CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH
AVIATION COMMITTEE AGENDA

Committee members will participate via Zoom. Please see Special Notice
regarding COVID-19 for public participation information.

Monday, October 26, 2020 - 5:30 PM

Aviation Committee Members:
Council Member Jeff Herdman, Chair
Council Member Diane Dixon, Vice Chair

Nancy Alston
Jeffrey Cole
Susan Dvorak
Alan Guenther
Roger Ham
Anthony Khoury
Stephen Livingston
Hugh Logan
Thomas Meng
Bonnie O'Neil
Jack Stranberg
Sharon Ray
Cameron Verdi

Staff Members:
Grace K. Leung, City Manager
Tara Finnigan, Deputy City Manager
Aaron Harp, City Attorney
Shirley Oborny, Executive Assistant to the City Manager

SPECIAL NOTICE REGARDING COVID-19

On March 4, 2020, Governor Newsom proclaimed a State of Emergency in California as a result of the threat of COVID-19.
On March 12, 2020, Governor Newsom issued Executive Order N-25-20, which allows Aviation Committee Members to
attend Aviation Committee meetings by electronic means. Please be advised that to minimize the spread of COVID-19,
Aviation Committee Members may attend this meeting either electronically or telephonically.

Also, please be advised that on March 17, 2020, Governor Newsom issued Executive Order N-29-20, which allows for the
public to participate in any meeting of the Aviation Committee telephonically or by other electronic means. Given the
health risks associated with COVID-19, the City of Newport Beach will conduct this meeting via Zoom. As a member of
the public, if you would like to participate in this meeting, you can participate via the following options:

1. You can submit your questions and comments in writing for the Aviation Committee’s consideration by sending
them to Aviation@newportbeachca.gov. To give the Aviation Committee adequate time to review your questions and
comments, please submit your written comments by Monday, October 26, 2020, at 10 a.m. All emails will be made part of
the record.

2. You can connect with a computer by joining through Zoom. Click the link below to register for the meeting using a
valid email address. You will receive a confirmation email allowing you to join the meeting:
https://lzoom.us/s/97604516452?pwd=TCt4K01IVkI5ckxiaDdXbmZUMOFadz09

3.  Or you may connect by Phone/Audio Only by calling: 1-669-900-9128. The meeting ID is 976 0451 6452#

Please know that it is important for the City to allow public participation at this meeting. While the City does not expect
there to be any changes to the above process for participating in this meeting, if there is a change, the City will post the
information as soon as possible to the City’s website.

NOTICE REGARDING PRESENTATIONS REQUIRING USE OF CITY EQUIPMENT
Any presentation requiring the use of the City of Newport Beach’s equipment must be submitted to the City Manager’s
Office 24 hours prior to the scheduled meeting.
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CALL MEETING TO ORDER

ROLL CALL

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Draft Minutes - August 24, 2020
Correspondence

CURRENT BUSINESS

1. Washington, D.C. / Legislative Update - Lobbyist Channon Hanna, Carpi
& Clay, will provide a brief update on relevant federal and legislative
activities.

2. Presentation on Southern California Airspace and Aircraft Speed
Assignments - Kevin Karpe, Diverse Vector Aviation, will provide
information on the regulation and management of airspace and aircraft
speeds.

3. John Wayne Airport Update - Nick Gaskins, Access and Noise Manager
for John Wayne Airport, will discuss the airport’s proposed Capacity
Allocations for the 2021 Plan Year and Spirit Airlines’ Aircraft Noise Test.

4. General Aviation Improvement Program Update - Tara Finnigan, Deputy
City Manager, will provide current information on the General Aviation
Improvement Program.

5. Update on City Aviation Initiatives - Council Member Jeff Herdman and
City Manager Grace Leung will provide updates on City meetings and
activities, including recaps of recent meetings with the air carriers and
the Coastal Orange County Noise Mitigation Task Force.

6. Ad Hoc Committee Reports

a. Technical Matters / Departures - Committee Member Alan
Guenther

b. Government Relations - Committee Member Hugh Logan

c. Communication & Outreach - Committee Member Tony
Khoury

IV. 1 - Correspondence

IV. 2 - Presentation: Kevin Karpe, Diverse Vector Aviation

IV. 3 - Correspondence

IV. 3 - Presentation: Nick Gaskins, JWA Access and Noise Manager

IV. 4 - Correspondence

PUBLIC COMMENTS ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS

Public comments are invited on agenda and non-agenda items generally considered to be
within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Aviation Committee. Speakers must limit comments
to three (3) minutes. Before speaking, we invite, but do not require, you to state your name for
the record. The Aviation Committee has the discretion to extend or shorten the speakers’ time
limit on agenda or non-agenda items, provided the time limit adjustment is applied equally to all
speakers. As a courtesy, please turn cell phones off or set them in the silent mode.



http://newportbeach.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=4dabd60a-b6cf-4e64-8919-ea7679244aee.pdf
http://newportbeach.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=8276316c-3c72-4ad1-a697-eaa57df97890.pdf
http://newportbeach.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=52e72796-ab12-4ba5-99d3-9782d28f1143.pdf
http://newportbeach.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=c163c42d-eb4e-4b98-b523-e89791005a06.pdf
http://newportbeach.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=d77c0eca-ee82-4d52-a702-f3a191b30c85.pdf
http://newportbeach.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=3a6cfd6b-9d54-4819-8481-83e5086e710f.pdf
http://newportbeach.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=a74535f0-bc5f-432f-8bcb-b588d47c7abd.pdf
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VI. NEXT MEETING - November 30, 2020, 5:30 p.m.

Vil. ADJOURNMENT



CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH
MINUTES of the
AVIATION COMMITTEE
(draft until approved by the Committee)

O""FOF““\? MEETING DATE & LOCATION: Monday, August 24, 2020, 5:30 p.m., Virtual
meeting from Newport Beach, CA 92660
ATTENDANCE:
Committee membership:

Council Member Jeff Herdman, Chairman
Council Member Diane Dixon, Vice Chairman
Nancy Alston — SPON representative
Jeffrey Cole — District 6

Susan Dvorak — CAANP representative
Alan Guenther — District 1

Roger Ham — Newport Coast representative
Anthony Khoury — AWG representative
Stephen Livingston — General Aviation
Hugh Logan — District 7

Thomas Meng — District 4

Bonnie O'Neil — District 3

Jack Stranberg — Member at Large

Sharon Ray — District 2

Cameron Verdi — District 5

Staff: City Manager Grace Leung, Deputy City Manager Tara Finnigan, City Attorney Aaron Harp,
Executive Assistant to the City Manager Shirley Oborny

Consultants: Tom Edwards, Cori Takkinen, Townsend & Associates; Channon Hanna, Carpi &
Clay; Justin Cook, HMMH; Kevin Karpe, Diverse Vector Aviation

CALL MEETING TO ORDER

Chairman Herdman called the meeting to order at 5:45 p.m.
ROLL CALL
All members of the Aviation Committee (Committee) were present.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Motion to approve the minutes of the July 27, 2020 meeting as presented was made by
Committee Member Meng and seconded by Committee Member Ham. The motion carried
unanimously.

CURRENT BUSINESS

1. General Aviation Improvement Program Update
Michelle Steel, Chair, Orange County Board of Supervisors, reported that on August 11, the

Board of Supervisors selected two full-service fixed based operators (FBO) and one limited-
service FBO. Chair Steel said she moved to adopt the City of Newport Beach's recommendations
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for lease terms, but Board members preferred to discuss recommendations from the City of
Newport Beach and other organizations in its closed session on August 25.

Deputy City Manager Finnigan reported the selected full-service FBOs are ACI Jet and Clay Lacy
Aviation, and the limited-service FBO is Jay's Aircraft. The Board referred Newport Beach's
recommendations to the Airport Ad Hoc Committee, which is comprised of Chair Steel and
Supervisor Bartlett. The City sent a letter to the Board of Supervisors regarding Newport Beach's
recommendations, sent additional information to Supervisors Steel and Bartlett, and had good
discussions with both full-service FBOs.

Cori Takkinen, Townsend & Associates, that she had follow-up conversations with all five
Supervisors' offices to clearly state Newport Beach's recommendations. The Board’s Airport Ad
Hoc Committee met earlier in the day, and she provided the committee with the City’s proposed
draft language to include in lease agreements. The Board will discuss the recommendations in
closed session on August 25. The final lease agreements will return to the Board in late
September or early October, and a four-fifths vote is required to approve the leases.

Deputy City Manager Finnigan reiterated the City's recommendations and requests and
explained that City staff sent the non-lease-related requests to John Wayne Airport (JWA) staff
for consideration. Both full-service FBOs have expressed interest in a fly quiet program at JWA.

In response to Committee Member Dvorak's question, Deputy City Manager Finnigan explained
that the City has recommended lease provisions that would prohibit the operation of commercial
airlines at an FBO and eliminate the ability of any lessee to construct and operate a General
Aviation Facility.

Committee Member Dvorak indicated she shares the concerns listed in Mr. Mosher's written
comments.

Committee Member Meng believed the City's terms and conditions should be part of the contract.

Committee Member Alston noted community concern about not being able to enforce the
recommendations if they are not included in leases.

In response to questions from the public and the Committee, Deputy City Manager Finnigan
reiterated that the City is communicating with the Board’s Airport Ad Hoc Committee and the
Board of Supervisors. The City Attorney crafted proposed language for the terms the City wants
to see included in the leases and that language was provided to the Board. If the County's
attorneys feel the proposed language raises Airport Noise and Capacity Act (ANCA) issues, staff
will obtain an opinion from the City's legal counsel. Additional issues arose after the City Council
provided direction to staff. The City’s proposed provisions addressing these additional issues
align with Council Policy A-17, and the Mayor signed the letter requesting the County consider
the additional provisions. John Pope, Public Information Manager, will help communicate the
GAIP issues to the community in the coming weeks. Staff will contact Corridor Cities.

Chair Herdman noted Anaheim Hills' concerns relate to arrivals rather than departures.

Committee Member Alston hoped staff would contact Laguna Beach even though it is not a
Corridor City.

2. Consultant Updates on Federal Legislation
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Tom Edwards, consultant, reported the House of Representatives passed the infrastructure bill,
HR-2, and it included an incentive for air carriers to transition their fleets. The concept was based
on a tax incentive program that Edwards drafted for the City. Mr. Edwards briefly explained the
tax incentive concept.

Channon Hanna, Carpi & Clay, advised that Congressman Rouda's office designed a program
in which vouchers, worth up to $10 million each, would be available to air carriers that update
their fleets. She is currently working with Senator Feinstein's and Senator Harris' offices to garner
support for the incentive in the Senate. She has also been working with Congressman Rouda's
office to review the noise provisions contained in the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)
Reauthorization Act. The bill requires the FAA to submit at least three reports in October.

In response to Committee Member Guenther's question, Ms. Hanna said that the Quiet Skies
Caucus is looking at the noise provisions, the FAA's actions, and other methods for enforcing
the provisions.

3. Presentation on John Wayne Airport Noise Abatement Departure Procedures (NADP)
Analysis — Consultant will explain the findings from HMMH's analysis of possible
improvements to NADP-1 or NADP-2 that would reduce noise levels at Noise
Monitoring Stations 5-7

City Manager Leung explained that this has been a long-term project and involves working with
the air carriers. Those relationships resulted in several carriers voluntarily implementing
procedures that reduce noise impacts on the community.

Justin Cook, HMMH, used a PowerPoint presentation (see attached) to discuss HMMH’s work
on the project using both modeled and measured data; the data collection, types of aircraft and
cutback altitudes analyzed; and how the AEDT Noise Model was refined during the process. The
results indicated little to no noise level differences between modeled NADP-1 scenarios with
varying cutbacks. The measured results indicated a reduction in noise levels at NMS 6 and 7
utilizing NADP-1 with a cutback at an altitude of 1,500 feet and a slight increase in noise levels
at NMS 5.

City Manager Leung advised that Southwest and United are flying NADP-1, and American will
begin flying NADP-1.

In response to questions, Mr. Cook indicated the Airbus is about 5 dB quieter than typical Boeing
aircraft regardless of NADP-1, NADP-2, and cutback. The analysis considered noise abatement
departure procedures independent of the actual procedure being flown. Boeing is aware of the
noise generated by its aircraft. Aircraft manufacturers are likely aware of community noise issues
and are advancing quieter technology. Measured data is generally higher than modeled data.

Dennis Bress requested a spreadsheet of City expenditures for consultants.

In response to Julie Johnson's query, Mr. Cook advised that reducing speed will result in a larger
noise reduction. There is a tradeoff between thrust and aircraft traveling higher faster, and NADP-
1 considers that. Aircraft maneuvers at 3,000 feet could be analyzed.

4. Ad Hoc Committee Report
a. Technical/Departures

Committee Member Guenther reported the Technical/Departures Ad Hoc Committee is focusing
on Priorities 1 and 4 for noise mitigation and has developed action plans for each. Universal
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VI.

VII.

VIII.

airline use of NADP-1 will be a significant part of the solution. The Ad Hoc committee will explore
additional noise factors such as speed, altitude, ground track, make and model of aircraft, takeoff
weight, and stage length.

Kevin Karpe, Diverse Vector Aviation, said he is working with the Ad Hoc committee to prepare
action items to support implementing NADP-1.

Committee Member Stranberg advised that other data sources in the community indicate speed,
altitude, and thrust are major contributors to noise. Many federal aviation regulations are violated
on departure. The City should consider assimilating and validating all data and using the findings
to make additional recommendations.

In response to questions, City Manager Leung indicated a campaign to reward airlines that fly
quietly will be part of future communications.

Committee Member Logan remarked that implementing rewards and penalties raises some legal
concerns. Anything the City can do to incentivize the use of new equipment will be valuable.

Committee Member Ham explained that FAA procedures direct aircraft to fly "by" the STREL
waypoint. Changing the procedure to direct aircraft to fly "over" STREL would solve noise
problems for Cameo Shores, Corona del Mar and Newport Coast.

Committee Member Guenther noted aircraft can be observed turning early and being cleared to
a much higher altitude.

Mr. Karpe believed this issue can be addressed following implementation of NADP-1.

Mel Beale noted topics to address with the airlines have been prioritized, and City Manager
Leung suggested focusing on NADP-1 first. Any factor that creates noise will be discussed.

Dennis Bress commented that community members have invested hundreds of hours in
collecting data and have been interviewing potential partners.

In answer to Committee Member O'Neil's questions, Chair Herdman indicated seven NMS are
in place, and an air quality study was conducted.

PUBLIC COMMENTS ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS

None

ITEMS FOR THE NEXT MEETING'S AGENDA

Committee Member O'Neil requested information regarding noise monitoring and air quality
tests.

NEXT MEETING — September 28, 2020, 5:30 p.m.

ADJOURNMENT

Chairman Herdman adjourned the meeting at 7:19 p.m.
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SNA NADP Analysis
Summary

HMMH Project Number 309680
Task 2

Presentation by Justin W. Cook
July 27, 2020

A



Goal of Task 2

* Determine if there are improvements to NADP-1
or NADP-2 to reduce noise levels at NMS 5s, 65,
and 7s by comparing measured and modeled data

at those locations

A
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Modeling
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B Measured, 10/2017 to 1/2018 M Measured, 3/2019 Measured, 7/2019 to 9/2019 [l Modeled, N/A

NMS 5s NMS 65 NMS 7s
Cutback A319 A320 B737 A320 B737 B738 A319 A320 B737

Measured 844 850 90.2 86.6 90.8 90.6 817 831 87.2

800 ft
Modeled g30 83.2 89.6 89. 5 874 899 89.0 814 848 87.2

Modeled 828 830 89.5 89. 3 871 899 888 814 845 87.2

Modeled 357 829 895 871 89.8 88.8 813 844 87.2

1,200 ft I R R@SU”S

Measured g63 86.6 915 9. 6 865 912 90.5 822 83.0 87.2

1,500 ft
' Modeled g7 831 89.7 8o. 2 872 898 89.1 812 842 872

Measured g51 857 89.5 89. 7 88.0 904 90.0 847 861 857

800 ft
Modeled 844 850 90.2 90. 6 866 90.8 90.6 817 831 87.2

Modeled
1,500 ft




B Measured, 10/2017 to 1/2018 M Measured, 3/2019 Measured, 7/2019 to 9/2019 [l Modeled, N/A

NMS 5s NMS 65 NMS 7s
Cutback A319 A320 B737 A320 B737 B738 A319 A320 B737

Measured 844 850 90.2 86.6 90.8 90.6 817 831 87.2

800 ft
Modeled g30 83.2 89.6 89. 5 874 899 89.0 814 848 87.2

Modeled 828 830 89.5 89. 3 871 899 888 814 845 87.2

Modeled 357 829 895 871 89.8 88.8 813 844 87.2

1,200 ft I R R@SU”S

Measured g63 86.6 915 9. 6 865 912 90.5 822 83.0 87.2

1,500 ft
' Modeled g7 831 89.7 8o. 2 872 898 89.1 812 842 872

Measured g51 857 89.5 89. 7 88.0 904 90.0 847 861 857

Modeled 844 850 90.2 90. 6 866 90.8 90.6 817 831 87.2

Modeled




B Measured, 10/2017 to 1/2018 M Measured, 3/2019 Measured, 7/2019 to 9/2019 [l Modeled, N/A

NMS 5s NMS 65 NMS 7s
Cutback A319 A320 B737 A320 B737 B738 A319 A320 B737

Measured 844 850 90.2 86.6 90.8 90.6 817 831 87.2

800 ft
Modeled g30 83.2 89.6 89. 5 874 899 89.0 814 848 87.2

Modeled 828 830 89.5 89. 3 871 899 888 814 845 87.2

Modeled 357 829 895 871 89.8 88.8 813 844 87.2

1,200 ft I R R@SU”S

Measured g63 86.6 915 9. 6 865 912 90.5 822 83.0 87.2

1,500 ft
' Modeled g7 831 89.7 8o. 2 872 898 89.1 812 842 872

Measured g51 857 89.5 89. 7 88.0 904 90.0 847 861 857

800 ft
Modeled 844 850 90.2 90. 6 866 90.8 90.6 817 831 87.2

Modeled
1,500 ft




Cutback
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1,500 ft

Measured

Modeled

Modeled

Modeled

Measured
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Measured

Modeled
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A319 A320 B737
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83.0

82.8

82.7
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82.7
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84.4

B Measured, 10/2017 to 172018 M Measured, 3/2019
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85.0 90.2

83.2 89.6
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829 895

86.6 91.5

83.1 89.7
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87.1 89.9
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88.0 904

86.6 90.8
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90.6 817

89.0 814

88.8 | 81.4

88.8 813

90.5 82.2

89.1 | 81.2

90.0 84.7

90.6 81.7

Measured, 7/2019 to 9/2019 [l Modeled, N/A

NMS 7s

A320 B737

831 87.2

848 87.2

84.5 87.2

84.4 87.2

83.0 87.2

84.2 87.2

86.1 85.7

831 87.2

Results




B Measured, 10/2017 to 1/2018 M Measured, 3/2019 Measured, 7/2019 to 9/2019 [l Modeled, N/A

NMS 5s NMS 65 NMS 7s
Cutback A319 A320 B737 A320 B737 B738 A319 A320 B737

Measured 844 850 90.2 86.6 90.8 90.6 817 831 87.2

800 ft
Modeled 1330 83.2 89.6 89. 5 874 899 89.0 814 848 87.2

Modeled 1828 83.0 89.5 89. 3 871 899 888 814 845 87.2

Modeled 1357 829 895 871 89.8 88.8 813 844 87.2

1,200 ft - R@SU”S

Measured g63 86.6 915 9. 6 865 912 90.5 822 83.0 87.2

1,500 ft
' Modeled | 327 831 89.7 89. 2 872 898 89.1 812 842 872

Measured g51 857 89.5 89. 7 88.0 904 90.0 847 861 857

800 ft
Modeled 844 850 90.2 90. 6 866 90.8 90.6 817 831 87.2

Modeled
1,500 ft




B Measured, 10/2017 to 1/2018 M Measured, 3/2019 Measured, 7/2019 to 9/2019 [l Modeled, N/A

NMS 5s NMS 65 NMS 7s
Cutback A319 A320 B737 A320 B737 B738 A319 A320 B737

Measured 844 850 90.2 86.6 90.8 90.6 817 831 87.2

800 ft
Modeled |g30| 83.2 89.6 89. 5 874 899 89.0 814 848 87.2

Modeled 1828 | 83.0 89.5 89. 3 871 899 888 814 845 87.2

Modeled 1557 82.9 89.5 871 89.8 88.8 813 844 87.2

1,200 ft e e R@SU”S

Measured g63 86.6 915 9. 6 865 912 90.5 822 83.0 87.2

1,500 ft
' Modeled | 827 | 83.1 89.7 89. 2 872 898 89.1 812 842 872

Measured g51 857 89.5 89. 7 88.0 904 90.0 847 861 857

800 ft
Modeled 844 850 90.2 90. 6 866 90.8 90.6 817 831 87.2

Modeled
1,500 ft




B Measured, 10/2017 to 1/2018 M Measured, 3/2019 Measured, 7/2019 to 9/2019 [l Modeled, N/A

NMS 5s NMS 65 NMS 7s
Cutback A319 A320 B737 A320 B737 B738 A319 A320 B737

Measured 844 850 90.2 86.6 90.8 90.6 817 831 87.2

800 ft
Modeled g3 |83.2]| 89.6 89. 5 874 899 89.0 814 848 87.2

Modeled g7 3 | 83.0| 89.5 89. 3 871 899 888 814 845 87.2

Modeled g>7 | 82.9] 89.5 871 89.8 88.8 813 844 87.2

1,200 ft I S e R@SU”S

Measured g63 86.6 915 9. 6 865 912 90.5 822 83.0 87.2

1,500 ft
' Modeled g7 | 83.1| 89.7 8o. 2 872 898 89.1 812 842 872

Measured g51 857 89.5 89. 7 88.0 904 90.0 847 861 857

800 ft
Modeled 844 850 90.2 90. 6 866 90.8 90.6 817 831 87.2

Modeled
1,500 ft




B Measured, 10/2017 to 1/2018 M Measured, 3/2019 Measured, 7/2019 to 9/2019 [l Modeled, N/A

NMS 5s NMS 65 NMS 7s
Cutback A319 A320 B737 B738 A319 A320 B737 B738 A319 A320 B737

Measurﬂd@ 85.0 90.2 @555 86.6 90.8 90.6 817 831 87.2

Modeled 830 832 89.6 89.1 845 874 899 89.0 814 848 87.2

800 ft

Modeled 828 83.0 895 89.0 843 871 899 888 814 845 87.2

Modeled g7 829 89.5 89.0 843 871 89.8 88.8 813 844 87.2

1,200 ft | e R@SU”S

Measured 863 gga 015 914 866 865 912 90.5 822 83.0 87.2

1,500 ft
' Modeled g>7 831 897 89.2 842 872 89.8 891 812 842 87.2

Measured(Tg51 857 89.5 @353 88.0 90.4 90.0 847 861 85.7

800 ft
Modeled g44 850 90.2 90.0 856 86.6 90.8 90.6 817 831 87.2

Modeled 836 87.3 883 889 846
1,500 ft




B Measured, 10/2017 to 1/2018 M Measured, 3/2019 Measured, 7/2019 to 9/2019 [l Modeled, N/A

NMS 5s NMS 65 NMS 7s
Cutback A319 A320 B737 B738 A319 A320 B737 B738 A319 A320 B737

Measured 844 850 902 90.0CB5.6 866 90.8 906817 831 872

800 ft Modeled

83.0 832 896 891 845 874 899 890 814 848 87.2

Modeled g8 830 89.5 89.0 (843 871 899 888 814 845 87.2

Modeled g>7 829 895 89.0 843 871 898 888 813 844 87.2

1200 f "I 07w ' B Resulfs

Measured g3 866 915 914 866 865 912 90.5 822 83.0 87.2

1.500 ft
' Modeled g7 831 897 892 842 87.2 89.8 891 812 842 87.2

Measured g51 857 895 89.1 (867 88.0 904 90.0>847 861 857

Modeled g44 850 90.2 900 856 866 908 906 817 831 872

800 ft

Modeled 4 : 3 889 846 875 89.8 89.1 829
1,500 ft




B Measured, 10/2017 to 1/2018 M Measured, 3/2019 Measured, 7/2019 to 9/2019 [l Modeled, N/A

NMS 5s NMS 65 NMS 7s
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Summary

of Results

Little to no noise level differences between
modeled NADP-1 scenarios with varying
cutbacks

NADP-1 with a 1,500-foot cutback measured
(July-September 2019) and modeled data
correlate very well

Comparing modeled data; NADP-1 with
1,500-foot cutback generally had lower noise
levels at NMS 5s, 6s, and 7s

Comparing measured data; NADP-1 with
1,500-foot cutback generally had lower noise
levels at NMS 6s and 7s, but slight increase
at 5s with Boeing aircraft types
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October 26, 2020, Aviation Committee Comments

The following comments for the Newport Beach Aviation Committee meeting agenda are submitted by:
Jim Mosher ( immosher@yahoo.com ), 2210 Private Road, Newport Beach 92660 (949-548-6229)

Item IIl. Draft Minutes - August 24, 2020

The passages shown in italics below are from the draft minutes. A suggested correction is indicated
in strikeeut underline format.

Page 1, last paragraph: “Michelle Steel, Chair, Orange County Board of Supervisors, reported
that on August 11, the Board of Supervisors selected two full-service fixed based operators (FBO)
and one limited-service FBO. Chair Steel said she moved to adopt the City of Newport Beach's
recommendations for lease terms, but Board members preferred to discuss
recommendations from the City of Newport Beach and other organizations in its closed
session on August 25.” [emphasis added]

Comment: This statement by Supervisor Steel was disturbing because California’s open
meeting law, the Brown Act, allows (in Section 54956.8) discussion in closed session of the
price and terms of payment to be offered for a lease, but it does not allow private discussion
of the lease terms in general (such as operational conditions), which is what the Newport
Beach suggestions related to. The public should have been allowed to observe the discussion
and know the position each supervisor took on each suggestion.

Page 2, paragraph 2: “Cori Takkinen, Townsend & Associates, said that she had follow-up
conversations with all five Supervisors' offices to clearly state Newport Beach's
recommendations.” [or “reported”]

Comment: regarding the following sentence (“The Board’s Airport Ad Hoc Committee met
earlier in the day, and she provided the committee with the City’s proposed draft language to
include in lease agreements.”), | don’t know if the “The Board’s Airport Ad Hoc Committee” is
an officially appointed committee, but | don’t think the public in general is made aware of its
meetings or invited to attend.

Page 3, Item 3, paragraph 5: “Dennis Bress requested a spreadsheet of City expenditures for
consultants.”

Comment: That seems a reasonable request since airport-related expenses are not
differentiated as a separate item in the City budget. It would seem good for the Committee
(and public) to know how much is being spent on what.

ltem IV.1. Washington, D.C. / Legislative Update

The minutes from the previous meeting (Item Ill, above, on the current agenda) say Congressman
Rouda’s office was set “to review the noise provisions contained in the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) Reauthorization Act. The bill requires the FAA to submit at least three reports
in October.”

Have those reports been produced?
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Item IV.3. John Wayne Airport Update - proposed Capacity Allocations
for the 2021 Plan Year
| was not able to attend the October 20, 2020, meeting of the Orange County Airport Commission,

where the proposed capacity allocations for 2021 were discussed as Item 3, but | see they are going
forward as consent calendar Item 6 on the Board of Supervisors’ November 3, 2020, agenda.

The following table compares the 2021 recommendations to the allocations that have been
approved in recent years, as well as the actual levels of commercial operations that resulted, and a
projection for those actual levels in the current, abnormal year:

2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
Settlement
MAP 10.8 10.8 10.8 10.8 11.8 | Agreement
Commercial seats
requested 14.32 15.18 15.60 15.83 15.54 | million
allocated 12.74 12.65 12.61 11.83 15.54 | million
Actuals
Passengers 10.42 10.66 10.66 3.95! million
Operations
commercial 90,250 91,875 90,074 47,211
commuter 619 1,785 5,360 4,955
Calculated
MAP/seats 0.85 0.85 0.86 0.91 0.76
Actual per
passengers/seat 0.82 0.84 0.85 0.33 allocated seat
passengers/operation 115 114 112 76 observed

As indicated, the Settlement Agreement allows the commercial Million Annual Passengers limit to
increase from 10.8 to 11.8 on January 1 (a 9% increase), but understanding the Access

Plan (Section 8.3.6) requires commercial carriers to end the year having used at least 90% of their
requested allocations of seats and ADD's, and penalizes them if they do not (Section 8.7.2), it is a bit
startling to see the Supervisors are being asked to approve a 31% increase in seats (which implies
more planes), from 11.8 million allocated this year to 15.5 million seats being approved for 2021.

This is especially concerning because commercial (but not commuter) operations were sharply off
this year with barely one-third of the allocated seats being used — a situation JWA accommodated by
waiving the penalties.

1 The “actuals” of passengers and operations listed for 2020 are projections based on the posted statistics for
September 2020, assuming they will grow by yearend 2020 in the same proportions the September 2019
statistics grew by yearend 2019.
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The increased allocations in response to decreased demand seem contrary to the anticipation,
stated at the Quarterly Noise Meetings that there would be no waivers of penalties in 2021 and as a
result the carriers would be expected to make more modest and realistic requests.

Instead, as seen in the second and third rows of the table, the carriers’ requests for seats (and
therefore, planes) were off only very slightly and all those requests are being recommended to be
granted, resulting in the previously mentioned 31% increase in seats allocated.

This looks like a plan to potentially fly the full 11.8 MAP (the highest ever) with less-than-full
flights, resulting in a completely unprecedented number of commercial flights, and an
especially vast increase compared to the sharply depressed number of flights those under
the flight path have experienced since March.

Since the staff report going to the Supervisors on November 3 provides no explanation of the
change from prior years (in which the recommended seats only slightly exceeded the expected
MAP), it would seem both the Committee and the public would want to become informed about:

1. What MAP does JWA staff expect to see in 2021 and how does that relate to the
sharply increased number of seats/planes being recommended for approval?

2. Given planes may continue flying less than full in 2021, what level of daily operations
is JWA staff expecting in 2021 compared to earlier normal years?

3. If demand for air travel remains low in 2021, will the large allocations coupled with the
penalty structure in the Access Plan incentivize carriers to run otherwise unneeded
flights to maintain their allocations in future years?

Another interesting thing to know would be: has JWA staff noticed any reduction in the noise
level of individual flights as a result of the reduced loads carried this year? (and, if so, has the
reduction been enough to reduce the number of complaints about those flights?)

Those questions may have been answered at the Airport Commission meeting. One hopes answers
will be provided to the City’s Aviation Committee.

ltem V. PUBLIC COMMENTS ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS

Comment 1:

The Aviation Committee is one of the very few Newport Beach boards, commissions or committees
that meets with no advance posting of any agenda materials other than the draft minutes of the
previous meeting. This leads to both the committee and the public having to react to material they
see for the first time at the meeting, and in the present case, at a Zoom meeting where interaction
and sharing is typically more awkward and less efficient than at an in-person meeting.

It would seem highly desirable for staff to add any presentations related to the agenda items, as well
as public comments on them, to the City’s public notices website as soon as they are available. That
would allow them to be reviewed in advance of the meeting, and likely lead to better questions being
asked about them.
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Comment 2:

While the Aviation Committee is working on airport issues, a separate committee -- the Housing
Element Update Advisory Committee — has been charged with making recommendations about
planning for a large amount of new housing to be added to the City by 2029. They expect much of
that to be added to “the Airport Area” (generally bounded by Bristol, Campus and Jamboree).

It would seem the Aviation Committee should provide input to those discussions in terms of the
desirability of adding housing in that area, and where, both in terms of its impact on jets (which we
want fewer of) and on the small planes which we claim we want to protect, but which fly over the
area.

Additionally, a number of technical airport-related matters have come up in the HEUAC's
discussions, including the significance of the 65 dB CNEL contour shown on the City and the
Airport’s planning maps and which is generally thought to restrict housing based on a policy in the
Noise Element of our General Plan, specifically Policy N 3.2 on page 12-28.

The questions that have arisen involve not only the desirability of building within the 65 dB CNEL
area, but also whether it should be a flat prohibition or merely require interior sound attenuation,
whether the contours are dynamic or something fixed in time and whether they represent all noise
sources or only airport noise, and if the latter, all airport noise or commercial operations only.

It would also be interesting to know how the locations of both the historical and current contours to
the sides of the airport are determined because JWA does not routinely monitor noise at those
locations. Since HMMH is now the consultant preparing the noise maps for the County, they should
know.

In any event, given the City’s potentially conflicting priorities, advancing plans for housing in the
airport area without consulting the Aviation Committee does not seem wise.

Even without the HEUAC activity, the Aviation Committee may wish to review the General Plan
Noise Element to see if it needs updating with regard to the airport.
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The following comments for the Newport Beach Aviation Committee meeting agenda are submitted by:
Jim Mosher ( immosher@yahoo.com ), 2210 Private Road, Newport Beach 92660 (949-548-6229)

Item IIl. Draft Minutes - August 24, 2020

The passages shown in italics below are from the draft minutes. A suggested correction is indicated
in strikeeut underline format.

Page 1, last paragraph: “Michelle Steel, Chair, Orange County Board of Supervisors, reported
that on August 11, the Board of Supervisors selected two full-service fixed based operators (FBO)
and one limited-service FBO. Chair Steel said she moved to adopt the City of Newport Beach's
recommendations for lease terms, but Board members preferred to discuss
recommendations from the City of Newport Beach and other organizations in its closed
session on August 25.” [emphasis added]

Comment: This statement by Supervisor Steel was disturbing because California’s open
meeting law, the Brown Act, allows (in Section 54956.8) discussion in closed session of the
price and terms of payment to be offered for a lease, but it does not allow private discussion
of the lease terms in general (such as operational conditions), which is what the Newport
Beach suggestions related to. The public should have been allowed to observe the discussion
and know the position each supervisor took on each suggestion.

Page 2, paragraph 2: “Cori Takkinen, Townsend & Associates, said that she had follow-up
conversations with all five Supervisors' offices to clearly state Newport Beach's
recommendations.” [or “reported”]

Comment: regarding the following sentence (“The Board’s Airport Ad Hoc Committee met
earlier in the day, and she provided the committee with the City’s proposed draft language to
include in lease agreements.”), | don’t know if the “The Board’s Airport Ad Hoc Committee” is
an officially appointed committee, but | don’t think the public in general is made aware of its
meetings or invited to attend.

Page 3, Item 3, paragraph 5: “Dennis Bress requested a spreadsheet of City expenditures for
consultants.”

Comment: That seems a reasonable request since airport-related expenses are not
differentiated as a separate item in the City budget. It would seem good for the Committee
(and public) to know how much is being spent on what.

ltem IV.1. Washington, D.C. / Legislative Update

The minutes from the previous meeting (Item Ill, above, on the current agenda) say Congressman
Rouda’s office was set “to review the noise provisions contained in the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) Reauthorization Act. The bill requires the FAA to submit at least three reports
in October.”

Have those reports been produced?
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Item IV.3. John Wayne Airport Update - proposed Capacity Allocations
for the 2021 Plan Year
| was not able to attend the October 20, 2020, meeting of the Orange County Airport Commission,

where the proposed capacity allocations for 2021 were discussed as Item 3, but | see they are going
forward as consent calendar Item 6 on the Board of Supervisors’ November 3, 2020, agenda.

The following table compares the 2021 recommendations to the allocations that have been
approved in recent years, as well as the actual levels of commercial operations that resulted, and a
projection for those actual levels in the current, abnormal year:

2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
Settlement
MAP 10.8 10.8 10.8 10.8 11.8 | Agreement
Commercial seats
requested 14.32 15.18 15.60 15.83 15.54 | million
allocated 12.74 12.65 12.61 11.83 15.54 | million
Actuals
Passengers 10.42 10.66 10.66 3.95! million
Operations
commercial 90,250 91,875 90,074 47,211
commuter 619 1,785 5,360 4,955
Calculated
MAP/seats 0.85 0.85 0.86 0.91 0.76
Actual per
passengers/seat 0.82 0.84 0.85 0.33 allocated seat
passengers/operation 115 114 112 76 observed

As indicated, the Settlement Agreement allows the commercial Million Annual Passengers limit to
increase from 10.8 to 11.8 on January 1 (a 9% increase), but understanding the Access

Plan (Section 8.3.6) requires commercial carriers to end the year having used at least 90% of their
requested allocations of seats and ADD's, and penalizes them if they do not (Section 8.7.2), it is a bit
startling to see the Supervisors are being asked to approve a 31% increase in seats (which implies
more planes), from 11.8 million allocated this year to 15.5 million seats being approved for 2021.

This is especially concerning because commercial (but not commuter) operations were sharply off
this year with barely one-third of the allocated seats being used — a situation JWA accommodated by
waiving the penalties.

1 The “actuals” of passengers and operations listed for 2020 are projections based on the posted statistics for
September 2020, assuming they will grow by yearend 2020 in the same proportions the September 2019
statistics grew by yearend 2019.
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The increased allocations in response to decreased demand seem contrary to the anticipation,
stated at the Quarterly Noise Meetings that there would be no waivers of penalties in 2021 and as a
result the carriers would be expected to make more modest and realistic requests.

Instead, as seen in the second and third rows of the table, the carriers’ requests for seats (and
therefore, planes) were off only very slightly and all those requests are being recommended to be
granted, resulting in the previously mentioned 31% increase in seats allocated.

This looks like a plan to potentially fly the full 11.8 MAP (the highest ever) with less-than-full
flights, resulting in a completely unprecedented number of commercial flights, and an
especially vast increase compared to the sharply depressed number of flights those under
the flight path have experienced since March.

Since the staff report going to the Supervisors on November 3 provides no explanation of the
change from prior years (in which the recommended seats only slightly exceeded the expected
MAP), it would seem both the Committee and the public would want to become informed about:

1. What MAP does JWA staff expect to see in 2021 and how does that relate to the
sharply increased number of seats/planes being recommended for approval?

2. Given planes may continue flying less than full in 2021, what level of daily operations
is JWA staff expecting in 2021 compared to earlier normal years?

3. If demand for air travel remains low in 2021, will the large allocations coupled with the
penalty structure in the Access Plan incentivize carriers to run otherwise unneeded
flights to maintain their allocations in future years?

Another interesting thing to know would be: has JWA staff noticed any reduction in the noise
level of individual flights as a result of the reduced loads carried this year? (and, if so, has the
reduction been enough to reduce the number of complaints about those flights?)

Those questions may have been answered at the Airport Commission meeting. One hopes answers
will be provided to the City’s Aviation Committee.

ltem V. PUBLIC COMMENTS ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS

Comment 1:

The Aviation Committee is one of the very few Newport Beach boards, commissions or committees
that meets with no advance posting of any agenda materials other than the draft minutes of the
previous meeting. This leads to both the committee and the public having to react to material they
see for the first time at the meeting, and in the present case, at a Zoom meeting where interaction
and sharing is typically more awkward and less efficient than at an in-person meeting.

It would seem highly desirable for staff to add any presentations related to the agenda items, as well
as public comments on them, to the City’s public notices website as soon as they are available. That
would allow them to be reviewed in advance of the meeting, and likely lead to better questions being
asked about them.

33


https://www.ocair.com/aboutjwa/accessandnoise/
http://cams.ocgov.com/Web_Publisher/Agenda11_03_2020_files/images/A20-000871.HTM
https://newportbeach.legistar.com/Calendar.aspx

October 26, 2020, Aviation Committee comments - Jim Mosher Page 4 of 4

Comment 2:

While the Aviation Committee is working on airport issues, a separate committee -- the Housing
Element Update Advisory Committee — has been charged with making recommendations about
planning for a large amount of new housing to be added to the City by 2029. They expect much of
that to be added to “the Airport Area” (generally bounded by Bristol, Campus and Jamboree).

It would seem the Aviation Committee should provide input to those discussions in terms of the
desirability of adding housing in that area, and where, both in terms of its impact on jets (which we
want fewer of) and on the small planes which we claim we want to protect, but which fly over the
area.

Additionally, a number of technical airport-related matters have come up in the HEUAC's
discussions, including the significance of the 65 dB CNEL contour shown on the City and the
Airport’s planning maps and which is generally thought to restrict housing based on a policy in the
Noise Element of our General Plan, specifically Policy N 3.2 on page 12-28.

The questions that have arisen involve not only the desirability of building within the 65 dB CNEL
area, but also whether it should be a flat prohibition or merely require interior sound attenuation,
whether the contours are dynamic or something fixed in time and whether they represent all noise
sources or only airport noise, and if the latter, all airport noise or commercial operations only.

It would also be interesting to know how the locations of both the historical and current contours to
the sides of the airport are determined because JWA does not routinely monitor noise at those
locations. Since HMMH is now the consultant preparing the noise maps for the County, they should
know.

In any event, given the City’s potentially conflicting priorities, advancing plans for housing in the
airport area without consulting the Aviation Committee does not seem wise.

Even without the HEUAC activity, the Aviation Committee may wish to review the General Plan
Noise Element to see if it needs updating with regard to the airport.

34


https://www.newportbeachca.gov/government/data-hub/agendas-minutes/housing-element-update-advisory-committee
https://www.newportbeachca.gov/government/data-hub/agendas-minutes/housing-element-update-advisory-committee
https://www.newporttogether.com/
https://www.newportbeachca.gov/government/departments/community-development/planning-division/housing/2020-housing-action-plan
http://www.newportbeachca.gov/PLN/General_Plan/13_Ch12_Noise_web.pdf
https://www.newportbeachca.gov/government/departments/community-development/planning-division/general-plan-codes-and-regulations/general-plan
https://www.ocair.com/reportspublications/AccessNoise/

Overview of Alrspace and
AlIr Traffic

AVIATION COMMITTEE MEETING
OCTOBER 26, 2020

//{ eeeeeeee d by Diverse Vector Av iation Consulting LL@



Alrspace Classifications

Airspace Class A
Classification oo
(Not to scale)

14,500' MSL

1,200’
AGL
Nontowered 700"
airport with  AGL
instrument

approach Class G Class G




o ! (RO N o e B F G5, 1B,
(,L:CAM()N( A S / 28 A 7 ¢ 8ig’ X ‘i7623° )

_WILDER nusss A‘(l:A ( o) ARROWHEAD 7 DC“!/ BIG 8 Ra8) o
CTE, socm.\/xpp WITHIN 435 % 5 : ; Awos"a [135:925 < _;_‘\
20 NM\ON 12770:318'2 > Bear™ ® 67825058 122 725 @/

SAN BERNARDINO INTL {SED))

L CT.-119.45 ~oA“ns124 175
1159 L\IDO 122 9785

SPEEOWAT (O

'6' % '"_/\ g, e e | MO By R A O -6- RS
Los” ANBELES ¥ ¥ =1 il -~\;_ ~——REDLANDS. (RET) S8,
inggiiss b pashe A il et N A gl T
2y . 7 Y. | B-(RIRk e /, gg

J\OMM Js.,,,,,..,mm CTC SOCAL APPWITHIN
4. for Class D of edSTR 20 NM ON.\:’AO2 3

f .

BANNING (BNG) ; :w-‘
Ay AWOS-3 134, \7 22 :
VERSIDE (W‘UM A ; 2222 'L 49 ?42-22850 y 3 0)" WHEYO

2100 £ OATISH28%8

5 ) LR%a\én‘s@
e 72

Oy—> 06
5 TAMs/> MARCH ARB

RIV==
tor.Cli CT - 127’65
SwppBmaniicc Clase hmsrfu 75§230.05

39\'—132’.17' ; D/E{SIET el hrs] Yk ik
533 | 32 122 .74 ~UXE » \ 15326LE 133

FULLERTON (FU
19 ﬂ'.o 21»5‘125 .05

SAN JACINTO
WILDERNESS AREA

THEME PARK 44
See Nate kw n‘qu(rwmts

372k

PERRIS VALLEY/(L&J

ZiioKRo IRVINE,
P 5
&., CTCSOCALARR V"”‘il 1413.-.51.122. 7750/ HEMET: RYAN,(HMT),
. - HEMET:RYAN

/ : A LAKE
1_ _‘, ORANGE CO (SNA] W
9*9 #7126, s:,c-) 12 %\

““'""' v “J‘f,/‘,?_32°95 J [CAUTION UNMARKED BALLOON IS
RP, 2R‘20R ) ‘ f _~0N CABLE TO767: UC:MSL R : SRES CIC MARCH APR{WITHIN
P'54 SN N\ = = AR 20,NM ON'119.25133.5
S - -
5 ) "72Cn“§ ELB'—'-:' -

y ?ONMON 1340 2783
RAWOS-3PTA118: 315

3

2 vuorlwiow'ls'OOD \ ERNST (PWt \ < = = =

AMISSIOH k &<l el > Aamory freq 122 9(or SOC»‘-L 134, o ENSL g s\ ; NOTICE TO PILOTS

4 SISNAL IleLS y 0 e : | wi (/ — \ ) _| Pilots are requesled to mainta
: : alace G20 ~GAUTION: Military elicopter training! ;”;“é’;‘;;’;%“%f&ﬁ? A

& ‘bclow 6000 MSL. Advisory freq- 122 9 or
Y. MURRIETA GAC) S ——
S 3 SOCAL 1340 | | ™ Rnza |

KRAUZ o { / .
ﬁ e, * ﬂ b 3 SAN MATRO! b & g
HN)¢0 0'NM TCANYON /v g “ \ 2764 /
~ X R . ;Mcmf ® uuu: RIVERSIDE (Pvt)

-
MINOE Lagbna Boagh SANTA ANA f \ WILDERNESS *
353161?5 A_ o ! AREA $ 3410 ~35

CLASS’ ¢
69.6 \<. x : > ] », LN N T AN a0 ®
= DISNEYLAND THEME PARK /b / 'W‘w y ATEMECULATE. . }\?
lic Law 1081199, Section 521, aircraft flight operations RA e A Tl o
and below 3000 feet AGL within a 3 nautical mile radius] A "/'III/ : .

d Theme P'uk (334805N/1175517W or the Seal Beach

L 066 degree radial at 8,8 nautical miles) except as

specified. See Suppiement for detalls. Py : - ) .

TAC - m—— s a 3 N g : . CAUTION

go' ?4 PS'%C“:’\‘L’::C;P?‘;;‘IT;ﬂh 7 P e g * « ravEa LASER LIGHT ACTIVITY-
20 NM 28. : o w7 N ~ ScnSu';plmuvn\

85\e

1lf of
Catalina < piont i a7y
Ctec SOCAL on 124.1 or 127.3/for 70~ for Class | DIE (s'c] > o Palomar )
X S : - Obsonvatory O 6140

SON R P

Reastricted Area activity status



SNA Class C Airspace

What is i1te

ATC provides sequencing and separation within the
Inner core after two-way radio communication is

established
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SANTA ANA
JOHN WAYNE AIRPORT-ORANGE CO (SNA)KSNA) 45 UTC-8(-7DT)  N33°40.54° W117°52.09°  LOS ANGELES
56 B TPA—See Remarks Class |, ARFF Index C NOTAM FILESNA MON Airport COPTER
i RWY 02L-20R: H5701X150 (ASPH-GRVD) $-70, D-200, 25-121, H-41, L-3E, 4H, A
1 2D-300 PCN 89 F/B/XT HIRL 0.3% up S 1AR AD
RWY 02L: PAPI(PAL)—GA 3.0° TCH 72°. RVR-R

RWY 20R: MALSR. PAPI(P4L)—GA 3.0° TCH 63°. RVR-T Rgt tfc. Residential
RWYO02R-20L: H2887X75 (ASPH-GRVD) S-25, D-60 PCN 72 F/B/X/T
MIRL 0.4% upS
RWY 02R: Rgt tfc.
RWY 20L: REIL. PAPI(P4L)—GA 3.0° TCH 26°. Bldg.
RUNWAY DECLARED DISTANCE INFORMATION
RWY02L:TORA-5701 TODA-5701 ASDA-5701 LDA-5701
RWY02R:TORA-2887 TODA-2887 ASDA-2887 LDA-2887
RWY 20L:TORA-2887 TODA-2887 ASDA-2887 LDA-2887
RWY 20R:TORA-5701 TODA-5701 ASDA-5701 LDA-5701
SERVICE: S4 FUEL 100LL, JETA 0X3,4 LGT When twr clsd
ACTIVATE MALSR Rwy 20R and PAPI Rwy 02L, and Rwy 20R—CTAF.
AIRPORT REMARKS: Attended continuously. Rwy 02R-20L CLOSED when
twr is clsd. Be alert to birds on and invof arpt. Noise abatement
procedures in effect contact arpt noise office 949-252-5185.
Maintain at or above 300" AGL until established on final. VFR Acft: to
avoid overflight of Rwy 20R, Rwy 20L arrival fly final at 15° angle to
rwy, Rwy 20L departures turn 15° left at departure end of rwy. To avoid
overflights of Rwy 02L, Rwy O2R departures turn 15° right at freeway. ASDE-X in use. Operate transponders with altitude
reporting mode and ADS-B (if equipped) enabled on all airport surfaces. Rwy 02L-20R TPA—1056 (1000) small acft,
1556 (1500) turbine acft over 12500 Ibs. Rwy 02R-20L TPA—856 (800) small single engine acft, 1056 (1000) twin
engine acft. FBO general aviation aprons limited to max gwt of 100,000 Ibs (dual gear) and with wingspans less than
100°. General aviation acft prohibited from using any portion of the air carrier commercial ramp. When twr clsd no local
training or touch and go operations. Overnight tiedown fee.
AIRPORT MANAGER: 949-252-5171
WEATHER DATA SOURCES: ASOS (714) 424-0590 LAWRS (1400-0700Z%).
COMMUNICATIONS: CTAF 126.8 D-ATIS 126.0 714-546-2279 UNICOM 122.95
SANTA ANARCO 122.45 (RIVERSIDE RADIO)
® s0cAL APP CON 121.3
TOWER 119.9 (Rwy 02R-20L) 126.8 (Rwy 02L-20R) 128.35 (1415-0700Z%)
GND CON 120.8 (East) 132.25 (West) CLNCDEL 118.0 121.85
(® S0CAL DEP CON 128.1 124.1
CPDLC (LOGON KUSA)
CLEARANCE DELIVERY PHONE: For CD when ATCT clsd ctc SoCal Apch at 800-448-3724.
AIRSPACE: CLASS C svc ctc APP CON svc 1415-0700Z% other times CLASS G.

LLAD EEAT FA AT ALY 13

v 1
A B )\ 7L
Dé&, i izees’ T
y g_msamm) g
SOCAINARP WITHIN 3475 s . ? ‘/".,AWO;X\” 135:925— 70
2710318'2 Al > \ ,&,.ﬂ 6752RU08 !azﬁ—ﬁg/ %
S A § ki - >

BN SANIGABRIEL
H{EME)

O (Y
'SAN BERNARDINO/INTL!

0 or 119:45.* @ ANS 124175

1159 *13100 122.975

.| FONTANA @ RPE =y
e : & 4624
944311 22m— émmw"::é%:’“v% ilme g"r'*:-—/ﬁé‘ J =
0y - ¥ u| g
-k‘.'&qz‘?’fh ‘9‘ M ) ~—REDLANDS.(RENEE | ¥

— 5 74.41045/1 23,050
7 : RP 26 {0
7’

BANNING (BNG) oS A\
o S e > [ AWOS-3 134.625 6352 wiiETo
'RIVERSIDE (RAL) 271)\ 2 *FIELD-CL : 2222 149 1228 } g% A
st ( )ﬁ;’ WARCHFIELD-CIASSIC 1012280 . Corwardl .
ézz'.s p o - Rhe=1

SAN JACINTO 4
/WILDERNESS AREA

7L CTC MARCH APRIWITHIN
S=]20,8M ON119.25133.5

: { S b /S % 2
o N ; 3 S 270,275 306.975” P .
Ol MR~ [1z2ering ecs, @ 24 hii- R 7 3 APPE ¥
2 5551 e - _ ¥ v / :
™ N 540 e ; Pal_. AT ol i v« S . & ’
BIS=N" : o : intenswe,PaahutE, /. : \e
EACHIRG N2 Y 1780 ; 9 - 2i i |'Actvity-a Gyl oﬁomsq) e
ofonr S R S el aconassioh ; D=t 15 Niory irea, 123 0r SOEAL 1560 | | & Py, \ [~ NomicET0 PILOTS
W ﬁsm ILLS , 0 ) N e \ ® _| Pilots are requésted to maintai
PEAK FRENCH VALLEY] S T= - a minimum altitude.of 2000" AC
. 35 7 : -é-\"nwbs A " CAUTION: Military helicopter training! over SENSITIVE WILDLIFE AR
KRAUZ p / ¢ =

& vy ~Bolow 6000 MSL. Advisory freq.122.9'or

1350°L60122/60 SOCAL 1340 ) iR >
CANYON & e A "m

WILDERNESS ~ 7 /‘pamml[

B /

1
-, -1
® YAKE RIVERSIDE (Pvt) : =2

3410 ~35 L

—— re ]

feet AGL within a 3 nautical mile radius|

S8z
T ; )77
DISNEYLAND THEME PARK X ot .~J//SAN JUAN
lic Law 1081199, Section 521, aircraft flight operations X i /4 _CAPISTRA
g pORAL

d Theme Park (334805N/1175517W or the Seal Beach S

v

066 degree radial at 6.8 nautical miles) except as DANA Tl ’
specified. See Supplement for detaits. POINT %:%

Tsiand = ASUSITZU67S
/ 3 1602 *L30f122.7 @ P
£ RP22) -
@ 5 (Pw)
(] camps | PEBBLY BEACH:

y s 21504 A h 78210 - 150
I\ 120000 2 Lt e ARG .

—
TAC patemiS
= | 6193 .
T

+2(0)
S - y 4

CTC SOCAL APP WITHIN] SAN CLEMENTE S 3 . P
20 NM ON 128.1 2681.4 D e 3 3 1

§% 1sS0¢ NOTAMS/Sup, ity ALLEROCKESN'S Y, E o S
Icec SOCAL on 124.1 01127.3!ol| s oz for Class D/E] 3 o2y % e ’/ L

: OFRE 2 ety ‘ )
Restricted Area activity status POWER PLANY S . 2 = -

VFRMap.com | Patreon

Gulf of
Santa Catalina




SoCal Airspace - We're not alone
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SNA Published

Procedures

ANAHEIM ONE

CHANNEL THREE

EL TORO FOUR

FINZZ THREE (RNAV) **NEW**
HAWWC THREE (RNAV)
HHERO THREE (RNAV)
HOBOW THREE (RNAV) **NEW**
IRVINE FIVE

MIKAA ONE (RNAV)

MUSEL EIGHT

PIGGN TWO (RNAV)

STAYY THREE (RNAV)

Departure



FINZZ Three Departure

(FINZZ3 FINZZ) 20254
FINZZ THREE DEPARTURE (RNAV)

TOP ALTITUDE:
17000

CRNAY T
- RADAR reguired for non-GPS
eguip oircroft.
- DMAE/ DMESIRU or GPS requ red.
: MISEM tronsition restricted to
circraft landing LAS terminal crea.
: Turbojets aircraft only.
T HAILOD, LAS and MMAYY transitions -

e
8
8
=
]
§
g
5
~
g

SW-3, (8 OCT 2020 o 05 MOV 2020

v DEPARTURE ROUTE DESCRIFTION
TAKEOFF RUNWAY 20R: Climk on heoding 196
to intercept course 1757 to cross STREL at or below
5000, then an track 2112 to cross DOLLF ot or
below 8OO0, then on track 3017 fo cross FINZZ
at or above 10000, thence. . . .

.. . transition). Maintain 17000, Expect filad
altitude 10 minutes aher departure.

BEALE TRAMSITION (FINZZ3 BEALE)
KEOFE MINIMUMS HALO TRAMNSITIOM (FIMNZZ3 HAILD
Ry 20R: Stened b i imkb LAS VEGAS TRAMSITION FINZZ3LAS
f: Il ) MISEN TRAMSITION (FIMZZ3. MISEN
MMANY TRAMSITION [FINZZZ. NMNANY

ROTE: Chart not o scole.

FINZZ THREE DEPARTURE (RNAY) o SARTA AN
(FINZZ3.FINZZ) JOHM WAYNE AIRPORT-ORANGE COU
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Alrcraft Speed Regulation

» Determined by the Code of Federal Regulations

» CFR Title 14 Aeronautics and Space
» Chapter |. FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION, DEPARTMENT OF

TRANSPORTATION

Subchapter F. AIR TRAFFIC AND GENERAL OPERATING RULES
Part 91. GENERAL OPERATING AND FLIGHT RULES

Subpart B. Flight Rules

vV v. v Vv

Subjarp 4. General

» Section 91.117. Aircraft speed.



https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/14/chapter-I
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/14/chapter-I/subchapter-F
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/14/part-91
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/14/part-91/subpart-B
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/14/part-91/subpart-B#subjgrp4

Speed Classification

» Indicated Airspeed

» Itis the speed of the aircraft relative to the body of air through which it is flying, and
is shown on the airspeed indictor of the aircraft.

» True Airspeed

» True Airspeed is equivalent airspeed corrected for temperature and pressure altitude.

» Ground Speed

» The speed of an aircraft relative to the surface of the earth.



What are the rulese

» §91.117 Aircraft speed.

» (a) Unless otherwise authorized by the Administrator, no person may operate
an aircraft below 10,000 feet MSL at an indicated airspeed of more than 250
knots (288 m.p.h.).



https://www.law.cornell.edu/definitions/index.php?width=840&height=800&iframe=true&def_id=8e9caab04f792d93d0738c9d3290164e&term_occur=999&term_src=Title:14:Chapter:I:Subchapter:F:Part:91:Subpart:B:Subjgrp:4:91.117
https://www.law.cornell.edu/definitions/index.php?width=840&height=800&iframe=true&def_id=453d60f3382fabdbb532a10e53542ef0&term_occur=999&term_src=Title:14:Chapter:I:Subchapter:F:Part:91:Subpart:B:Subjgrp:4:91.117
https://www.law.cornell.edu/definitions/index.php?width=840&height=800&iframe=true&def_id=24a80ca42ed148d527b7ddad982da95a&term_occur=999&term_src=Title:14:Chapter:I:Subchapter:F:Part:91:Subpart:B:Subjgrp:4:91.117
https://www.law.cornell.edu/definitions/index.php?width=840&height=800&iframe=true&def_id=8e9caab04f792d93d0738c9d3290164e&term_occur=999&term_src=Title:14:Chapter:I:Subchapter:F:Part:91:Subpart:B:Subjgrp:4:91.117
https://www.law.cornell.edu/definitions/index.php?width=840&height=800&iframe=true&def_id=be47d334887540e8339423b8179512f6&term_occur=999&term_src=Title:14:Chapter:I:Subchapter:F:Part:91:Subpart:B:Subjgrp:4:91.117
https://www.law.cornell.edu/definitions/index.php?width=840&height=800&iframe=true&def_id=0e1dd9a69132ccb3b6b031fe9ea0685f&term_occur=999&term_src=Title:14:Chapter:I:Subchapter:F:Part:91:Subpart:B:Subjgrp:4:91.117

FAR 91.117

» (b) Unless otherwise authorized or required by ATC,
Nno person may operate an aircraft at or below 2,500 feet above
the surface within 4 nautical miles of the primary airport of a
Class C or Class D airspace area at an indicated airspeed of more
than 200 knots (230 mph.). This paragraph (b) does not apply to
any operations within a Class B airspace area. Such operations
shall comply with paragraph (a) of this section.



https://www.law.cornell.edu/definitions/index.php?width=840&height=800&iframe=true&def_id=c487f56d71bf16469d0dbdf3117c9daa&term_occur=999&term_src=Title:14:Chapter:I:Subchapter:F:Part:91:Subpart:B:Subjgrp:4:91.117
https://www.law.cornell.edu/definitions/index.php?width=840&height=800&iframe=true&def_id=24a80ca42ed148d527b7ddad982da95a&term_occur=999&term_src=Title:14:Chapter:I:Subchapter:F:Part:91:Subpart:B:Subjgrp:4:91.117
https://www.law.cornell.edu/definitions/index.php?width=840&height=800&iframe=true&def_id=8e9caab04f792d93d0738c9d3290164e&term_occur=999&term_src=Title:14:Chapter:I:Subchapter:F:Part:91:Subpart:B:Subjgrp:4:91.117
https://www.law.cornell.edu/definitions/index.php?width=840&height=800&iframe=true&def_id=48135f7b500227b0896c0a3bae41467a&term_occur=999&term_src=Title:14:Chapter:I:Subchapter:F:Part:91:Subpart:B:Subjgrp:4:91.117
https://www.law.cornell.edu/definitions/index.php?width=840&height=800&iframe=true&def_id=0e1dd9a69132ccb3b6b031fe9ea0685f&term_occur=999&term_src=Title:14:Chapter:I:Subchapter:F:Part:91:Subpart:B:Subjgrp:4:91.117
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/14/91.117#a

FAR 91.117

» (c) No person may operate an aircraft in the airspace underlying
a Class B airspace area designated for an airport or in
a VFR corridor designated through such a Class B airspace area,
at an indicated airspeed of more than 200 knots (230 mph).



https://www.law.cornell.edu/definitions/index.php?width=840&height=800&iframe=true&def_id=24a80ca42ed148d527b7ddad982da95a&term_occur=999&term_src=Title:14:Chapter:I:Subchapter:F:Part:91:Subpart:B:Subjgrp:4:91.117
https://www.law.cornell.edu/definitions/index.php?width=840&height=800&iframe=true&def_id=8e9caab04f792d93d0738c9d3290164e&term_occur=999&term_src=Title:14:Chapter:I:Subchapter:F:Part:91:Subpart:B:Subjgrp:4:91.117
https://www.law.cornell.edu/definitions/index.php?width=840&height=800&iframe=true&def_id=48135f7b500227b0896c0a3bae41467a&term_occur=999&term_src=Title:14:Chapter:I:Subchapter:F:Part:91:Subpart:B:Subjgrp:4:91.117
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FAR 91.117

» (d) If the minimum safe airspeed for any particular operation is
greater than the maximum speed prescribed in this section,
the aircraft may be operated at that minimum speed.

The Pilot-in-Command of the aircraft has the final decision as 1o speed.
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October 26, 2020, Aviation Committee Comments

The following comments for the Newport Beach Aviation Committee meeting agenda are submitted by:
Jim Mosher ( immosher@yahoo.com ), 2210 Private Road, Newport Beach 92660 (949-548-6229)

Item IIl. Draft Minutes - August 24, 2020

The passages shown in italics below are from the draft minutes. A suggested correction is indicated
in strikeeut underline format.

Page 1, last paragraph: “Michelle Steel, Chair, Orange County Board of Supervisors, reported
that on August 11, the Board of Supervisors selected two full-service fixed based operators (FBO)
and one limited-service FBO. Chair Steel said she moved to adopt the City of Newport Beach's
recommendations for lease terms, but Board members preferred to discuss
recommendations from the City of Newport Beach and other organizations in its closed
session on August 25.” [emphasis added]

Comment: This statement by Supervisor Steel was disturbing because California’s open
meeting law, the Brown Act, allows (in Section 54956.8) discussion in closed session of the
price and terms of payment to be offered for a lease, but it does not allow private discussion
of the lease terms in general (such as operational conditions), which is what the Newport
Beach suggestions related to. The public should have been allowed to observe the discussion
and know the position each supervisor took on each suggestion.

Page 2, paragraph 2: “Cori Takkinen, Townsend & Associates, said that she had follow-up
conversations with all five Supervisors' offices to clearly state Newport Beach's
recommendations.” [or “reported”]

Comment: regarding the following sentence (“The Board’s Airport Ad Hoc Committee met
earlier in the day, and she provided the committee with the City’s proposed draft language to
include in lease agreements.”), | don’t know if the “The Board’s Airport Ad Hoc Committee” is
an officially appointed committee, but | don’t think the public in general is made aware of its
meetings or invited to attend.

Page 3, Item 3, paragraph 5: “Dennis Bress requested a spreadsheet of City expenditures for
consultants.”

Comment: That seems a reasonable request since airport-related expenses are not
differentiated as a separate item in the City budget. It would seem good for the Committee
(and public) to know how much is being spent on what.

ltem IV.1. Washington, D.C. / Legislative Update

The minutes from the previous meeting (Item Ill, above, on the current agenda) say Congressman
Rouda’s office was set “to review the noise provisions contained in the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) Reauthorization Act. The bill requires the FAA to submit at least three reports
in October.”

Have those reports been produced?
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Item IV.3. John Wayne Airport Update - proposed Capacity Allocations
for the 2021 Plan Year
| was not able to attend the October 20, 2020, meeting of the Orange County Airport Commission,

where the proposed capacity allocations for 2021 were discussed as Item 3, but | see they are going
forward as consent calendar Item 6 on the Board of Supervisors’ November 3, 2020, agenda.

The following table compares the 2021 recommendations to the allocations that have been
approved in recent years, as well as the actual levels of commercial operations that resulted, and a
projection for those actual levels in the current, abnormal year:

2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
Settlement
MAP 10.8 10.8 10.8 10.8 11.8 | Agreement
Commercial seats
requested 14.32 15.18 15.60 15.83 15.54 | million
allocated 12.74 12.65 12.61 11.83 15.54 | million
Actuals
Passengers 10.42 10.66 10.66 3.95! million
Operations
commercial 90,250 91,875 90,074 47,211
commuter 619 1,785 5,360 4,955
Calculated
MAP/seats 0.85 0.85 0.86 0.91 0.76
Actual per
passengers/seat 0.82 0.84 0.85 0.33 allocated seat
passengers/operation 115 114 112 76 observed

As indicated, the Settlement Agreement allows the commercial Million Annual Passengers limit to
increase from 10.8 to 11.8 on January 1 (a 9% increase), but understanding the Access

Plan (Section 8.3.6) requires commercial carriers to end the year having used at least 90% of their
requested allocations of seats and ADD's, and penalizes them if they do not (Section 8.7.2), it is a bit
startling to see the Supervisors are being asked to approve a 31% increase in seats (which implies
more planes), from 11.8 million allocated this year to 15.5 million seats being approved for 2021.

This is especially concerning because commercial (but not commuter) operations were sharply off
this year with barely one-third of the allocated seats being used — a situation JWA accommodated by
waiving the penalties.

1 The “actuals” of passengers and operations listed for 2020 are projections based on the posted statistics for
September 2020, assuming they will grow by yearend 2020 in the same proportions the September 2019
statistics grew by yearend 2019.
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The increased allocations in response to decreased demand seem contrary to the anticipation,
stated at the Quarterly Noise Meetings that there would be no waivers of penalties in 2021 and as a
result the carriers would be expected to make more modest and realistic requests.

Instead, as seen in the second and third rows of the table, the carriers’ requests for seats (and
therefore, planes) were off only very slightly and all those requests are being recommended to be
granted, resulting in the previously mentioned 31% increase in seats allocated.

This looks like a plan to potentially fly the full 11.8 MAP (the highest ever) with less-than-full
flights, resulting in a completely unprecedented number of commercial flights, and an
especially vast increase compared to the sharply depressed number of flights those under
the flight path have experienced since March.

Since the staff report going to the Supervisors on November 3 provides no explanation of the
change from prior years (in which the recommended seats only slightly exceeded the expected
MAP), it would seem both the Committee and the public would want to become informed about:

1. What MAP does JWA staff expect to see in 2021 and how does that relate to the
sharply increased number of seats/planes being recommended for approval?

2. Given planes may continue flying less than full in 2021, what level of daily operations
is JWA staff expecting in 2021 compared to earlier normal years?

3. If demand for air travel remains low in 2021, will the large allocations coupled with the
penalty structure in the Access Plan incentivize carriers to run otherwise unneeded
flights to maintain their allocations in future years?

Another interesting thing to know would be: has JWA staff noticed any reduction in the noise
level of individual flights as a result of the reduced loads carried this year? (and, if so, has the
reduction been enough to reduce the number of complaints about those flights?)

Those questions may have been answered at the Airport Commission meeting. One hopes answers
will be provided to the City’s Aviation Committee.

ltem V. PUBLIC COMMENTS ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS

Comment 1:

The Aviation Committee is one of the very few Newport Beach boards, commissions or committees
that meets with no advance posting of any agenda materials other than the draft minutes of the
previous meeting. This leads to both the committee and the public having to react to material they
see for the first time at the meeting, and in the present case, at a Zoom meeting where interaction
and sharing is typically more awkward and less efficient than at an in-person meeting.

It would seem highly desirable for staff to add any presentations related to the agenda items, as well
as public comments on them, to the City’s public notices website as soon as they are available. That
would allow them to be reviewed in advance of the meeting, and likely lead to better questions being
asked about them.
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Comment 2:

While the Aviation Committee is working on airport issues, a separate committee -- the Housing
Element Update Advisory Committee — has been charged with making recommendations about
planning for a large amount of new housing to be added to the City by 2029. They expect much of
that to be added to “the Airport Area” (generally bounded by Bristol, Campus and Jamboree).

It would seem the Aviation Committee should provide input to those discussions in terms of the
desirability of adding housing in that area, and where, both in terms of its impact on jets (which we
want fewer of) and on the small planes which we claim we want to protect, but which fly over the
area.

Additionally, a number of technical airport-related matters have come up in the HEUAC's
discussions, including the significance of the 65 dB CNEL contour shown on the City and the
Airport’s planning maps and which is generally thought to restrict housing based on a policy in the
Noise Element of our General Plan, specifically Policy N 3.2 on page 12-28.

The questions that have arisen involve not only the desirability of building within the 65 dB CNEL
area, but also whether it should be a flat prohibition or merely require interior sound attenuation,
whether the contours are dynamic or something fixed in time and whether they represent all noise
sources or only airport noise, and if the latter, all airport noise or commercial operations only.

It would also be interesting to know how the locations of both the historical and current contours to
the sides of the airport are determined because JWA does not routinely monitor noise at those
locations. Since HMMH is now the consultant preparing the noise maps for the County, they should
know.

In any event, given the City’s potentially conflicting priorities, advancing plans for housing in the
airport area without consulting the Aviation Committee does not seem wise.

Even without the HEUAC activity, the Aviation Committee may wish to review the General Plan
Noise Element to see if it needs updating with regard to the airport.
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SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT:
2014 AMENDMENT

Settlement Parties

« County, City, Airport Working Group (AWG), and Stop Polluting Our Newport (SPON)

Term
* Phase 1: January 1, 2016 through December 31, 2020
* Phase 2: January 1, 2021 through December 31, 2025
* Phase 3: January 1, 2026 through December 31, 2030

Average Daily Departures (ADDS)
+ Maximum of 85 Class A ADDs for passenger service through December 31, 2020

+ Maximum of 95 Class A ADDs for passenger service from January 1, 2021 through
December 31, 2030

Million Annual Passengers (MAP)
* Phase 1: 10.8 MAP through December 31, 2020
* Phase 2: 11.8 MAP from January 1, 2021 through December 31, 2025
* Phase 3:

« 12.2 MAP from January 1, 2026 through December 31, 2030 IF 11.21 MAP is not
served between January 1, 2021 and December 31, 2025

* 12.5 MAP from January 1, 2026 through December 31, 2030 IF 11.21 MAP is served

between January 1, 2021 and December 31, 2025
JOHN WAYNE AIRPORT
ORANGE COUNTYgo



PLAN YEAR 2021
CAPACITY ALLOCATIONS

» Grandfathered incumbent’s existing Class A Average Daily
Departures (ADDS).

 Three new entrant Air Carriers
« Allegiant Air
« Sun Country Airlines

« Air Canada
« Allocated approximately 15.5 million seats with a 75% load factor

* Projected MAP - 11.6 for PY 2021

JOHN WAYNE AIRPORT
ORANGE COUNT\E



From: Julie Johnson

To: Finnigan, Tara; Leung. Grace; Herdman, Jeff; Dixon. Diane; Harp, Aaron; Oborny, Shirley
Cc: Susan Dvorak; Jack Stranberg; Nancy Alston; Alan Guenther

Subject: BOS vote and ANCA

Date: Monday, October 26, 2020 12:16:03 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the
content is safe.

Aviation Committee,

The city attorney submitted a written letter to the County stating that the GAIP
requested lease provisions were not in conflict with ANCA. However, at the
BOS vote, the county counsel stated that the lease provisions were in conflict
with ANCA. Therefore, the lease provisions that provided some protection to
the residents were not enforced.

Has the City submitted a letter to challenge county counsel? If not, then the
FBOs can defer to the county counsel’s ruling and say they cannot insert lease
provisions into the leases as they agreed to do.

Thank you,

Julie

64


mailto:juliestewartjohnson@gmail.com
mailto:TFinnigan@newportbeachca.gov
mailto:gleung@newportbeachca.gov
mailto:jherdman@newportbeachca.gov
mailto:ddixon@newportbeachca.gov
mailto:aharp@newportbeachca.gov
mailto:soborny@newportbeachca.gov
mailto:susan_dvorak@hotmail.com
mailto:jstranberg@cox.net
mailto:nanalston@gmail.com
mailto:asguenther@yahoo.com

	Agenda
	20-1572 - Draft Minutes - August 24, 2020
	20-1572 - Correspondence
	20-1573 - IV. 1 - Correspondence
	20-1573 - IV. 2 - Presentation: Kevin Karpe,  Diverse Vector Aviation
	20-1573 - IV. 3 - Correspondence
	20-1573 - IV. 3 - Presentation: Nick Gaskins, JWA Access and Noise Manager
	20-1573 - IV. 4 - Correspondence

