affected municipal and county general plans “…must avoid direct 
conflicts with compatibility planning criteria.” 

The ALUCP does not propose development.  Its function 
is to require that General Plans and Specific Plans ensure 
that new uses are compatible with the airport.   

3 - L The second shortcoming is closely tied to the first. 
 
The Conservancy has reviewed the Plan provisions which purport to 
govern non-conforming uses (Plan, pp. 2-44 – 2-46) and finds that they 
present a high hurdle to any prospective managed marsh redevelopment 
proposal. 

 If farmland is changed into managed marsh, it does not 
require a zoning change and therefore is not subject to 
Policy 3.4.3.   
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3 - M The Conservancy believes that these shortcomings in the Initial Study – 
particularly when read in conjunction with Draft Policy 3.4.3, as they 
must be – undermine the conclusion that the draft Plan could not have a 
significant effect on the environment. Accordingly, we must conclude 
that the ALUC’s initial decision to prepare a negative declaration for 
this project does not comply with the requirements of CEQA. 

See responses to comments 3-H through 3-L. 

4 - A The Initial Study concludes that the impact of the 10,000-foot buffer 
area on biological resources will be “less than significant” because 
“some types of mitigation banks could be considered compatible within 
the 10,000-foot separation, provided it is determined that [the proposed 
mitigation] would not result in a net increase of wildlife hazards.” 
(Ibid.) Apparently the Initial Study finds that impacts to biological 
resources will be less than significant because certain habitat mitigation 
(i.e., for the giant farter snake) might be capable of designs that 
minimize hazards to aviation. It would be helpful for SACOG or the 
Airport to confirm whether this understanding is correct, and for the 
analysis of the potential environmental effects of the Plan to separately 
consider impacts to individual species. 

 In regards to the second point, future habitat value cannot 
be predicted and it is therefore impossible to know what, 
if any, kind of species may be attracted to managed lands 
within the HCP. It is therefore impossible to reasonably 
speculate as to any indirect impact that might occur as a 
result of restricting future habitat development.  

4 - B The FAA advisory Circular that is described in Appendix F of the Plan 
identifies agriculture and wetlands as land uses that may attract 
hazardous wildlife and recommends they be excluded from the 10,000-
foot buffer area. (Plan, p.F-6). It is difficult, therefore, to see how any 
mitigation activities can be permitted with the 10,000-foot buffer 
considering these FAA preferences. Even assuming arguendo that the 
habitat of certain species could still be preserved within the 10,000-foot 
buffer area, this does not necessarily support a finding that the effect of 
the Plan on biological resources will be less than significant. 

See Comment 4-A 
Also see responses Comments 3-A and 4-A. 
 

4 - C CEQA is less concerned with the effect on biological resources 
generally, and more concerned with the likely effects on individual 
species, particularly legally protected species such as the Swainson’s 
hawk. That other species which do not pose a threat to aviation would 
still be permitted within 10,000 feet of the Airport does not end the 
impacts analysis. 

See responses to Comments 3-A and 4-A. 

4 – D According to the Initial Study, theoretically-permissible mitigation sites 
“would replace active agricultural fields” thereby “remov[ing] a food 
source for certain types of migratory birds and other hazardous 
wildlife.” (Initial Study p. 23.) Clearly then, proposals to establish 

ESA – See responses to Comments 3-A, 4-A, and 4-B. 
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mitigation sites for the Swainson’s hawk would be considered 
incompatible  with the Plan, as Policy 3.4.3(b) seeks to prevent 
mitigation features that attract birds. By effectively restricting the areas 
available for Swainson’s hawk habitat to property outside of the 10,000-
foot buffer area, the Plan limits areas within the Basin that are available 
for Swainson’s hawk conservation, which could have an effect on this 
threatened species. The specific impact on this particular species has not 
been fully disclosed, as the Initial Study fails to identify the potential 
effect on the Swainson’s hawk, compared to other habitat mitigation 
types. 

4 – E The Initial Study suggests that some such mitigation land could be 
considered compatible with the wildlife hazard policy, under proposed 
Policy 3.4.3(b).  
 
TNBC has also designed marsh habitat to comply with Airport 
requirements. However, the current draft Plan takes a more restrictive 
view of mitigation, which casts doubt upon future efforts to conserve 
marsh habitat for the giant garter snake. 

Though the Draft ALUCP contained more “restrictive” 
language, the Initial Study concluded that enough 
flexibility remained to allow for the TNBC and other 
conservancies to continue their mission as specified in 
their respective HCPs. Furthermore, as noted in other 
responses, Policy 3.4.3 has been revised to address the 
commenter’s concerns.   

4 - F The Initial Study should provide more details concerning the potential 
for giant garter snake habitat to be conserved within the 1000-foot 
buffer area. It appears that the potential impacts to this species have not 
been properly disclosed and addressed by the Initial Study. The Plan 
should also be revised to clearly state that existing giant garter snake 
mitigation areas, particularly those areas with Metro Air Park, may be 
maintained in perpetuity. 

See response to Comment 4-A. 

4 - G The Initial Study also fails to consider the effect of the Plan on 
implementation of the Metro Air Park HCP. 
 
The 10,000-foot buffer area around the AOA could severely constrain 
Metro Air Park mitigation options. 

The Initial Study discusses potential impacts to the Metro 
Air Park HCP on pg. 23. As discussed in the Initial Study, 
the purpose of the ALUCP, and specifically Policy 3.4.3, 
is to avoid the creation of land uses that may pose danger 
to aircraft operations. Though Policy 3.4.3, as written in 
the Draft ALUCP, indicates that uses such as wetland 
mitigation banks are considered “incompatible”—per 
FAA standards—the policy is written to include flexibility 
and a review process that considers design features 
intended to minimize wildlife attractants. As such, the 
Initial Study concludes that the Draft ALUCP would have 
a “less-than-significant” effect on habitat conservation 
plans.  
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Moreover, Policy 3.4.3 has been revised to allow for more 
flexibility in the review process, which should further ease 
any conditions that the Draft ALUCP may place on the 
conservation and habitat enhancement efforts of the MAP 
HCP and other HCPs in the AIA. 

4 – H You have stated that SACOG does not intend to use the wildlife hazard 
policy to make land use consistency determinations for land use projects 
(including general plan and zoning revisions) that are located outside of 
the 10,000-foot buffer area. Revisions to the Plan are needed to 
document this proposed policy change, and to make it clear that 
SACOG will not expect local general plan policies to be altered to limit 
agriculture, habitat or other uses with the potential to attract wildlife 
outside of the 10,000-foot buffer area. 

That is correct.  See the amended draft plan Policy 3.4.3.c.  

5 – A The ALUCP designates an Airport Influence Area which stretches from 
the City of Woodland to near the eastern edge of the Natomas Basin, 
and from the southern end of the city of West Sacramento to the Bear 
River in Sutter County. This case area extends over 300 square miles. 
 
If approved, this Airport Influence Area would represent a major 
extension of SACOG jurisdiction over local governmental autonomy in 
the region, and would likely dwarf similar areas designated for other 
airports in the state. 

The Airport Influence Area (AIA) is an area in which 
current or future airport related noise, over flight, safety 
and/or airspace protection factors may significantly affect 
land uses or necessitate restrictions on those uses.  
Although the proposed AIA is bigger than general 
aviation airports, it is similar to many airline and military 
airports.  Most of the covered area does not have land use 
restrictions, just disclosure requirements for new 
development.  The proposed AIA is based on the FAA’s 
environmental criterion of flight tracks 3000 feet or lower.  
At this altitude, over flight impacts can be heard.  

5 – B The Plan identifies two purposes of the Airport Influence Area: to 
designate lands which could be affected by airport operations, as well as 
those lands that may affect airport operations.  The Plan should more 
clearly state that properties outside of Referral Area 1, such as the 
Conaway Ranch, include lands that are not likely to be affected by 
airport operations, since noise impacts and the safety of uses on the 
ground are concededly not among the “concerns” addressed by Referral 
Area 2. 

In the revised Policy 3.4.3.d, areas outside of Referral 
Area 1, such as Conaway Ranch, are not likely to affect 
airport operations, unless in the most extreme cases as 
stated in Policy 1.5.4 (10) through (12), such as major 
communications infrastructure that could cause 
interference with airport communications and the like. 

5 – C The Plan should therefore explain why avigation easements are required 
for projects within the Traffic Pattern Area, considering most people 
would not experience annoyance at aircraft flying at altitudes over 1,000 
feet. SACOG should also justify its airport disclosure requirements in 

Avigation easements are the right of flight above a 
property.  They are not required in most of the Airport 
Influence area, only within the Traffic Pattern Area, 
which is where aircraft fly below 2000 feet and only for 
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areas outside of the Traffic Pattern Area (§ 3.5.2), particularly those 
areas that are outside of the Secondary Approach Area (§ 3.5.3). 

new development. Only areas within the Traffic Pattern 
(side of the green area shown on Map 6) are required to 
dedicate an avigation easement.  For areas outside of the 
Traffic Pattern are required to record an overflight 
notification, which is language dictated by state law with 
regard to property disclosure in conjunction with a real 
estate transfer to prospective buyers of notice that an 
airport is in the vicinity.   
 
The need for the proposed Airport Influence Area (AIA) 
is that for those areas outside of the Traffic Pattern could 
still have land uses that are affected and could affect 
airport operations.  Examples may include a major 
microwave communications tower, a solar farm with 
parabolic mirrors directed in the flight path, or other 
similar, albeit, extreme examples.  With the proposed 
changes in Policy 3.4.3, wildlife issues are not factored 
into the size of the AIA. 

5 – D Our client urges SACOG to revise the proposed policy for evaluating 
airspace protection and wildlife hazard compatibility (§ 3.4.3), as the 
language in the current draft appears to be unworkable and infeasible. 

Policy 3.4.3 has been amended.  See Comment 3A. 

5 – E The Plan could have detrimental and long-term consequences for 
wildlife conservation on the Conaway Ranch and elsewhere in the vast 
Airport Influence Area. While the draft wildlife policy focuses on birds, 
many of the conservation practices that maintain quality habitat for 
waterfowl also provide important habitat for other endangered species, 
such as the giant garter snake and fish species. The application of Policy 
3.4.3 could preclude, or severely impair, the designation of new areas in 
the Natomas, Sutter and Yolo Basins of wildlife conservation, 
particularly with respect to the mitigation of impacts from development 
projects approved by local agencies. It is therefore difficult to 
understand how SACOG has determined that the impact of the Plan on 
biological resources will be less that significant. (Initial Study, P. 23). 

Future habitat value cannot be predicted and it is therefore 
impossible to know what, if any, kind of species may be 
attracted to managed lands within the HCP. It is therefore 
impossible to reasonably speculate as to any indirect 
impact that might occur as a result of restricting future 
habitat development. As noted in the Initial Study, it is 
possible to develop mitigation land that is compatible with 
FAA hazardous wildlife standards. Therefore, the Initial 
Study concluded that the Draft ALUCP would not conflict 
with the goals of any HCP within its AIA such that a 
significant impact to biological resources would occur. 
Lastly, as noted elsewhere, Policy 3.4.3 has been 
significantly revised. 

5 – F The discussion of biological resources in the Initial Study fails to 
properly consider the environmental consequences of the trade-offs 
between airspace protection and wildlife conservation. The Initial Study 
has not identified the potential impacts to threatened and endangered 

The Draft ALUCP does not propose development, nor 
does it have influence over existing habitat for threatened 
and endangered species. Therefore, there are no direct 
impacts to these resources. 
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species that may result from the application of the wildlife policy. 
 
None of these species are discussed individually, as the Initial Study 
merely discusses the likely effect on biological resources as a whole. 
Unless the Plan I revised to limit SACOG review of wildlife 
compatibility to Referral Area 1, SACOG would be required to prepare 
an Environmental Impact Report to properly consider the effects of the 
Plan on wildlife. Moreover, the Initial Study has not provided a 
complete analysis of the likely effect that the Plan may have on the 
ongoing Yolo County Natural Heritage Plan (HCP/NCCP) as well as the 
draft Yuba-Sutter HCP/NCCP.   

 
Furthermore, given the changes to Policy 3.4.3, SACOG 
maintains that potential impacts to threatened or 
endangered species are less than significant. 

5 – G More guidance is needed to assist local agencies to apply the factors that 
SACOG identifies for judging the compatibility of wetlands and other 
land uses that may attract birds (Policy 3.4.3). 
 
It is unclear how SACOG or its member cities and counties will 
determine whether birds would be attracted from inside or outside the 
AIA, as Policy 3.4.3(c)(2) requires. 
 
More information is needed regarding the altitude at which bird strikes 
at the Airport have occurred. It would be useful to know whether bird 
hazards are greater on departure or approach, as the flight tracks differ 
(see Exhibit 6). Without knowing more about the interaction of birds 
and aircraft, it is difficult to understand the need for the enormous 
Airport Influence Area proposed in the draft ALUCP. 

Policy 3.4.3 has been amended.  See Comment 3A.  
 
The need for the proposed Airport Influence Area is 
address in Comment 5-C.  

5 – H Our client will vigorously defend its rights to engage in different 
farming practices. 
 
Plan also states that cities and counties must adopt regulations “ensuring 
long-term compliance with the compatibility criteria.”  
 
This suggests that the rights of farmers to operate in the AIA may be 
eroded over time as further restrictions and limitations are imposed. 

The propose Plan would not regulate agricultural practices 
unless local approval is required, such as for a building.  

5 – I Once a property is located within an Airport Influence Area, the 
discretion of local agencies necessarily yields to SACOG on matter of 
airport land use compatibility. 
 
This would be particularly concerning to any jurisdiction that operates 

This is true if the General Plan is inconsistent with the 
Plan, then amendments would have to be made to the 
plan, or individual projects would have to be reviewed by 
SACOG.  Please note that as of this time, there are no 
known inconsistencies with affected local government 
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facilities which address critical needs, such as drainage basins, a 
wastewater treatment plant, a landfill, or any project that include 
drainage facilities or wetlands mitigation. 

General Plans and the proposed Plan. All known 
wastewater treatment plans, landfills, and major drainage 
facilities are consistent with the proposed Plan. 

5 – J Our client awaits revisions to the Plan that would clearly restrict the 
SACOG compatibility determinations related to wildlife compatibility 
to Referral Area 1 or the 10,000-foot buffer area around the Airport. 

Policy 3.4.3 has been amended.  See Comment 3A. 

5 – K The revised Plan should clearly state the General Plans, Specific Plans, 
and local zoning will not be required to implement compatibility 
standards related to wildlife compatibility. 

State law, Public Utilities Code Section 21676, requires 
General Plans, Specific Plans and the like to be consistent 
with adopted ALUCPs.  It also does allow for other 
processes to allow projects that are not consistent.  

6 – A In the case of the Initials Study……it would be helpful if the Project 
Description contained exhibits showing the existing noise and safety 
contours and compared them to the proposed contours, the existing 
Airport Influence Area (AIA) and the proposed AIA, and described any 
other policy or language changes which were being proposed that may 
have the potential to cause direct or indirect physical environmental 
impacts.  

ESA? 
 
In FAQ #3, an exhibit shows the comparison of the 1994 
adopted Plan and the proposed Plan.  
 
As the Draft ALUCP constitutes a fairly extensive 
revision of the current (1994) Plan, the Initial Study solely 
focuses on how the proposed policies may directly or 
indirectly affect the environment. In doing so, the Initial 
Study provides a thorough assessment of the potential 
impacts associated with the Draft ALUCP on a zone-by-
zone and contour-by-contour basis relative to the general 
plans and specific plans of the affected local agencies, 
considering potential impacts to the land use goals of local 
agencies as compared the Draft ALUCP’s proposed 
policies. 

6 - B Further, if seems the draft ALUCP itself should explain what data was 
used to generate the new AIA boundaries. 

 
See Comment 5A. 

6 – C We suggest the Initial Study disclose the amount of land area which 
falls within the AIA currently and which would fall within the AIA if 
the Project is approved, and could the disclose the types of mitigation 
which would generally be incompatible in these areas. The analysis 
could examine the total amount of each incompatible habitat type which 
will be required as part of each HCP, and determine whether the loss of 
the acreage within the AIA has the potential to make achievement of the 
HCP goals for these habitat type difficult or even impossible to achieve. 

See 4-A; In addition, the current ALUCP does not identify 
a specific AIA, therefore an apples-to-apples comparison 
is not possible. The most useful comparison would be 
between the Overflight zone (in the current plan) and the 
10,000 foot buffer area (in the proposed ALUCP). Here 
both areas are the same size, and while the current Plan 
does not address wildlife hazard issues as directly, the 
footnotes for the Land Use Compatibility Guidelines for 
Safety in the current ALUCP state that a given use (e.g., 
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open space and natural areas) are “only compatible if they 
do not result in a possibility that a water area may cause 
ground fog or result in a bird hazard.” Therefore, the 
policy intent between the current and proposed plans are 
very similar with respect to avoiding land uses that create 
hazardous wildlife attractants. 

6 – D The properties along the Garden Highway are within the Garden 
Highway Special Planning Area (the current zoning designation), which 
allows single-family uses. There are small single-family lots all along 
the Garden Highway which were not acknowledged within either the 
noise or safety zone analyses. Both of the exhibits referenced for this 
comment show parcel lines for properties west of the Sacramento River, 
but do not show parcel lines east of the river. The data exists, and should 
be shown on both sides, as this shows the many small lots lining the 
river and Garden Highway. 

Two new maps, Maps 4a and 5a, have been added to the 
draft Plan a closer upscale with individual parcels to 
determine which properties are affected.  Moreover, 
Policy 4.2.2. has been added that states that this plan is 
intended be consistent with the Garden Highway Special 
Plan Areas (SPA) of the Sacramento County Zoning 
Code.  Any discrepancies regarding residential 
development between the two documents would defer to 
the SPA. 
 
 

6 – E Transportation and Traffic: Though many other sections begin by 
indicating the types of uses or facilities that are generally incompatible 
with the AIA, this section does not. It is therefore unclear whether or not 
the expansion of the AIA could affect transportation facilities including 
light rail. 

The opening paragraph of the Transportation section 
includes a description of various transportation corridors 
within the AIA. There are currently no light rail lines in 
the proposed AIA. Future extensions of light rail out to 
SMF would be compatible provided they follow the safety 
standards outlined in Table 2 of the Draft ALUCP.  Please 
note that action to allow light rail has already taken place, 
as the local governing body, the Sacramento City Council, 
took an override action to allow an exemption.   
 
 

7 - A Add a map number in the Airport Influence Area (AIA) definition to 
reference on which map/s it can be found. 

The reference to Map 1 has been added to the definition of 
Airport Influence Area.  

7 – B Add a definition for “Traffic Pattern Area” and reference a map number 
indicating on which map/s it can be found. 

The definition of Traffic Pattern Area has been added and 
a reference to Map 6 included.  

7 – C Provide a clearer definition of “Land Use Action”, “Land Use Project”, 
and “Development Proposal”. 

Broadly, a land use action is anything requiring 
discretionary local approval.  The ALUC review land use 
actions which are listed in 1.5.4. 

7 – D Explain in the Draft ALUCP what data was used to generate the new 
AIA boundaries. 

See Comment 5A 
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7 – E Section 3.4.3. – Evaluating Airspace Protection/Wildlife Hazard 
Compatibility for New Development, states “any proposed land use 
project” located within 10,000 feet of the Airport Operations Area, the 
ALUC shall deem as incompatible those uses that FAA recommends 
against. What does ALUC consider a “land use project”? 

Policy 3.4.3 has been amended per Comment 3-A..  The 
definition of land use project is no longer needed.  The 
only criteria this policy considers is if the subject property 
is inside or outside of the 10,000 of the AOA boundary, 
and whether a zoning amendment is needed.  

7 – F In general, we are concerned that the Draft ALUCP does not clearly 
address approved projects, and their associated HCP’s, in which 
mitigation lands are yet to be secured. The Draft ALUCP potentially 
restricts mitigation sites to areas outside the 10,000 buffer. Therefore, 
under Section 4.2 – Site-Specific Exemptions, we recommend including 
a placeholder for Metro Air Park until such time the impacts to Metro 
Air Park, and the mitigation required under the Metro Air Park HCP, are 
better understood how they will be treated in the Draft ALUCP. 

With the proposed amendment to Policy 3.4.3, the process 
for compatibility for exemptions is much clearer.   

7 – G Wetland mitigation banks or wildlife conservation areas in the 
unincorporated area of Sacramento County do not require a land use 
entitlement. A grading permit, however, could be required depending on 
the extent of grading. A grading permit is considered a project under 
CEQA. Will the ALUC review these grading permits, or associated 
CEQA documents? 

Amended Policy 3.4.3 would take effect here.  Only 
proponents of projects within 10,000 of the AOA that 
require a zoning amendment must submit documentation 
of consideration of the FAA and other federal guidelines 
on wildlife hazards to the ALUC. A grading permit would 
not trigger a zoning amendment and therefore would not 
need ALUC review.  

7 – H In the CEQA review of a grading permit, the preparers will presumably 
analyze the grading permit to context of the ALUCP, once adopted. It is 
possible the review may lead to a finding of significance, requiring an 
EIR and public hearing when one otherwise would not have been 
required. Is this a consequence that has yet to be considered? 

With the amended Policy 3.4.3, an EIR and public hearing 
would not be needed.   
 
 

7 – I For future land use approvals that may require off-site mitigation where 
specific sites have not been determined, will, and if so, how will, the 
ALUC address this? Will any ALUC review lead to a need for a 
developer to identify future mitigation sites before the development 
project is approved so that those sites can be reviewed as will in context 
of the development project? 

Amended Policy 3.4.3. allows project proponents to 
submit letter of how they have considered or will consider 
wildlife before they have determined the specific site or 
after.  This assumes the project site is within 10,000 feet 
of the AOA and requires a zoning amendment.  If not, 
then this does not apply. 

7 – J Under “Project/Land Use Action/Development proposal” definition it 
states these terms are similar in meaning and all refer to land use 
development activities, either publicly or privately sponsored. Would 
the Natomas Basin Conservancy (TNBC), or other similar conservancy, 
be included in this definition? Would their activities be subject to 
ALUC review? If so, what would be the trigger? 

The revised Policy 3.4.3 as noted above addresses when 
the Conservancy and others would need to document 
consideration. 
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7 – K In Section 1.5 – Types of actions subject to ALUC Review, the 
subcategories of land use actions that may require submittal to the 
ALUC include land use actions, with land use action examples, for 
which referral is always mandatory, interim mandatory referral of major 
land use actions, voluntary referral of major land use actions, and major 
land use actions in Referral Areas 1 and 2. In the Section, there is no 
clear reference to Section 3.4.3, (Evaluating Airspace Protection) 
alerting a reader that Section 3.4.3. may in fact apply. Consider adding a 
reference in Section 1.5. 

Amendments have been made in section 1.5 and to Policy 
3.4.3 that addresses this concern.  

7 – L In Section 3.5.4. – Residential Development Suitability, it states in (b) 
local agencies should “discourage” new residential development in the 
Traffic Pattern Area in favor of land uses that are better suited. What 
does the ALUC consider “discourage”? Also, is it the entire “Traffic 
Pattern Area” or just the areas east and west of the Airport as mentioned 
in the first paragraph of Section 3.5.4.? 

The “discourage” language was removed for the revision 
to remove any confusion. 

7 – M As suggested in our response letter dated August 5, 2013 regarding the 
Initial Study, we suggest preparing a comparison between the existing 
CLUP and the Draft ALUCP. This comparison will be especially 
helpful when local jurisdictions update their General Plans and have to 
describe the changes. For example, we would need to determine the 
difference between allowed residential land use densities in the existing 
CLUP versus the Draft ALUCP. 

FAQ #3 addresses the difference between the 1994 CLUP 
and the proposed revision.    

7 – N In conclusion, we are pleased the Draft ALUCP contains up to date 
information that reflects actual airport operations, as opposed to the 
current CLUP. We are, however, concerned that the Draft ALUCP does 
not indicate when the ALUC will have the authority to review projects, 
In addition, it should be made apparent what is considered a project, 
action, or proposal. Further, it is not clear as to the impact the Draft 
ALUCP may have on habitat mitigation plans, and the ability to 
implement of those plans that are associated with approved projects. 

With respect to potential impacts on local HCPs, please 
see responses to Comments 3-A, 4-A, and 5-E. 

8 – A Policy 3.4.3 sets forth the evaluation criteria applicable within the 
10,000-foot separation area. Among the uses deemed incompatible near 
airports are landfills and certain recreational or agricultural uses that 
attract large flocks of birds that pose bird strike hazards to aircraft in 
flight. Policy 3.4.3, Footnote 28, describes land uses that may attract 
wildlife hazardous to aircraft as including, among others, wastewater 
treatment facilities and settling ponds, artificial marshes, stormwater 

The amended Policy 3.4.3 addresses all of these concerns. 
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management systems, wetland mitigation banking, and wildlife 
conservation areas. This policy would make all aforementioned 
activities within the 10,000-foor separation area per se incompatible 
with the Plan. And while Policy 3.43.(b) allows for exceptions to this 
deemed incompatibility if the additional mitigation land includes 
“features” to minimize the attraction of wildlife,” no guidance is 
provided as to what those features are, or how such an exception 
determination would be made. The fact that such exception would 
require approval from the FAA, as well as the Sacramento County 
Airport System (SCAS), seems unduly burdensome and unnecessary 
since The Natomas Basin Conservancy (TNBC) has successfully 
developed marsh complexes within the separation area with the input of 
the SCAS, and the SCAS has also designed and successfully developed 
managed marsh complexes within the separation area. 

8 – B The County of Sutter, the City of Sacramento, The United States Fish 
and Wildlife Service, the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, 
the development community and others have expended significant 
resources in developing the NBHCP and Have made those investments 
reasonable relying on it implementation. TNBC has made significant 
investments in acquiring and developing large, contiguous swaths of 
conservation lands, many within Referral Area 1. Likewise, the 
development community has made significant investments in time, land 
and infrastructure relying on the approved NBHCP, such as the 
significant investments by Sutter County and property owners within 
Sutter Pointe. To now undo those efforts by essentially creating a 
significant “off –limits” area to mitigation is of serious concern and 
appears unnecessarily heavy handed. 

See Comment 8A 

8 - C In order to bring these properties into conformance with the Plan, when 
read in the context of the FFA Guidance Circular with regards to 
wildlife attractants on or near airports, Appendix F appears to suggest 
that local jurisdictions should impose additional land use restrictions to 
agricultural lands and the farming methods employed thereon. 
(Appendix F, at page F-9, paragraph titled “Existing Uses/Natural 
Areas”). A possible consequence of such scenario would be that 
member jurisdictions would require additional discretionary approval(s) 
any time a change in the method of farming or any other use permitted 
in an agricultural zoning designation is proposed that may be 
“incompatible” with the Plan, Even if such method is within the legally 

See Comment 8A 
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allowable agricultural uses for that parcel. It is not clear whether any 
such discretionary approval would require review by the ALUC for 
consistency with the Plan. If a local jurisdiction does not implement 
such additional discretionary land use entitlements, one can imagine a 
scenario where the right to engage in certain methods of agricultural 
production, or other deemed incompatible use, would erode over time 
because the right to engage in a nonconforming use ceases whether the 
activity constituting the nonconforming uses ceases or is otherwise 
interrupted. 
At the very least, the Plan needs to provide more clarity and 
predictability for landowners and their ability engage in the broad range 
of activities that are currently permitted with agricultural zoned lands 
now and in the future. 
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	1. General Applicability
	1.1. Purpose and Use
	1.1.1. Airport Land Use Commission: The Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) is designated to serve as the Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) for Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo, and Yuba Counties.
	1.1.2. Basic Purpose: The basic purpose of this Sacramento International Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan is to establish procedures and criteria applicable to airport land use compatibility planning in the vicinity of Sacramento International Airport. 
	1.1.3. Use by ALUC: The ALUC shall:
	(a) Formally adopt this Compatibility Plan in accordance with Public Utilities Code Section 21674(c).
	(b) When a Land Use Action or Airport-Related Action is referred for review as provided by Section 1.5, make a determination as to whether such Action is consistent with the criteria set forth in this Compatibility Plan.

	1.1.4. Use by Affected Local Agencies:
	(a) This Compatibility Plan and its policies shall apply to all of to the following affected Local Agencies (see Policy 1.2.24), each of which has or may in the future have jurisdiction over lands within parts of the Sacramento International Airport Influe
	(1) County of Sacramento.
	(2) County of Sutter.
	(3) County of Yolo.
	(4) County of Yuba.
	(5) City of Davis.
	(6) City of Sacramento.
	(7) City of West Sacramento.
	(8) City of Woodland.
	(9) Any future city within Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo, and Yuba counties that may be incorporated within all or part of the Sacramento International Airport Influence Area.
	(10) Special districts, school districts and community college districts within Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo, and Yuba counties to the extent that the district boundaries extend into the Airport Influence Area.

	(b) Local Agencies preparing an environmental document for any Project within the Airport Influence Area shall address the compatibility criteria contained in this Compatibility Plan in addition to referencing guidance from the Handbook.P0F
	(c) Each of the affected counties and municipalities shall:
	(1) Modify its respective general plan, applicable specific plan(s), and zoning ordinance to be consistent with the policies in the Compatibility Plan.P1F
	(2) Utilize the Compatibility Plan, either directly or as reflected in the appropriately modified general plan and zoning ordinance, when making other planning decisions regarding proposed development of lands with the Sacramento International Airport Infl�
	(3) Refer proposed Land Use Actions for review by the ALUC as specified by Policies 1.5.1 and 1.5.2 herein.

	(d) Special districts, school districts, and community college districts shall:
	(1) Apply the policies of this Compatibility Plan when creating plans and making other planning decisions regarding the proposed development of lands under their control with the Sacramento International Airport Influence Area.
	(2) Refer proposed Land Use Actions for review by the ALUC as specified by Policies 1.5.1 and 1.5.2 herein.

	(e) As the Airport owner, the County of Sacramento, shall refer proposed airport master plans and certain airport improvement plans to the ALUC for review (see Policy 1.5.5).

	1.1.5. Use by Federal and State Entities: Lands controlled by federal or state agencies or by Native American tribes are not subject to the provisions of the state ALUC statutes or this Compatibility Plan. However, the compatibility criteria included herei�
	1.1.6. Effective Date: The policies in this Compatibility Plan shall become effective as of the date that the ALUC adopts the plan. The Effective Date of this Compatibility Plan is [Udate to be insertedU].
	(a) The previous compatibility plan for the Airport, Sacramento International Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan, was adopted by the ALUC in 1984 with the last amendment adopted in 1994. The earlier plan, as amended in 1994, shall remain in effect until t�
	(b) Any Project or phase of a Project that has received Local Agency approvals sufficient to qualify it as an Existing Land Use (see Policies 1.2.18 and 1.4.2) prior to the Effective Date of this Compatibility Plan shall not be required to comply with the �

	1.1.7. Examples: Where an example is used in this Compatibility Plan, such example or examples are provided for purposes of illustration only and any such example or set of examples are not intended nor shall such be construed as an exhaustive list of the �

	1.2. Definitions
	1.2.1. Aeronautics Act: Except as indicated otherwise, the article of the California Public Utilities Code (Sections 21670 et seq.) pertaining to airport land use commissions and airport land use compatibility planning (also known as the California State A�
	1.2.2. Air Operations Area (AOA): Any area of an airport used or intended to be used for landing, takeoff, or surface maneuvering of aircraft. An air operations area includes such paved areas or unpaved areas that are used or intended to be used for the un�
	1.2.3. Airport: Sacramento International Airport, a public-use airport owned by the County of Sacramento and operated by the Sacramento County Airport System (SCAS).
	1.2.4. Airport Influence Area: An area, as delineated herein U(see Map 1 at back of Chapter 2)U, in which current or future airport-related noise, overflight, safety, or airspace protection factors may significantly affect land uses or necessitate restrict�
	1.2.5. Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC): The Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) acting in its capacity as the Airport Land Use Commission for Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo, and Yuba Counties.
	1.2.6. Airport Land Use Commission Secretary: The Chief Executive Officer of SACOG or a person designated by the Chief Executive Officer with the concurrence of the SACOG Chairperson.
	1.2.7. Airport Proximity Disclosure: A form of buyer awareness documentation required by California state law and applicable to many transactions involving residential real estate including previously occupied dwellings. The disclosure notifies a prospecti�
	1.2.8. Airspace Protection Area: The area beneath the Airspace Protection Surfaces for Sacramento International Airport as depicted on Maps 4a, 4b, and 4c, Compatibility Policy Map: Airspace Protection for the existing and two alternative future runway con�
	1.2.9. Airspace Protection Surfaces: Imaginary surfaces in the airspace surrounding the Sacramento International Airport defined in accordance with criteria set forth in Federal Aviation Regulations Part 77. These surfaces establish the maximum height that�
	1.2.10. Ancillary Use: A use related to the primary use and occupying no more than 10% of total building floor area.
	1.2.11. Aviation-Related Use: Any facility or activity directly associated with the air transportation of persons or cargo or the operation, storage, or maintenance of aircraft at an airport or heliport. Such uses specifically include, but are not limited �
	1.2.12. Avigation Easement: An easement that conveys rights associated with aircraft overflight of a property, including but not limited to creation of noise and limits on the height of structures and trees, etc. (see Appendix H).
	1.2.13. Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL): The noise metric adopted by the State of California for land use planning purposes, including describing airport noise impacts. The noise impacts are typically depicted by a set of contours, each of which re�
	1.2.14. Compatibility Plan: This document, the Sacramento International Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan.
	1.2.15. Compatibility Zone: Any of the noise, safety, airspace protection, or overflight zones established herein.
	1.2.16. Critical Airspace Protection Zone: A Compatibility Zone consisting of the Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR) Part 77 primary surface and the area beneath portions of the approach and transitional surfaces to where these surfaces intersect with the �
	1.2.17. Density: The number of dwelling units per acre. Density is used in this Compatibility Plan as the measure by which proposed Residential Development is evaluated for compliance with safety compatibility criteria (compare Intensity). Density is calcu�
	1.2.18. Existing Land Use: A land use that either physically exists or for which Local Agency (see Policy 1.2.24) commitments to the proposal have been obtained (see Policy 1.4.2).
	1.2.19. Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR) Part 77: The part of Federal Aviation Regulations that deals with objects affecting navigable airspace in the vicinity of airports. Objects that exceed the Part 77 height limits constitute airspace obstructions. F�
	1.2.20. Handbook: The California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook published by California Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics in October 2011. The Handbook provides guidance to ALUCs for the preparation, adoption, and amendment of compa�
	1.2.21. Infill: Development of vacant or underutilized land within areas that are already largely developed or used more intensively. See Policy 4.1.1for criteria used to identify Infill areas for the purposes of this Compatibility Plan.
	1.2.22. Intensity: The number of people per acre. Intensity is used in this Compatibility Plan as the measure by which most proposed Nonresidential Development is evaluated for compliance with safety compatibility criteria (compare Density). Sitewide avera�
	1.2.23. Land Use of Special Concern: A land use that represents special safety concerns irrespective of the number of people associated with the use. Specifically: uses with vulnerable occupants; hazardous materials storage; or critical community infrastru�
	1.2.24. Local Agency: Any county, city, or other local governmental entity such as a special district, school district, or community college district—including any future city or district—having any jurisdictional territory lying within the Sacramento Inte�
	1.2.25. Major Land Use Action: Actions related to proposed land uses for which compatibility with Airport activity is a particular concern, but for which ALUC review is not always mandatory under state law. These types of actions are listed in Policy 1.5.4�
	1.2.26. Noise Impact Area: The area within which the noise impacts, measured in terms of CNEL, generated by aircraft operating at the Airport may represent a land use compatibility concern. The Noise Impact Area for Sacramento International Airport is depi�
	1.2.27. Noise-Sensitive Land Uses: Land uses for which the associated primary activities, whether indoor or outdoor, are susceptible to disruption by loud noise events. The most common types of noise sensitive land uses include, but are not limited to: res�
	1.2.28. Nonconforming Use: An Existing Land Use that does not comply with the compatibility criteria set forth in this Compatibility Plan. See Policy 4.1.3 for criteria applicable to Land Use Actions involving Nonconforming Uses.
	1.2.29. Object Free Area (OFA): An area on the ground surrounding an airport runway within which the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) prohibits all objects except certain ones necessary for aircraft navigation or maneuvering. The OFA dimensions to be �
	1.2.30. Overrule: An action that a Local Agency can take in accordance with provisions of state law if the Local Agency wishes to proceed with adoption or amendment of a general plan or specific plan, adoption or approval of a zoning ordinance or building �
	1.2.31. Primary Approach Area: The area is comprised of: all locations within the CNEL 60 dB contour depicted on Map 2; all locations within Safety Zones 1 through 5 as depicted on Map 3; all locations within the Critical Airspace Protection Zone as depict�
	1.2.32. Project; Land Use Action; Development Proposal: Terms similar in meaning and all referring to the types of land use development activities, either publicly or privately sponsored, that are subject to the provisions of this Compatibility Plan.
	1.2.33. Reconstruction: The rebuilding of an existing nonconforming structure that has been fully or partially destroyed as a result of a calamity (not planned Reconstruction or Redevelopment). See Policy 4.1.3(c)(3).
	1.2.34. Recorded Overflight Notification: A form of buyer awareness documentation recorded in the chain of title of a property stating that the property may be subject to annoyances and inconveniences associated with the flight of aircraft to, from, and ar�
	1.2.35. Redevelopment: Development of a new use (not necessarily a new type of use) to replace an existing use at a Density or Intensity that may vary from the existing use. Redevelopment Projects are subject to the provisions of this Compatibility Plan to�
	1.2.36. Residential Development: Any subdivision of land for residential purposes or any construction of residential units other than on an existing designated single-family residential parcel.
	1.2.37. Routine Overflight Zone: The area commonly overflown by aircraft at an altitude of approximately 3,000 feet or less as they approach, depart, or engage in flight training at Sacramento International Airport.
	1.2.38. Traffic Pattern Area: The area near the Airport within which aircraft are engaged in initial climb-out, final descent, or closed-circuit flight training. Aircraft within this area regularly fly at an altitude of 2,000 feet or less. (See Map 6 at ba�

	1.3. Geographic Scope
	1.3.1. Sacramento International Airport Influence Area: As defined in accordance with state law,P4F P the influence area of Sacramento International Airport encompasses all lands on which the uses could be negatively affected by present or future aircraft �
	(a) The Airport Influence Area constitutes the area within which certain Land Use Actions are subject to ALUC review to determine consistency with the Compatibility Plan.
	(b) In delineating the Airport Influence Area, the geographic extents of four types of compatibility concerns are considered:
	(1) Noise: Locations exposed to potentially disruptive levels of aircraft noise. For the purposes of this Compatibility Plan, these locations are deemed to be ones within the Sacramento International Airport projected CNEL 60 dB contour. See Policy 3.2.2 a�
	(2) Safety: Areas where the risk of an aircraft accident poses heightened safety concerns for people and property on the ground. For the purposes of this Compatibility Plan, these locations are as shown on Map 3.
	(3) Airspace Protection: Places where height and various other land use characteristics need to be restricted in order to prevent creation of physical, visual, or electronic hazards to flight within the airspace required for operation of aircraft to and fr�
	(4) Overflight: Locations where aircraft overflying can be intrusive and annoying to many people. For the purposes of this Compatibility Plan, these locations are considered to be ones regularly overflown at an altitude of approximately 3,000 feet or less �

	(c) Each of these four concerns is separately addressed in this Compatibility Plan within its own “layer” representing that particular compatibility factor. See Section 3 for the policies and maps associated with each layer.
	(d) Other impacts sometimes created by airports (e.g., air pollution, automobile traffic, etc.) are not addressed herein and are not factors that the ALUC shall consider in reviewing land use Projects.

	1.3.2. Airport Runway Configuration Assumptions: The Sacramento County Airport System (SCAS), operator of Sacramento International Airport, proposes to modify the existing Airport runway system configuration by extending the eastern runway and adding a par�
	(a) For the purposes of this Compatibility Plan, land use compatibility planning and protection shall be provided and account for both of the contemplated future runway scenarios until such time as the County of Sacramento formally selects a specific scena�
	(b) Additionally, until such time as construction of the runway system improvements is completed, land use compatibility planning and protection shall be provided for the runway system configuration existing at any given point in time. The configuration ex�
	(c) It is the intent of the ALUC to update this Compatibility Plan to reflect future Sacramento County-adopted runway system plans and completed construction.

	1.3.3. Referral Areas: The Sacramento International Airport Influence Area is divided into two sub-areas, Referral Area 1 and Referral Area 2. Requirements for referral of Land Use Actions to the ALUC for review differ between these two areas (see Section �
	(a) Referral Area 1 encompasses locations where noise and/or safety represent compatibility concerns. Areas within the FAA-defined 10,000-foot separation distance for wildlife attractants are also encompassed with Referral Area 1 (see Policy 3.4.3).
	(b) Referral Area 2 includes locations where airspace protection (other than wildlife hazards) and/or overflight are compatibility concerns, but not noise or safety.


	1.4. Limitations of this Compatibility Plan
	1.4.1. Airport Operations: In general, neither the ALUC nor this Compatibility Plan have authority over the planning and design of on-airport facilities or over Airport operations including where and when aircraft fly, the types of aircraft flown, and othe�
	(a) State law requires ALUC review of airport master plans and certain development plans to the extent that aviation-related facilities or activities could have off-airport land use compatibility implications (see Policy 1.5.5).P7F
	(b) Nonaviation Development of Airport property is subject to ALUC review in the same manner that ALUC review is required for non-aviation development actions off Airport property. The review may take place as part of an airport master plan or on an indivi�

	1.4.2. Existing Land Uses: The policies of this Compatibility Plan do not apply to Existing Land Uses.P8F P A land use is considered to be “existing” when one or more of the below conditions has been met prior to the adoption date of the Compatibility Plan�
	(a) Qualifying Criteria: An Existing Land Use is one that either physically exists or for which Local Agency commitments to the proposal have been obtained in one or more of the following manners:
	(1) A tentative parcel or subdivision map has been approved and not expired;
	(2) A vesting tentative parcel or subdivision map has been approved;
	(3) A development agreement has been approved and remains in effect;
	(4) A final subdivision map has been recorded;
	(5) A use permit or other discretionary entitlement has been approved and not yet expired; or
	(6) A valid building permit has been issued and not yet expired.

	(b) Revisions to Approved Development: Filing of a new version of any of the approval documents listed in Paragraph (a) of this policy means that the use no longer qualifies as existing and, therefore, is subject to ALUC review in accordance with the polic�
	(c) Expiration of Local Agency Commitment: If a Local Agency’s commitment to a Development Proposal, as set forth in Paragraph (a) of this policy, expires, the proposal will no longer qualify as an Existing Land Use. As such, the proposal shall be subject �
	(d) Existing Nonconforming Uses: The ALUC has no ability to reduce or remove Nonconforming or otherwise incompatible Existing Land Uses from the airport environs. However, proposed changes to existing uses (i.e., Reconstruction, Redevelopment) are subject �

	1.4.3. Development by Right:
	(a) Nothing in thisThis Compatibility Plan prohibitsallows:
	(1) Construction of a single-family home on a legal lot of record (not a new lot created by a lot split or subdivision) that exists as of the date of adoption of this Compatibility Plan provided that the home is not within Safety Zone 1 or the CNEL 65 dB c�
	(2) Construction of a secondary unit as defined by state law.
	(3) Lot line adjustments provided that new developable parcels would not be created and the resulting Density or Intensity of the affected property would not exceed the applicable safety criteria indicated in Table 2, Safety Compatibility Criteria.
	(4) Construction or establishment of a family day care home serving 14 or fewer children either in an existing dwelling or in a new dwelling permitted by the policies of this Compatibility Plan.

	(b) The sound attenuation and Avigation Easement dedication requirements set by Policies 3.2.3 and 4.1.1 shall apply to development permitted under this policy.


	1.5. Types of Actions Subject to ALUC Review
	1.5.1. Land Use Actions for which Referral is Always Mandatory: Prior to approving any of the following types of Land Use Actions, the Local Agency (see Policy 1.2.24) always must refer the Land Use Action to the ALUC for determination of consistency with 	
	(a) Local Agency adoption or approval of any new general or specific plan or any amendment thereto that affects lands within the Airport Influence Area.
	(b) Local Agency adoption or approval of a zoning ordinance or building regulation, including any proposed change or variance to any such ordinance or regulation, that (1) affects land within the Airport Influence Area and (2) involves the types of airport	

	1.5.2. Interim Mandatory Referral of Major Land Use Actions: In addition to the actions listed in Policies 1.5.1 and 1.5.5 for which referral to the ALUC is always required, referral of certain other actions is mandatory as follows.
	(a) Local Agencies must refer all Major Land Use Actions (see list in Policy 1.5.4) to the ALUC for review until such time as:
	(1) The ALUC finds that a Local Agency’s general plan or specific plan is consistent with the compatibility criteria and other policies presented in Sections 3 and 4 of this chapter of the Compatibility Plan; or
	(2) The Local Agency has overruled the ALUC determination of inconsistency (see Section 1.6).

	(b) Referral of lesser actions of types not included on the Major Land Use Actions list is optional.P10F

	1.5.3. Voluntary Referral of Major Land Use Actions: After a Local Agency has revised its general plan or specific plan to be consistent with this Compatibility Plan (see Section 4.2.2) or has overruled the ALUC, referral of Major Land Use Actions for ALUC	
	(a) The ALUC requests Local Agencies to continue to refer Major Land Use Actions as listed in Policy 1.5.4 for informal review and comment. ALUC review of these types of Projects can serve to enhance their compatibility with Airport activity.
	(b) The ALUC Secretary is authorized on behalf of the ALUC to provide comments on Major Land Use Actions referred to the ALUC on a voluntary basis.
	(c) Because the ALUC reviews of Land Use Actions under these circumstances do not represent formal consistency determinations as is the case with actions referred under Policies 1.5.1 or 1.5.5, Local Agencies are not required to adhere to the overruling pr	

	1.5.4. Major Land Use Actions: The scope or character of certain Major Land Use Actions, as listed below in Paragraphs (a) through (ef), is such that their compatibility with Airport activity is a potential concern. Even though these actions may be basical

	(a) Actions Affecting Land Uses within Referral Area 1:
	(1) Any proposed expansion of the sphere of influence of a city or special district.
	(2) Proposed pre-zoning associated with future annexation of land to a city.
	(3) Proposed development agreements or amendments to such agreements.
	(4) Proposed Residential Development, including land divisions, consisting of 5 or more dwelling units or parcels.
	(5) Any discretionary Development Proposal for Projects having a building floor area of 20,000 square feet or greater unless only ministerial approval (e.g., a building permit) is required.
	(6) Any discretionary Development Proposal for Projects expected to attract more than 100 people (including employees, customers/visitors) to outdoor activities to the Project site during a typical busy period.
	(7) Major infrastructure or other capital improvements (e.g., water, sewer, or roads) that would promote urban uses in undeveloped or agricultural areas to the extent that such uses are not reflected in a previously reviewed general plan or specific p...
	(8) Any proposal for non-aviation use of land within Safety Zone 1.
	(9) Proposed land acquisition by a government entity for any facility (for example, a school or hospital) designed to accommodate more than 100 people during a typical busy period.
	(10) Any proposed object (including buildings, poles, antennas, and other structures) having a height that requires review by the Federal Aviation Administration in accordance with Part 77 of the Federal Aviation Regulations.
	(11) Any Project having the potential to create electrical or visual hazards to aircraft in flight, including:
	(12) Any project having the potential to create a thermal plume extending to an altitude where aircraft fly.

	(b) Actions Affecting Land Uses within Referral Area 2: Only the actions listed in Paragraphs (a)(10)and , (a)(11) and (a)(12)of this policy require referral to the ALUC for review.
	(c) Proposed non-aviation development of Airport property if such development has not previously been included in an airport master plan or community general plan reviewed by the ALUC. (See Policy 1.2.11 for definition of aviation-related use.)
	(d) Proposed Redevelopment (see Policy 1.2.35) if the Project is of a type listed in Paragraph (a) of this policy.
	(e) Any other proposed Land Use Action, as determined by the Local Agency, involving a question of compatibility with Airport activities.

	1.5.5. Mandatory Referral of Airport Planning and Development Actions: Prior to approving either of the following types of airport planning and development actions, the County of Sacramento as proprietor of Sacramento International Airport must refer the a�
	(a) Adoption or modification of a master plan for Sacramento International Airport, a public-use airport.P12F
	(b) Any proposal for “expansion” of Sacramento International Airport if such expansion will require an amended Airport Permit from the State of California. As used in the statutes, “expansion” primarily includes construction of a new runway, extension or r�

	1.5.6. Submittal of Environmental Documents: The ALUC does not have a formal responsibility to review the environmental document associated with Land Use Actions or Airport actions referred to it for review.
	(a) The ALUC authorizes the ALUC Secretary to provide comments on environmental documents submitted to the ALUC for comment.
	(b) If an environmental document has been prepared at the time that the Land Use Action or Airport action is referred for review and the document contains information pertinent to the review, then a copy must be included with the referral.


	1.6. Overruling the ALUC
	1.6.1. ALUC Determination of “Inconsistent”: If the ALUC determines that a proposed Land Use Action, regulation, or permit or a proposed Airport project is inconsistent with this Compatibility Plan, the ALUC must notify the Local Agency and shall indicate �
	1.6.2. Overruling of ALUC by Local Agency:
	(a) If a Local Agency wishes to proceed with a proposed Land Use Action, regulation, permit, or Project or Airport project that the ALUC has determined to be inconsistent with the Compatibility Plan, or if the Local Agency wishes to ignore a condition for �
	(b) The overruling process applies only to determinations made by the ALUC, not ones made by the ALUC Secretary in accordance with Policy 2.3.2. Disagreements over determinations made by the ALUC Secretary are first to be appealed to the ALUC. See Policy 2�

	1.6.3. ALUC Comments on Proposed Overruling: The ALUC may provide comments on the proposed overruling decision. The ALUC delegates to the ALUC Secretary the authority to provide comments.


	2. ALUC Review Process
	2.1. General Requirements
	2.1.1. Timing of Project Submittal by Local Agency: The precise timing of the ALUC’s or ALUC Secretary’s review of a proposed Land Use Action may vary depending upon the nature of the specific Project.
	(a) Referrals to the ALUC should be made at the earliest reasonable point in time so that the ALUC’s review can be duly considered by the Local Agency prior to when the agency formalizes its actions. Depending upon the type of plan or Project and the norma�
	(b) Completion of a formal application with the Local Agency is not required prior to a Local Agency’s referral of a proposed Land Use Action to the ALUC. Rather, a Project applicant may request, and the Local Agency may refer, a proposed Land Use Action t�

	2.1.2. Responsibilities for Project Consistency Analysis: The ALUC and Local Agencies are each responsible for analyzing a Project proposal for compliance with the compatibility criteria set forth in this Compatibility Plan.
	(a) Local Agency staff may choose to initially evaluate proposed Projects and work with the Project applicant to bring the proposal into compliance with Compatibility Plan criteria. The ALUC Secretary will provide informal input at this stage if requested.�
	(b) When a proposed Project is formally referred to the ALUC, the ALUC Secretary shall review the proposal to determine if it is consistent with the Compatibility Plan policies. Projects of a type that require a formal consistency determination by the ALUC�
	(c) Subsequent to when a Local Agency’s general plan and applicable specific plans have been determined by the ALUC to be consistent with the Compatibility Plan, the Local Agency and its staff are responsible for the consistency analysis of Major Land Use 
	(d) The Local Agency and its staff are responsible for ensuring that a development continues to comply with Compatibility Plan criteria on an on-going basis following completion of the Project (Intensity and height limitations in particular).

	2.1.3. Public Input: Where applicable, the ALUC shall provide public notice and obtain public input before acting on any plan, regulation, or other land use proposal under consideration.P15F
	2.1.4. Fees: Any applicable review fees as established by the ALUC shall accompany the submittal of actions for ALUC or ALUC Secretary review.P16F

	2.2. Review Process for General Plans, Specific Plans, Zoning Ordinances, and Building Regulations
	2.2.1. Required Submittal Information: Copies of the complete text and maps of the plan, ordinance, or regulation proposed for adoption or amendment must be submitted to the ALUC. Any supporting material, such as environmental documents, assessing the prop
	2.2.2. Initial ALUC Review of General Plan Consistency: In conjunction with adoption or amendment of this Sacramento International Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, the ALUC shall review the general plans and specific plans of affected Local Agencies to
	(a) State lawP17F P requires that, within 180 days of the ALUC’s adoption or amendment of this Compatibility Plan, each Local Agency affected by the plan must amend its general plan and any applicable specific plan(s) to be consistent with the ALUC’s Compa
	(b) Prior to taking action on a proposed amendment of a general plan or specific plan as necessitated by Paragraph (a) of this policy, the Local Agency must submit a draft of the proposal to the ALUC for review and approval.
	(c) In conjunction with its referral of a general plan or specific plan amendment to the ALUC in response to the requirements of Paragraphs (a) and (b) above, a Local Agency must identify areas that it requests the ALUC to consider as Infill in accordance �

	2.2.3. Subsequent Reviews of Related Land Use Development Proposals: Once a Local Agency’s general plan and applicable specific plans have been made consistent with this Compatibility Plan, or the Local Agency has overruled an ALUC finding of inconsistency�
	2.2.4. ALUC Action Choices: When reviewing a general plan, specific plan, zoning ordinance, or building regulation for consistency with the Compatibility Plan, the ALUC has three choices of action:
	(a) Find the plan, ordinance, or regulation consistent with the Compatibility Plan. To make such a finding with regard to a general plan, the conditions identified in Section 4.2.2 must be met.
	(b) Find the plan, ordinance, or regulation consistent with the Compatibility Plan, subject to conditions and/or modifications that the ALUC may require. Any such conditions should be limited in scope and described in a manner that allows compliance to be �
	(c) Find the plan, ordinance, or regulation inconsistent with the Compatibility Plan. In making a finding of inconsistency, the ALUC shall note the specific conflicts or shortcomings upon which its determination is based.

	2.2.5. Response Time: The ALUC must respond to a Local Agency’s request for a consistency determination on a general plan, specific plan, zoning ordinance, or building regulation within 60 days from the date of referral.P19F
	(a) The date of referral is deemed to be the date on which all applicable Project information as specified in Policy 2.2.1 is received by the ALUC Secretary and the ALUC Secretary determines that the application for a consistency determination is complete.�
	(b) If the ALUC fails to make a determination within the 60-day period, the proposed Land Use Action shall be deemed consistent with the Compatibility Plan.
	(c) The 60-day review period may be extended if the referring Local Agency or Project applicant agrees in writing or so states at an ALUC public hearing on the Land Use Action.
	(d) Regardless of ALUC action or failure to act, the proposed Land Use Action must comply with other applicable local, state, and federal regulations and laws.
	(e) The referring Local Agency shall be notified of the ALUC’s action in writing.


	2.3. Review Process for Major Land Use Actions
	2.3.1. Required Submittal Information: A proposed Major Land Use Action referred for ALUC (or ALUC Secretary) review shall include the following information to the extent applicable:
	(a) Property location data (assessor’s parcel number, street address, subdivision lot number).
	(b) An accurately scaled map depicting the Project site location in relationship to the Sacramento International Airport boundary and runways.
	(c) A description of the proposed use(s), current general plan and zoning designations, and the type of Land Use Action being sought from the Local Agency (e.g., zoning variance, special use permit, building permit).
	(d) A detailed site plan and supporting data showing: site boundaries and size; existing uses that will remain; location of existing and proposed structures, open spaces, and water bodies; ground elevations (above mean sea level) and elevations of tops of �
	(1) For residential uses, an indication of the potential or proposed number of dwelling units per acre (excluding any secondary units as defined by state and local law).
	(2) For nonresidential uses, the total floor area for each type of proposed use, the number of auto parking spaces, and, if known, the maximum number of people potentially occupying the total site or portions thereof at any one time.

	(e) Identification of any features, during or following construction, that would increase the attraction of birds or cause other wildlife hazards to aircraft operations at the Airport or in its environs (see Policy 3.4.3). Such features include, but are no�
	(1) Open water areas.
	(2) Sediment ponds, retention basins.
	(3) Detention basins that hold water for more than 48 hours.
	(4) Artificial wetlands.

	(f) Identification of any characteristics that could create electrical interference, confusing or bright lights, glare, smoke, or other electrical or visual hazards to aircraft flight.
	(g) Any environmental document (initial study, draft environmental impact report, etc.) that may have been prepared for the Project.
	(h) Staff reports regarding the Project.
	(i) Other relevant information that the ALUC or ALUC Secretary determine to be necessary to enable a comprehensive review of the proposed Land Use Action.

	2.3.2. Review by ALUC Secretary: The ALUC delegates to the ALUC Secretary the review and consistency determination of Major Land Use Actions referred on a mandatory basis under Policy 1.5.2 or on a voluntary basis under Policy 1.5.3. In reviewing these act�
	(a) Consult with the manager of Sacramento International Airport on Land Use Actions within the Airport Influence Area.
	(b) Provide to the ALUC, at its next regular meeting, a list of all Projects reviewed and the determination made.

	2.3.3. ALUC Secretary’s Choices: The ALUC Secretary is authorized, on behalf of the ALUC, to make consistency determinations on Major Land Use Actions reviewed in accordance with Policy 1.5.2. Such determinations shall be made in writing and shall describe�
	(a) Find the Project consistent with the Compatibility Plan.
	(b) Find the Project consistent with the Compatibility Plan, subject to compliance with such conditions as the ALUC Secretary may specify. Any such conditions should be limited in scope and described in a manner that allows compliance to be clearly assesse�
	(c) Find the Project inconsistent with the Compatibility Plan. In making a finding of inconsistency, the ALUC Secretary shall note the specific conflicts upon which the determination is based.

	2.3.4. Appeal of ALUC Secretary’s Action: The affected Local Agency, Project applicant, the County of Sacramento as Airport owner, or other directly interested party may appeal to the ALUC a consistency determination made by the ALUC Secretary on a Major L�
	2.3.5. ALUC Action Choices: When reviewing appealed Major Land Use Actions, the ALUC has the same three action choices provided for the ALUC Secretary in Policy 2.3.3.
	2.3.6. Response Time: In responding to Major Land Use Actions referred for review, the policy of the ALUC is that:
	(a) When a Major Land Use Action is referred for review on a mandatory basis as required by Policy 1.5.2:
	(1) The date of referral is deemed to be the date on which all applicable Project information as specified in Policy 2.3.1 is received by ALUC Secretary and the ALUC Secretary determines that the application for a consistency determination is complete.
	(2) Reviews by the ALUC Secretary shall be completed within 30 days of the date of referral.
	(3) Reviews of Projects appealed to the ALUC for a consistency determination shall be completed within 60 days of the date of the appeal.P20F
	(4) If the ALUC Secretary or the ALUC fail to make a determination within the above time periods, the proposed Land Use Action shall be deemed consistent with the Compatibility Plan.

	(b) When a Major Land Use Action is referred on a voluntary basis in accordance with Policy 1.5.3, review by the ALUC Secretary and/or the ALUC should be completed in a timely manner enabling the comments to be considered by decision-making bodies of the r�
	(c) Regardless of action or failure to act on the part of the ALUC Secretary or the ALUC, the proposed Land Use Action must comply with other applicable local, state, and federal laws and regulations.
	(d) The referring Local Agency shall be notified of the ALUC Secretary’s and/or the ALUC’s action in writing.

	2.3.7. Subsequent Reviews of Related Land Use Development Proposals: Once a Project has been found consistent with the Compatibility Plan, it generally need not be referred for review at subsequent stages of the planning process (e.g., for a use permit aft�
	(a) At the time of the original ALUC review, the Project information available was only sufficient to determine consistency with compatibility criteria at a planning level of detail, not at the Project design level. For example, the proposed land use desig�
	(b) The design of the Project subsequently changes in a manner that affects previously considered compatibility issues and could raise questions as to the validity of the earlier finding of consistency. The ALUC will defer to the local agency’s judgement, �
	(1) For residential uses, any increase in the number of dwelling units;
	(2) For nonresidential uses, a change in the types of proposed uses, any increase in the total floor area, and/or a change in the allocation of floor area among different types of uses in a manner that could result in an increase in the Intensity of use (m�
	(3) Any increase in the height of structures or other design features such that the height limits established herein would be exceeded or exceeded by a greater amount;
	(4) Major site design changes (such as incorporation of clustering or modifications to the configuration of open land areas proposed for the site) if site design was a factor in the initial Project review;
	(5) Any significant change to a proposed Project for which a special exception was granted in accordance with Policy 4.1.5;
	(6) Any new design features that would create visual hazards (e.g., certain types of lights, sources of glare, and sources of dust, steam, or smoke);
	(7) Any new equipment or features that would create electronic hazards or cause interference with aircraft communications or navigation; and/or
	(8) Addition of features that could attract wildlife that is potentially hazardous to aircraft operations.

	(c) At the time of original ALUC review, conditions were placed on the Project that require subsequent ALUC review.
	(d) The local jurisdiction concludes that further review is warranted.


	2.4. Review Process for Airport Master Plans and Development Plans
	2.4.1. Required Submittal Information: A Sacramento International Airport master plan or development plan referred to the ALUC for review shall contain sufficient information to enable the ALUC to adequately assess the noise, safety, airspace protection, a�
	2.4.2. ALUC Action Choices for Airport Plans: When reviewing a proposed new or revised airport master plan or new development plans for Sacramento International Airport, the ALUC has three action choices (see Section 4.4 for policies pertaining to the subs�
	2.4.3. Response Time: The ALUC must respond to the referral of an airport master plan or development plan within 60 days from the date of referral.P21F


	3. Compatibility Criteria
	3.1. Evaluating Land Use Consistency
	3.1.1. Evaluating Compatibility of New Development: The compatibility of proposed land uses within Sacramento International Airport Influence Area shall be evaluated in accordance with:
	(a) The specific noise, safety, airspace protection, overflight, and other compatibility policies set forth in Sections 3.2 through 3.5 and in Section 4;
	(b) The criteria listed in Table 1, Noise Compatibility Criteria, and Table 2, Safety Compatibility Criteria, and
	(c) The Compatibility Zones depicted on the Compatibility Policy Maps in this chapter.

	3.1.2. Compatibility Criteria Tables: Table 1, Noise Compatibility Criteria, and Table 2, Safety Compatibility Criteria, list general land use categories and indicate each use as being either “normally compatible,” “conditionally compatible,” or “incompati�
	(a) When evaluating a proposed development, each component land use category (e.g., agriculture, industrial, office) of a Project shall be evaluated as a separate development and shall individually satisfy the criteria for the respective land use category �
	(b) Land uses not specifically listed in the noise and safety criteria tables shall be evaluated using the criteria for similar listed uses.


	3.2. Noise Compatibility
	3.2.1. Evaluating Noise Compatibility for New Development: The noise compatibility of proposed land uses within the influence area of Sacramento International Airport shall be evaluated in accordance with the policies set forth in this section, including t�
	(a) The criteria in Table 1 indicate the maximum acceptable Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) exposure for new residential land uses and a range of nonresidential land uses. Within the various noise exposure ranges, each land use type is shown as bei�
	(b) “Normally Compatible” means that the proposed land use shall be presumed to be acceptable within locations having the indicated noise exposure.
	(1) Indoor uses are “normally compatible” if either: they involve activities that are inherently noisy; or, standard construction methods will sufficiently attenuate exterior noise to an acceptable indoor CNEL. For land use types that are compatible becaus�
	(2) Outdoor uses are “normally compatible” if the activities associated with the land use may be carried out with minimal interference from aircraft noise at the indicated CNEL.

	(c) “Conditional” means that the conditions indicated in Table 1 must be satisfied in order for the proposed land use to be acceptable.
	(1) Indoor uses must have building structures that are capable of attenuating exterior noise from all noise sources to the indoor CNEL indicated by the number in the cell.
	(2) The acceptability of outdoor uses is dependent upon characteristics of the specific use. Caution should be exercised with regard to Noise-Sensitive Outdoor Land Uses because these uses are likely to be disrupted by aircraft noise events. This caution i�

	(d) “Incompatible” means that the proposed land use shall not be allowed under any circumstances except as noted in Paragraph (3) below.
	(1) Indoor uses would have unacceptable noise levels if windows are open. At exposures above CNEL 65 dB, extensive mitigation techniques would be required to make the indoor environment acceptable for performance of activities associated with the land use �
	(2) Outdoor uses would be exposed to severe noise interference that would prevent performance of activities associated with the land use.
	(3) Exceptions to an “incompatible” designation may only be made if site-specific special conditions exist. See Policy 4.1.5.


	3.2.2. Maximum Acceptable Exterior Noise Levels: To minimize noise-sensitive development in noisy areas around the Airport, new land use development shall be restricted in accordance with the following:
	(a) Residential Development and Children’s Schools:
	(1) All new Residential Development and children’s schools are deemed incompatible within the projected CNEL 60 dB contour of Sacramento International Airport.
	(2) Map 2, Compatibility Policy Map: Noise depicts the area within which this restriction applies.
	(3) Where special circumstances exist and special measures are taken to address the adverse consequences, exceptions to the CNEL 60 dB criterion are provided for in this Compatibility Plan as described in Section 4.2.
	(4) Exceptions are also provided for existing residential lots. See Policy 1.4.3.

	(b) Nonresidential Development: New Nonresidential Development is deemed incompatible in locations where the airport-related noise exposure would be highly disruptive to the specific land use. Applicable criteria are indicated in Table 1.

	3.2.3. Maximum Acceptable Interior Noise Levels: To the extent that the criteria in Table 1 and other policies herein permit the development, land uses for which interior activities may be easily disrupted by noise shall be required to comply with the foll�
	(a) The maximum, aircraft-related, interior noise level that shall be considered acceptable for land uses near airports is:
	(1) CNEL 45 dB in:
	(2) CNEL 50 dB in:

	(b) The noise contours depicted in Map 2 shall be used in calculating compliance with these criteria. The calculations should assume that windows are closed.
	(c) When a proposed building lies within multiple CNEL range zones (e.g., partly in 60-65 dB and partly in 65-70 dB), the higher range zone shall apply for the purposes of determining sound attenuation requirements unless less than 25% of the building floo�
	(d) Where Table 1 indicates that buildings associated with a particular land use must be capable of attenuating exterior noise to the specified maximum interior noise level, acoustical data documenting that the structure will be designed to comply with the�
	(e) Exceptions to the interior noise level criteria in Paragraph (a) of this policy may be allowed where evidence is provided that the indoor noise generated by the use itself exceeds the listed criteria.

	3.2.4. Avigation Easement Dedication Requirements: Dedication of an Avigation Easement is required as a condition for approval of certain proposed development situated within the CNEL 60 dB contour in accordance with Policy 4.1.1 (see Maps 2 and 5).

	3.3. Safety Compatibility
	3.3.1. Evaluating Safety Compatibility for New Development: The safety compatibility of proposed land uses within the influence area of Sacramento International Airport shall be evaluated in accordance with the policies set forth in this section, including˘
	(a) The criteria in Table 2 indicate whether a particular type of land use is “normally compatible,” “conditional,” or “incompatible” with the exposure to Sacramento International Airport aircraft accident risks.
	(b) “Normally Compatible” means that the proposed Land Use Action is presumed to comply with the indicated Intensity limits and other criteria for the zone. However, atypical examples of a use may require review to ensure compliance with the criteria.
	(c) “Conditional” means that the proposed Land Use Action must comply with the conditions listed in the table.
	(d) “Incompatible” means that proposed Land Use Action shall not be permitted under any normal circumstances within the indicated safety zone. Limited exceptions are possible for site-specific special conditions. See Policy 4.1.5.

	3.3.2. Residential Development Criteria: Proposed Residential Development shall be evaluated in accordance with the following criteria:
	(a) The Density of Residential Development shall be measured in terms of dwelling units per acre. The maximum allowable Densities in each safety zone are as follows. Exceptions are provided for existing single-family homes and residential lots (see Policy ˘
	(1) Within Safety Zones 1, 2, and 5 new Residential Development shall be prohibited.
	(2) Within Safety Zones 3 and 4, new Residential Development shall be limited to a maximum Density of 1 dwelling units per 10.0 acres (0.1 dwelling units per acre). Further, the dwelling itself shall not be located within the safety zone Safety Zones 3 or ˇ
	(3) Within Safety Zone 6, new Residential Development shall be restricted to a sitewide average Density of no greater than 12.0 dwelling units per acre (i.e., the gross acreage of the project site).P22F

	(b) For Projects that are solely residential, the acreage evaluated equals the Project site size which may include multiple parcels. See Policy 3.3.8 with regard to mixed-use development.
	(c) Density bonuses and other bonuses or allowances that Local Agencies may provide for affordable housing developed in accordance with the provisions of state and/or local law or regulation shall be included when calculating residential Densities. The oveˇ
	(d) Secondary units, as defined by state and local law, shall be excluded from Density calculations.
	(e) See Policy 1.4.3 regarding Residential Development by right on existing legal lots of record.
	(f) In accordance with state law, a family day care home serving 14 or fewer children may be established in any existing dwelling or in any new dwelling permitted by the policies of this Compatibility Plan.
	(g) See Policy 3.3.9(a) for limitations on clustering of development within a single acre and Policy 4.1.2 for Infill criteria.

	3.3.3. Nonresidential Development Criteria: Proposed Nonresidential Development shall be evaluated in accordance with the following criteria:
	(a) The usage Intensity (people per acre) limit indicated in Table 2 for each safety zone is the fundamental criterion against which the safety compatibility of most nonresidential land uses shall be measured. The Intensity limits set the total number of oˇ
	(b) All nonresidential uses, including uses listed in Table 2, Safety Compatibility Criteria, as “Normally Compatible,” must comply with both the “sitewide average” and “single-acre” usage Intensity limits indicated below and listed in Table 2 for each safˇ
	(1) The “sitewide average” Intensity equals the total number of people expected to be on the entire site divided by the site size in acres (i.e., the gross acreage of the  project site).
	(2) The “single-acre” Intensity equals the number of people expected to occupy the most intensively used 1.0-acre area(s) of the site.

	(c) The need to calculate the usage Intensity of a particular Project proposal for compliance with the Intensity criteria in the Paragraph (b) table is to be governed by the following:
	(1) Land use categories indicated in Table 2 as “Normally Compatible” for a particular safety zone are presumed to meet the Intensity criteria indicated in the Paragraph (b) table. Unless the particular Project proposal represents an atypical example of thˆ

	(2) Calculation of the usage Intensity must be done for all proposed Projects where the land use category for the particular safety zone is indicated in Table 2 as “Conditional” and the criteria column says “Ensure Intensity criteria are met.”
	(3) Where Table 2 indicates that land use category is “Conditional” for the particular safety zone, but the criteria are other than “Ensure Intensity criteria are met,” calculation of the usage Intensity is not necessary for typical examples of the use. Hoˆ
	(d) No new structures intended to be occupied regularly are allowed in Safety Zone 1.
	(e) Usage Intensity calculations shall include all people (e.g., employees, customers/visitors) who may be on the Project site at any single point in time, whether indoors or outdoors.
	(1) For the purposes of these calculations, the total number of occupants during normal busiest periods shall be used.P23F
	(2) The Project site may be composed of multiple parcels.

	(f) Each component use within a Nonresidential Development that has multiple types of uses shall comply with the safety criteria in Table 2, Safety Compatibility Criteria, unless the use is ancillary to the primary use.
	(1) To be considered an Ancillary Use, the use must be associated with the primary use (e.g. a cafeteria in an office building) and occupy no more than 10% of total building floor area.
	(2) Ancillary Uses must be considered in the sitewide average Intensity limits, but may be excluded from the single-acre Intensity calculations.
	(3) An Ancillary Use may be more intensively occupied (more people in a given area) than the primary use, provided that the Ancillary Use is neither:

	(g) Other criteria may be applicable to uses of special concern (see Policy 3.3.7 and conditions in Table 2, Safety Compatibility Criteria).
	(h) Local Agencies may make exceptions for “Conditional” or “Incompatible” land uses associated with rare special events (e.g., an air show at the Airport) for which a facility is not designed and normally not used and for which extra safety precautions ca˙

	3.3.4.  Methods Methodology for Determining Compliance with Sitewide Average Intensity Criteria: Determination of compliance with the sitewide average Intensity criteria indicated in Policy 3.3.3(b) requires calculating the total occupancy of the site at a˙
	(a) Floor Area Ratio (FAR) Criteria: Where a floor area ratio limit is cited in Table 2 as the condition to be met, the indicated numbers should be treated as a tool by which compliance with the usage Intensity criteria can be evaluated.
	(1) The limit listed for each use is based upon a typical Occupancy Load Factor (floor area square footage per person) for that use. The allowable FAR in a particular safety zone thus varies from one land use category to another. The assumed Occupancy Load˙
	(2) If a higher or lower Occupancy Load Factor can be documented for a particular Project (see Paragraph (b) of this policy), then the allowable FAR would be correspondingly lower or higher, but in all cases the basic usage Intensity criterion must be met.˙

	(b) Alternative Methodologies for Calculation of Sitewide Average Usage Intensities: Application of the FAR methodology for determining compliance with usage Intensity criteria is not required. Usage intensities may also be determined by first calculating ˙
	(1) Fixed Seating: For uses with fixed seats, such as restaurants and theaters, the occupancy should be based upon the number of customer seats plus the number of employees.
	(2) Occupancy Load Factors: The square footage of the building divided by the typical square footage occupied by each person yields the total occupancy. Table 2, Safety Compatibility Criteria, lists typical occupancy load factors for various land use categ˙
	(3) Vehicle Parking Requirements: For many commercial and industrial uses, the occupancy can be estimated by considering the number of parking spaces required by the Local Agency and multiplying by the average occupancy per vehicle. This method is not suit˝
	(4) Building and Fire Codes: This method is essentially the same as the Occupancy Load Factor method in that the codes provide a square footage per person for various types of building uses. Building and Fire Codes, though, are based on a maximum, never to˝

	(c) Projects Containing Mixed Nonresidential Uses: Where a proposed development will contain a mixture of the nonresidential uses listed separately in Table 2, the FAR values cannot be directly used as an evaluation tool unless each component use is to be ˛
	(1) See Policy 3.3.8 for mixed residential/nonresidential uses.
	(2) See Policy 3.3.11 with regard to criteria for Project sites that occupy two or more safety zones.

	(d) Selection of Calculation Method: When evaluating Major Land Use Actions referred for ALUC review on a mandatory basis in accordance with Policy 1.5.2, the ALUC shall normally use the Floor Area Ratio methodology (Paragraph (a) of this policy). Occupanc˛
	(1) If the Local Agency or Project applicant provides definitive information that a particular Development Proposal is atypical—that is, there would be more floor area per person and thus a lower usage Intensity—the ALUC may consider that information in de˛
	(2) In conjunction with modifying its general plan for consistency with this Compatibility Plan or as part of a separate ordinance or other adopted policy, a Local Agency may propose a particular method for measuring compliance with the usage Intensity lim˛


	3.3.5. Methodology for Calculation of Single-Acre Intensity: The single-acre Intensity of a proposed development shall be calculated by determining the total number of people expected to be within any 1.0-acre portion of the site, typically the most intens˛
	(a) For sites less than 1.0 acre, the single-acre Intensity equals the total number of people on the site divided by the site size.
	(b) For sites more than 1.0 acre and a building footprint less than 1.0 acre, the single-acre Intensity equals the total number of building occupants divided by the site size unless the Project includes substantial outdoor occupancy in which case such usag˚
	(c) For sites having both site size and building footprint of more than 1.0 acre, the single-acre Intensity shall normally be calculated as the total number of building occupants divided by the building footprint in acres. This calculation assumes that the˚
	(d) The 1.0-acre areas to be evaluated shall normally match the building footprints provided that the buildings are generally rectangular (reasonably close to square) and not elongated in shape and, for buildings larger than 1.0 acre, may represent a porti˚
	(e) If a building has multiple floors, then the total number of occupants on all floors falling within the 1.0-acre footprint shall be counted.
	(f) Selection of Calculation Method: When evaluating Major Land Use Actions referred for ALUC review on a mandatory basis in accordance with Policy 1.5.2, the ALUC shall normally use the Floor Area Ratio methodology (Paragraph (a) of this policy). Occupanc˚
	(1)  If the Local Agency or Project applicant provides definitive information that a particular Development Proposal is atypical—that is, there would be more floor area per person and thus a lower usage Intensity—the ALUC may consider that information in d˚
	(2) In conjunction with modifying its general plan for consistency with this Compatibility Plan or as part of a separate ordinance or other adopted policy, a Local Agency may propose a particular method for measuring compliance with the usage Intensity lim˚


	3.3.6. Long-Term Changes in Occupancy: In evaluating compliance of a proposed Nonresidential Development with the usage Intensity criteria, the ALUC shall take into account the potential for the use of a building to change over time. A building could have ˜
	3.3.7. Land Uses of Special Concern: Certain types of land uses represent special safety concerns irrespective of the number of people associated with those uses.
	(a) Land uses of particular concern and the nature of the concern are:
	(1) Uses Having Vulnerable Occupants: These uses are ones in which the majority of occupants are children, elderly, and/or disabled—people who have reduced effective mobility or may be unable to respond to emergency situations. The primary uses in this cat˜
	(2) Hazardous Materials Storage: Materials that are flammable, explosive, corrosive, or toxic constitute special safety compatibility concerns to the extent that an aircraft accident could cause release of the materials and thereby pose dangers to people a˜
	(3) Critical Community Infrastructure: This category pertains to facilities the damage or destruction of which would cause significant adverse effects to public health and welfare well beyond the immediate vicinity of the facility. Among these facilities a˜

	(b) The safety criteria for the land uses in Paragraph (a) of this policy are included in Table 2, Safety Compatibility Criteria. These criteria shall be applied when evaluating these uses.
	(1) In some cases, these uses are not allowed in portions of the Airport environs regardless of the number of occupants associated with the use.
	(2) In other instances these uses should be avoided (that is, allowed only if a site outside the zone would not serve the intended function).
	(3) When allowed, special measures for the particular use, such as those listed in Table 2, Safety Compatibility Criteria, must be taken as appropriate to minimize hazards to the facility and occupants if the facility were to be struck by an aircraft.


	3.3.8. Mixed-Use Development: For Projects involving a mixture of residential and nonresidential uses, the following policies apply:
	(a) Where the Residential Development and Nonresidential Development are proposed to be situated on separate parts of the Project site, the Project shall be evaluated as separate developments. The residential Density shall be calculated with respect to the 
	(b) Development in which Residential Development is proposed to be located in conjunction with Nonresidential Development in the same or nearby buildings on the same site must meet both residential Density and nonresidential Intensity criteria. The number  
	(c) Mixed-use development shall not be allowed where the residential component would be exposed to noise levels above the limits set in Table 1, Noise Compatibility Criteria.

	3.3.9. Limits on Clustering: As used in this Compatibility Plan, “clustering” refers to the concentration of development (measured in terms of dwellings or people per acre) into a portion of the site, leaving other portions of the site relatively less deve 
	(a) Clustering of new Residential Development in the Sacramento International Airport environs is limited as follows:
	(1) Clustering is not applicable in Safety Zones 1, 2, and 5 as new Residential Development is not permitted in these zones.
	(2) In Safety Zones 3 and 4, up to 2 dwellings may be built in a single acre area, provided that the average Density of the development does not exceed 1 dwelling unit per 10.0 acres. Where new Residential Development is allowed as Infill in these zones, t 
	(3) There is no limit on site-wide or single-acre residential Densities in Safety Zone 6.

	(b) For nonresidential land uses, the usage Intensity on a single 1.0-acre portion of a Project site shall not exceed the limits specified in Table 2.
	(c) For the purposes of the above policies, the 1.0-acre areas to be evaluated shall be rectangular (reasonably close to square, not elongated or irregular) in shape.

	3.3.10. Lot Coverage Limits: In addition to the single-acre Density and Intensity limits set by Policy 3.3.9, new residential and Nonresidential Development shall also be limited with respect to lot coverage—the percentage of the Project site covered by bu!
	3.3.11. Parcels Lying within Two or More Safety Zones: For the purposes of evaluating consistency with the compatibility criteria set forth in Table 2, any parcel that is split by safety zone boundaries shall be considered as if it were multiple parcels di!
	(a) The preceding notwithstanding, where no part of the building(s) or areas of outdoor congregation of people proposed on the Project site falls within the more restrictive safety zone, the criteria for the safety zone where the proposed building(s) or ou!
	(b)  Modification of the Project site plan so as to transfer the allowed Density of Nonresidential Development or Intensity of Nonresidential Development from the more restricted portion to the less restricted portion is encouraged. The purpose of this pol!
	(1) This full or partial reallocation of Intensity is permitted even if the resulting Intensity in the less restricted area would then exceed the sitewide average Intensity limits that apply within that safety zone (see Exhibit 3).
	(2) The single-acre criterion for the zone to which the use is transferred must still be satisfied.


	3.3.12. Avigation Easement Dedication Requirements: Dedication of an Avigation Easement is required as a condition for approval of certain proposed development situated within Safety Zones 1 through 5 in accordance with Policy 4.1.1 (see Maps 3 and 5).

	3.4. Airspace Protection
	3.4.1. Evaluating Airspace Protection / Object Height Compatibility for New Development: The object height compatibility of proposed land uses within the influence area of Sacramento International Airport shall be evaluated in accordance with the policies #
	(a) The airspace protection / height limit surfaces are drawn in accordance with FAR Part 77, Subpart C, and reflect the runway lengths, runway end locations, and approach types for each of the three runway configuration scenarios: existing, north-only ext#
	(b) The Critical Airspace Protection Zone consists of the FAR Part 77 primary surface and the area beneath portions of the approach and transitional surfaces to where these surfaces intersect with the horizontal surface.

	3.4.2. Object Height Criteria: The criteria for determining the acceptability of a Project with respect to height shall be based upon the standards set forth in Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR) Part 77, Subpart C, Safe, Efficient Use and Preservation of #
	(a) Except as provided in Paragraphs (b) and (c) of this policy, no object, including a mobile object such as a vehicle or temporary object such as construction crane, shall have a height that would result in penetration of an Airspace Protection Surface d#
	(b) Objects not situated within a Critical Airspace Protection Zone (see Policy 3.4.1(b)) may be allowed to have heights that penetrate the Airspace Protection Surfaces defined by FAR Part 77 criteria.
	(1) The maximum allowable height for these objects is 35 feet above ground level.
	(2) The height of all objects is subject to Local Agency zoning limits.

	(c) Unless exempted under Paragraph (b) of this policy, a proposed object having a height that exceeds the Airport’s Airspace Protection Surface shall be allowed only if all of the following apply:
	(1) As the result of an aeronautical study, the FAA determines that the object would not be a hazard to air navigation.
	(2) FAA or other expert analysis conducted under the auspices of the ALUC or SCAS as Airport owner concludes that, despite being an airspace obstruction (not necessarily a hazard), the object would not cause any of the following:
	(3) Marking and lighting of the object will be installed as directed by the FAA aeronautical study or the California Division of Aeronautics and in a manner consistent with FAA standards in effect at the time the construction is proposed.P27F
	(4) An Avigation Easement is dedicated, in accordance with Policy 4.1.1, to the County of Sacramento as owner of the Airport.
	(5) The proposed Project/plan complies with all policies of this Compatibility Plan related to noise and safety compatibility.


	3.4.3. Evaluating Airspace Protection / Wildlife Hazard Compatibility for New Development: The foundation for regulation of land uses that could attract hazardous wildlife on and near airports is set by the federal government.P28F P The ALUC’s role and pol$
	(a) Any proposed Land Use Project that could attract wildlife to the Airport Influence Area is a potential concern. Federal regulations and guidelines referred to above identify specific land uses that the federal government deems incompatible near airport$
	(b) Crop selection and other routine agricultural activities that do not involve construction or otherwise constitute a Land Use Project and do not need Local Agency approval are not subject to ALUC authority and are not regulated by the policies of this C%
	(c) For proposed Land Use Projects to be located within 10,000 feet of the Sacramento International Airport Air Operations Area (AOA; see Map 5) and that include a zoning amendment and that could attract hazardous wildlife, the ALUC shall deem as incompati%
	(d) Elsewhere within the Airport Influence Area, but beyond 10,000 feet from the AOA, a determination of the compatibility of proposed Land Use Projects should take into account such factors as or for projects within 10,000 feet from the AOA that do not in%
	(1) The types and number of birds that may be attracted;
	(1) Whether the attraction would result in a net increase in the numbers of birds to the Airport Influence Area or merely be a displacement from one location to another;
	(1) The location of the attraction and whether the location relative to other attractions, either existing or planned, would cause birds to travel through aircraft flight routes; and
	(1) Features incorporated into the design to minimize the attraction.

	(e) Local Agencies and proponents of Land Use Projects that could attract wildlife to the Airport Influence Area shall evaluate the potential aeronautical hazards as part of the CEQA environmental analysis of the project.
	(a) In making a determination as to the compatibility of a proposed Land Use Project that could create wildlife hazards, the ALUC shall seek input from Sacramento International Airport Officials.

	3.4.4. Other Flight Hazards: Land uses that may cause visual or electronic hazards, to aircraft in flight or taking off or landing at the Airport shall be allowed within the Airport Influence Area only if the uses are consistent with FAA rules and regulati%
	(a) Specific characteristics to be avoided, especially within areas beneath the Airspace Protection Surfaces (see Map 5), include:
	(1) Sources of glare (such as from mirrored or other highly reflective buildings or building features) or bright lights (including search lights and laser light displays);
	(2) Distracting lights that could be mistaken for airport lights;
	(3) Sources of dust, steam, or smoke that may impair pilots’ vision;
	(4) Sources of steam or other emissions that cause thermal plumes or other forms of unstable air; and
	(5) Sources of electrical interference with aircraft communications or navigation.

	(b) To resolve any uncertainties with regard to the significance of the above types of flight hazards, Local Agencies should consult with FAA and Sacramento International Airport officials.

	3.4.5. Requirements for FAA Notification of Proposed Construction or Alteration: Project proponents are responsible for notifying the FAA about proposed construction that may affect navigable airspace.P33F P The following is ALUC policy on this topic.
	(a) The boundary of the FAA notification area for Sacramento International Airport is depicted on Maps 4a, 4b, and 4c. Reference to FAA notification requirements is included here for informational purposes only, not as an ALUC policy.
	(b) Local Agencies should inform Project proponents of the requirements for notification to the FAA.
	(c) Any proposed development Project that includes construction of a structure or other object and that is required to be submitted to the ALUC for a consistency review in accordance with Policy 1.5.2 shall include a copy of the completed FAR Part 77 notif&

	3.4.6. ALUC Review: The requirement for notification to the FAA shall not by itself trigger an airport compatibility review of an individual Project by the ALUC. If the general plan of the Local Agency in which the Project is to be located has been determi'

	3.5. Overflight Compatibility
	3.5.1. Evaluating Overflight Compatibility: Unlike the function of the noise, safety, and airspace protection compatibility policies in this Compatibility Plan, the overflight compatibility policies set forth in this section do not restrict the manner in w(
	3.5.2. Recorded Overflight Notification: As a condition for Local Agency discretionary approval of residential land use development within the secondary approach area indicated on Map 6, an overflight notification shall be recorded.
	(a) The notification shall be of a format similar to that indicated in Appendix H and shall contain the following language dictated by state law with regard to Airport Proximity Disclosure in conjunction with real estate transfer:
	(b) The notification shall be evident to prospective purchasers of the property and shall appear on the property deed.
	(c) A separate Recorded Overflight Notification is not required where an Avigation Easement is provided.
	(d) Recording of an Overflight Notification is not required for Nonresidential Development.

	3.5.3. Airport Proximity Disclosure: State law requires that notice disclosing information about the presence of a nearby airport be given to prospective buyers of certain residential real estate within an Airport Influence Area. The statutes define an Air(
	(a) For existing residences:
	(1) State law indicates that the ALUC is responsible for delineating the area within which Airport Proximity Disclosure is appropriate. The recommended Airport Proximity Disclosure area for Sacramento International Airport is identified on Map 6 in this ch)
	(2) To the extent that real estate transactions involve existing residences, Airport Proximity Disclosure is a matter between private parties. The ALUC has no authority to mandate that Airport Proximity Disclosure be provided and neither the ALUC nor Local)
	(3) Airport Proximity Disclosure should be provided as part of all real estate transactions (sale, lease, or rental) involving residential property anywhere within the Airport Influence Area.

	(b) For proposed Residential Development:
	(1) The disclosure provisions of state law are deemed mandatory for new Residential Development anywhere within the Airport Influence Area and shall continue in effect as ALUC policy even if the state law is made less stringent or rescinded. The disclosure)
	(2) Signs providing the above notice and a map of the Airport Influence Area shall be prominently posted in the real estate sales office and/or other key locations at any new Residential Development within the Airport Influence Area.


	3.5.4. Residential Development Suitability: Residential land uses are particularly sensitive to the noise associated with frequent or loud aircraft overflights. These overflight impacts extend to areas beyond the limits of the cumulative noise impacts defi)
	(a) Residential Development is not restricted within the Traffic Pattern Area and is not inconsistent with the policies of this Compatibility Plan except as dictated by noise, safety, and airspace protection policies that affect portions of the same a...
	(a) Affected Local Agencies should discourage new Residential Development in the Traffic Pattern Area in favor of land uses that are better suited to the Airport environs.
	(b) To the extent that residential is the most practical land use for the area, multi-family residential—subject to the Density limits set by safety compatibility policies—is preferable to single-family.P35F
	(c) Any new Residential Development within the Traffic Pattern Area shall incorporate sound attenuation features sufficient to ensure an exterior to interior noise level reduction of at least 25 dBA with windows closed.
	(d) New Residential Development shall be conditioned upon dedication of an Avigation Easement to the County of Sacramento if required under Policy 4.1.1.



	4. Other Compatibility Policies
	4.1. Policies for Special Circumstances
	4.1.1. Avigation Easement Dedication: As a condition for approval of Projects that are subject to the review provisions of this Compatibility Plan and that meet the conditions in Paragraphs (a) and (b) of this policy, the property owner shall be required t*
	(a) Avigation easement dedication is required for all off-airport Projects situated within the following portions of the Sacramento International Airport Influence Area as depicted on Map 6:
	(1) All locations within the Primary Approach Area. This area is comprised of:
	(2) All locations within the Traffic Pattern Area. This area is comprised of:

	(b) Avigation Easement dedication shall be required for any proposed development, including Infill development, for which discretionary local approval is required. Avigation Easement dedication is not required for ministerial approvals such as building per*
	(c) The Avigation Easement shall:
	(1) Provide the right of flight in the airspace above the property;
	(2) Allow the generation of noise and other impacts associated with aircraft overflight;
	(3) Restrict the height of structures, trees and other objects in accordance with the policies in Section 3.4 and Maps 4a, 4b, or 4c herein;
	(4) Permit access to the property for the removal or aeronautical marking of objects exceeding the established height limit (if not accomplished by the property owner, these actions can be taken by the Airport at the property owner’s expense); and
	(5) Prohibit electrical interference, glare, and other potential hazards to flight from being created on the property.

	(d) An example of an Avigation Easement is provided in Appendix H.

	4.1.2. Infill: Where land uses not in conformance with the criteria set forth in this Compatibility Plan exist at the time of the plan’s adoption, Infill development of similar land uses may be allowed to occur in that area even if the proposed new land us+
	(a) Infill development is not permitted in the following locations.
	(1) Within Safety Zone 1 (the runway protection zones and within the runway primary surface), Infill development is not applicable as this zone is fully contained on Airport property.
	(2) Within Safety Zones 2 through 5, residential Infill development shall not be permitted except as allowed by Policy 1.4.3 regarding existing residential parcels.
	(3) Within the CNEL 65 dB noise contour as depicted on Map 2, Compatibility Policy Map: Noise, residential Infill development shall not be allowed.P36F

	(b) In other locations within Referral Area 1, a Project site can be considered for Infill development if it either:
	(1) Is part of a cohesive area, defined by the local land use jurisdiction and accepted by the ALUC, within which at least 65% of the uses were developed prior to the Compatibility Plan adoption with uses not in conformance with the plan; or
	(2) Meets all of the following conditions:

	(c) The Density of Infill Residential Development within the CNEL 60 to 65 dB noise contour range as depicted on Map 2, Compatibility Policy Map: Noise shall be limited in accordance with the safety compatibility policies applicable to the Project site.P37+
	(d) For Infill Nonresidential Development, the average usage Intensity (the number of people per acre) of the site’s proposed use shall not exceed the lesser of:
	(1) The median Intensity of all existing nonresidential uses that lie fully or partially within a distance of 1,000 feet from the boundary of the defined Infill area; or
	(2) Double the Intensity permitted in accordance with the criteria for that location as indicated in Table 2.

	(e) The single-acre Density and Intensity limits described in Policies 3.3.9 and listed in Table 2 are applicable to Infill development. Also, the sound attenuation and Avigation Easement dedication requirements set by Policies 3.2.3 and 4.1.1 shall apply ,
	(f) The ALUC prefers that all parcels eligible for Infill be identified at one time by the Local Agency.
	(1) The Local Agency is responsible for identifying, in its general plan or other adopted planning document approved by the ALUC, the qualifying locations that lie within that Local Agency’s boundaries. This action may take place in conjunction with the pr,
	(2) If a map identifying locations suitable for Infill has not been submitted by the Local Agency and approved by the ALUC or the site of an individual Project proposal does not fall within the identified Infill area, the ALUC may evaluate the Project to d,
	(3) In either case, the burden for demonstrating that an area or an individual site qualifies as Infill rests with the affected Local Agency and/or Project proponent and is not the responsibility of the ALUC.


	4.1.3. Existing Nonconforming Uses: Proposed changes to Existing Land Uses that are not in conformance with the compatibility criteria in this Compatibility Plan are subject to ALUC review if the changes would result in increased nonconformity with the com,
	(a) Residential uses:
	(1) A Nonconforming residential land use may be continued, sold, leased, or rented without ALUC restriction or review.
	(2) A Nonconforming single-family dwelling may be maintained, remodeled, reconstructed (see Policy 4.1.4(a)), or expanded in size. The lot line of an existing single-family residential parcel may be adjusted. Also, a new single-family residence may be cons,
	(3) Nonconforming multi-family residential dwellings may be maintained, remodeled, or reconstructed (see Policy 4.1.4(a)). The size of individual dwelling units may be increased, but additional dwelling units may not be added.
	(4) Sound attenuation and Avigation Easement dedication shall be provided where required by Policies 3.2.3 and 4.1.1.

	(b) Nonresidential uses (other than children’s schools):
	(1) A nonconforming nonresidential use may be continued, sold, leased, or rented without ALUC restriction or review.
	(2) Nonconforming nonresidential facilities may be maintained, altered, or, if required by state law, reconstructed (see Policy 4.1.4). However, any such work:
	(3) Sound attenuation and Avigation Easement dedication shall be provided where required by Policies 3.2.3 and 4.1.1.

	(c) Children’s schools (including grades K-12, day care centers with more than 14 children, and school libraries):
	(1) Land acquisition for new schools or expansion of existing school sites is not permitted where projected noise impacts exceed CNEL 60 dB (see Map 2) or in Safety Zones 1 through 5.
	(2) Replacement or expansion of buildings at existing schools is also not allowed in these noise or safety zones, except that one-time expansion accommodating no more than 50 students is permitted where projected noise impacts are between CNEL 60 and 65 dB-
	(3) Sound attenuation and Avigation Easement dedication shall be provided where required by Policies 3.2.3 and 4.1.1.


	4.1.4. Reconstruction: An existing nonconforming development that has been fully or partially destroyed as the result of a calamity or natural and unavoidable catastrophe, and would otherwise not be reconstructed but for the calamity or catastrophe, may be-
	(a) Single-family or multi-family residential Nonconforming Uses may be rebuilt provided that the Reconstruction does not result in more dwelling units than existed on the parcel at the time of the damage. Addition of a secondary dwelling unit to a single--
	(b) A nonresidential Nonconforming Use may be rebuilt provided that the Reconstruction does not increase the floor area of the previous structure or result in an increased Intensity of use (i.e., more people per acre).
	(c) Reconstruction under Paragraphs (a) or (b) above:
	(1) Must have a permit application deemed complete by the Local Agency within twelve (12) months of the date the damage occurred.
	(2) Shall incorporate sound attenuation features to the extent required by Policy 3.2.3.
	(3) Shall comply with Federal Aviation Regulations Part 77 requirements (see Policy 3.4.2).

	(d) Reconstruction in accordance with Paragraphs (a), (b), and (c) of this policy shall not be allowed where it would be in conflict (not in conformance) with the general plan or zoning ordinance of the Local Agency.
	(e) Nothing in the above policies is intended to preclude work required for normal maintenance and repair.

	4.1.5. Special Conditions Exception: The compatibility criteria set forth in this Compatibility Plan are intended to be applicable to all locations within the Sacramento International Airport Influence Area that are under the jurisdiction of the Airport La.
	(a) After due consideration of all the factors involved in such situations, the ALUC may find a normally incompatible use to be acceptable.
	(b) In reaching such a decision, the ALUC shall make specific findings as to the nature of the extraordinary circumstances that warrant the policy exception and why the exception is being made. Findings also shall be made that the land use will neither cre.
	(c) Approval of a special conditions exception for a proposed Project shall require a two-thirds approval of the ALUC members voting on the matter and shall not be delegated to the ALUC Secretary for approval.
	(d) The burden for demonstrating that special conditions apply to a particular Development Proposal rests with the Project proponent and/or the referring Local Agency, not with the ALUC.
	(e) The granting of a special conditions exception shall be considered site specific and shall not be generalized to include other sites.


	4.2. Site-Specific Exceptions
	4.2.1. General: In adoption of this Compatibility Plan, the ALUC has determined that certain known Projects warrant special conditions treatment as envisioned by Policy 4.1.5. These site-specific exceptions and the criteria to be applied to them are as des.
	4.2.2. Garden Highway Special Planning Area: The intent of this Compatibility Plan is that it is internally consistent with the Garden Highway Special Planning Area, or SPA (last amended June 2002) of the Sacramento County Zoning Code orand other local app.

	4.3. General Plan Consistency with Compatibility Plan
	4.3.1. Statutory Requirement: State law requires that each Local Agency having territory within an Airport Influence Area modify its general plan and any applicable specific plan to be consistent with the compatibility plan for the particular airport unles/
	4.3.2. Elimination of Conflicts: No direct conflicts can exist between the two plans.
	(a) Direct conflicts primarily involve general plan land use designations that do not meet the Density or Intensity criteria specified in Section 3.3 of this Compatibility Plan. In addition, conflicts with regard to other policies—height limitations in par/
	(b) A general plan cannot be found inconsistent with the Compatibility Plan because of land use designations that reflect Existing Land Uses even if those designations conflict with the compatibility criteria of this Compatibility Plan. General plan land u/
	(c) Proposed Redevelopment or other changes to Existing Land Uses are not exempt from compliance with this Compatibility Plan and are subject to ALUC review in accordance with Policies 1.5.1 and 1.5.2. To ensure that Nonconforming Uses do not become more n/
	(d) To be consistent with the Compatibility Plan, a general plan and/or implementing ordinance also must include provisions ensuring long-term compliance with the compatibility criteria. For example, future reuse of a building must not result in a usage In/

	4.3.3. Establishment of Review Process: Local Agencies must define the process they will follow when reviewing proposed land use development within an Airport Influence Area to ensure that the development will be consistent with the policies set forth in t/
	(a) The process established must ensure that the proposed development is consistent with the land use or zoning designation indicated in the Local Agency’s general plan, specific plan, zoning ordinance, and/or other development regulations that the ALUC ha/
	(b) The review process may be described either within the general plan or specific plan(s) themselves or in implementing ordinances. Local jurisdictions have the following choices for satisfying this review process requirement:
	(1) Sufficient detail can be included in the general plan or specific plan(s) and/or referenced implementing ordinances and regulations to enable the local jurisdiction to assess whether a proposed development fully meets the compatibility criteria specifi0
	(2) The Compatibility Plan can be adopted by reference (in this case, the Project review procedure must be described in a separate policy document or memorandum of understanding presented to and approved by the ALUC); and/or
	(3) The general plan can indicate that all Land Use Actions, or a list of Land Use Action types agreed to by the ALUC, shall be submitted to the ALUC for review in accordance with the policies of Section 2.3.



	4.4. Criteria for Review of Airport Plans
	4.4.1. Substance of Review: In accordance with state law, any new or amended Sacramento International Airport master plan or development plan is subject to ALUC review for consistency with this Compatibility Plan (see Policy 1.5.5). In conducting any such 0
	(a) Proposals for facilities or procedures not assumed herein, specifically:
	(1) Construction of a new runway or helicopter takeoff and landing area.
	(2) Change in the length, width, or landing threshold location of an existing runway.
	(3) Establishment of an instrument approach procedure that changes the approach capabilities at a particular runway end.
	(4) Modification of the flight tracks associated with existing visual or instrument operations procedures.

	(b) New activity forecasts that are: (1) significantly higher than those used in developing Map 2, Compatibility Policy Map: Noise; or (2) assume a higher proportion of larger or noisier aircraft.

	4.4.2. Noise Impacts of Airport Expansion: Any proposed expansion of airport facilities that would result in a significant increase in cumulative noise exposure (measured in terms of CNEL) shall include measures to reduce the exposure to a less-than-signif0
	(a) In locations having an existing ambient noise level of CNEL 60 dB or less, the Project would increase the noise level by 3.0 dB or more.
	(b) In locations having an existing ambient noise level of more than CNEL 60 dB, the  Project would increase the noise level by 1.5 dB or more.

	4.4.3. Consistency Determination: The ALUC shall determine whether the proposed airport plan or development plan is consistent with this Compatibility Plan. The ALUC shall base its determination of consistency on:
	(a) Findings that the development and forecasts identified in the airport plan would not result in greater noise, safety, airspace protection, or overflight impacts on surrounding land uses than are assumed in this Compatibility Plan.
	(b) Consideration of:
	(1) Mitigation measures incorporated into the plan or Project to reduce any increases in the noise, safety, airspace protection, and overflight impacts to a less-than-significant level in accordance with provisions of CEQA; or
	(2) In instances where the impacts cannot be reduced to a less-than-significant level, a statement of overriding considerations approved by the County of Sacramento as airport owner in accordance with provisions of CEQA.

	(c) A determination that any nonaviation development proposed for locations within the Airport boundary (excluding federal- or state-owned property) will be consistent with the compatibility criteria and policies indicated in this Compatibility Plan with r1
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