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RE: Comment Letter on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the 
proposed Point Loma High School Whole Site Modernization and Athletic 
Facilities Upgrades 

 
Dear Mr. Lathers: 

 “An EIR must contain a brief summary of the Proposed Project and its 
consequences in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) and the State CEQA Guidelines (CEQA Guidelines).” [DEIR, ES-1].  
This Draft Environmental Impact Report is a failure when it comes to fairly 
assessing impacts related to the proposed “upgrades” to the Athletic Facilities at 
Point Loma High School (“PLHS”).  It obfuscates the real impacts on hundreds of 
real people living next door to the expanded and new facilities, and entirely 
ignores options and alternatives that could be used to mitigate the hardships the 
proposed facility would impose. 
   
 That the “upgrades” will impose hardship is not disputed by the DEIR.  
These “upgrades” are the focus of our formal objection on the part of a local 
organization, Pro Point Loma, comprising over 800 members and neighbors, an 
organization we represent.  We file this on their behalf.  Pro Point Loma includes 
alumni of Point Loma High School and many parents of current and former 
students.  The group does not object to the school modernization project – in fact, 
many embrace it. This objection is focused on the Athletic Facilities Upgrades.  
These “upgrades” are not simple enhancements of the existing facilities, but the 
construction of a new commercial facility quite different from the existing playing 
field and its historic uses. 
 
 The “upgrades” are unprecedented because the athletic field has never, in 
the long history of this venerable institution, ever been permanently lit for night 
play before.  What is proposed would be unthinkable if the School District (the 
“District”) were required to seek City permitting and approval, and is only possible 
now because the District is aggressively overstepping its legitimate legal authority, 
as will be detailed later in this response.  We have therefore structured this letter of 
objection to the document in several sections.   
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The proposed commercialization of Educational Facilities is not lawful  
 

We first discuss how Government Code § 53094, under which authority the 
District presumed to exempt itself from City Ordinances, only provides for such an 
exemption for the construction of facilities for classroom use, and when applicable, 
only applies to local zoning and land use regulations, not the entirety of the 
Municipal Code.  While case law suggests that an athletic facility may in certain 
circumstances be considered an adjunct of classroom use, there is no precedent nor 
logic for applying that distinction to the commercialization of the facility for rental 
to unspecified third parties, as the DEIR states to be the District’s intention [DEIR 
§1.3.2, p. 1-14]. 
  
The document fails to consider existing institutional and physical constraints 
 
 The commercialization that the DEIR describes is curious, as it ignores 
existing policy reached as a prior agreement with the District having resulted in a 
PLHS Field Use Policy (the “Policy”), attached hereto as Exhibit A, where such 
use was prohibited.  The DEIR therefore assumes that the current Trustees have 
decided to unilaterally breach the Policy, because no mention is made of the terms 
it contains – including limits on the use for the playing field.  The Field Use Policy 
is referred to obliquely, and not by name [DEIR § 1.1.3, p. 1-2; §1.3.2, p. 1-14], 
and the authors of the DEIR are to be faulted for disregarding this prior agreement.  
It is not even cited in the list of reference materials reviewed for the DEIR [DEIR 
§ 5.0].  This is one of many critical omissions that renders this document 
inadequate.   
 
Commercial impacts, once described, are not evaluated 
  
 The fact that the DEIR describes the potential commercial use of the field 
without limitation illustrates another fundamental failure of the document.  
According to the DEIR, “[t]here is generally no restriction on the Principal’s 
ability to schedule use of the Stadium.  The Athletic Stadium is proposed to be 
available for use any day of the week up until a mandatory cutoff time for the 
lights of 11 PM” [DEIR §1.3.2, p. 1-14].  If this commercialization is the proposed 
use of the “upgraded” athletics facility, the impacts of such intensive use must be 
analyzed in the document.  These impacts, however, are left to the imagination as 
the DEIR makes no effort to assess what such intensified and more frequent use 
would mean in terms of the “significant” impacts it foresees.  If commercialization 
intensifies the neighborhood will suffer noise, traffic and light impacts at a level 
and frequency the DEIR only hints at – and never evaluates. 
 
Alternative and recognized mitigation measures are not even identified 
 
 A further inadequacy of this DEIR is its failure to objectively evaluate 
reasonable project alternatives to the Athletic Facility Upgrades [See DEIR § 4.0]. 
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Although the DEIR acknowledges the existence of a related project in the same 
neighborhood, the Correia Middle School Sports Complex Project [DEIR §1.11, p. 
1-23], it undertakes no analysis to consider the use of that planned facility as an 
alternative means of accomplishing several of the key objectives that the 
“upgrades” are allegedly addressing  [See DEIR § 4.0]. Despite the fact that the 
environmental studies for both projects was done by BRG, meeting Project 
Objectives through the use of facilities at Correia is not even discussed in DEIR 
for PLHS.  This omission is possibly more than simple neglect, as the potential use 
of the Sports Complex at Correia for the athletic programs at Point Loma High 
School was explicitly acknowledged in the Lighting Impact Study that was part of 
the Sports Complex’s Final EIR, where, in Section 3.2 (p. 8) it is specified that the 
complex would be available “for usage by the students of both Correia Middle 
School and also Point Loma High School.” (Emphasis added.) The pertinent 
sections of that Lighting Study are attached hereto as Exhibit B.   
 
Even without full evaluation, significant adverse effects are documented 
 
   For all of its inadequacies, however, the DEIR comes to an indisputable 
result (although a substantial miscalculation) when it concludes that construction 
of the “upgrades” to the Athletic Facilities will result in “significant non-mitigable 
impacts” as a result of degrading the environmental conditions for 
“Aesthetics/Lighting”, “Noise: Operational” and “Transportation/Traffic/Parking 
(Traffic Impacts)”[DEIR  Executive Summary, Table ES-1].  Stadium lighting, 
stadium noise, stadium traffic and stadium parking congestion will adversely 
impact this century old residential neighborhood as soon as this Project is begun.  
The DEIR is an admission of liability, and it correctly notes that there is no way to 
accommodate the “upgrades” as proposed and not impose a substantial nuisance on 
the neighborhood [DEIR Table ES-1, pp. 1-5 – 1-13]. 
 
 The membership of Pro Point Loma has only begun the process of 
assessing the financial damage this impact would mean to the neighborhood.  
Experienced real estate brokers have opined that values will likely decline more 
than 15%.  Light and noise experts have been retained and have preliminarily 
opined that the number and scope of homes adversely impacted are far greater in 
number than those that BRG have already identified. Experts will warn that there 
are emotional and psychological damages in addition to the diminution of real 
estate values. The District is not immune from legal action to assess damages for 
nuisances it creates.  If litigation becomes necessary, the DEIR will be an exhibit 
in that action.   
 
 What follows is a more detailed analysis of the most significant errors and 
omissions found in the DEIR. 
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1. The Commercialization of the Athletic Facilities Is Unlawful 
 
 Although the DEIR is largely silent as to this purpose, and only 
acknowledges it in passing [DEIR §1.3.2, p. 1-14], it appears that a primary goal of 
the District is to create a revenue producing commercial enterprise in the form of a 
venue available for rent by non-school related groups. Because the impacts the 
neighborhood will suffer to accommodate this “stealth goal” are not assessed the 
DEIR is inadequate for the purposes of CEQA.  The goal, and other shortcomings 
of this DEIR, can be traced to a faulty process of assessing Project Goals, as 
detailed later in this letter in Section 3.  When fairly assessed, community 
members believe the “upgrades” provide PLHS with things neither the school nor 
the community actually need.  
  
 Intrusive field lighting, a public address system considerably more 
powerful than that now used, and additional seating capacity are not necessary for 
the school to continue providing successful athletic opportunities to students with 
adequate facilities. For instance, the “upgrades” include increased seating capacity 
to accommodate up to 2,500 people [DEIR §1.3.2, p. 1-14].  This is considerably 
higher than the number of attendees for almost all current events except 
Homecoming and Graduation [DEIR Appx. G, p. 48].  It is unclear to the 
community whether the expanded seating capacity is required because of increased 
enrollment expectations, or because the District primarily seeks to accommodate 
3rd party rentals which are expected to attract larger crowds and produce District 
revenue.  Is the Project’s “stealth purpose” the development of an income stream? 
 
 Both the District and DEIR have ignored community concerns about the 
controversial addition of a 500 seat aluminum bleacher.   Responses to the Notice 
of Preparation from community residents that that the bleachers excessive size and 
material used be evaluated [DEIR Appx. A1] were ignored.  The aluminum 
material chosen for the construction of the bleachers is the noisiest (and among the 
costliest) of other alternatives, which were not evaluated. Different materials could 
have been the basis for  a Mitigation Measure to mitigate at least some of the noise 
impacts generated by expanded seating – but it was ignored and no other 
mitigation is even considered.  

 
These purposes are inconsistent with the District’s authority under 

Government Code § 53094.  The District has voted itself exempt from local zoning 
laws which involve both traffic and parking [Exhibit C].  Government Code § 
53094 states that the district may do so for “classroom facilities”. The exemption 
the District tried to create for itself by does not legally provide the District with 
sufficient authority to exempt itself form zoning laws to develop a commercial 
facility that is not related to classroom activities.   

 
The District is presumed knowledgeable of the opinion issued by the City 

Attorney’s Office for the City of San Diego wherein the Government Code section 
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is analyzed in light of published case law. The memorandum [MS-2011-08, 
attached as Exhibit D], analyzes the case most favorable to the District:   

 
“In the [City of Santa Cruz v. Santa Cruz Schools Board of Education 210 
Cal. App. 3d 1, 8 (1989)], the school district had installed lighting at a 
sports field without a required permit, which the city had refused to issue. 
The board then voted to exempt the lighting renovation from the city's 
zoning ordinances, pursuant to California Government Code section 53094. 
The city challenged the board's action, and the court ruled that there was 
substantial evidence that the board's use of the exemption was not arbitrary 
and capricious.” [Ex. D, p. 2] 

 
However, the memorandum also reviewed subsequent case law which 
distinguishes City of Santa Cruz from efforts to use the exemptions provided by § 
53094 for commercial purposes: 
 

“In another case that examined the applicability of the exemption, the court 
found that a college could not properly avail itself of the exemption to 
allow a swap meet to be conducted in its parking lot, notwithstanding that 
part of the revenue funded instructional programs. People ex. rel. Cooper v. 
Rancho Santiago College, 226 Cal. App. 3d 1281 (1990).” [Ex. D, p. 3] 
 
We believe a Court would find that renting to a third party for any purposes 

not intrinsically linked to an educational program is more akin to that described in 
the facts as presented in the Rancho Santiago College matter. As such, the 
District’s effort to evade municipal zoning laws for this commercial activity would 
fail. 

 
2.  The DEIR fails to fully evaluate the impacts it does find “significant” 
 
 The analysis of the “upgrades” in the DEIR minimizes, dismisses, or 
ignores significant additional impacts from the Project. In the multiple categories 
where the DEIR concedes significant impacts, it ignores reasonable and potential 
solutions that may ameliorate these impacts and claims the impacts cannot be 
mitigated if the “upgrades” are to satisfy the Project Objectives [DEIR § 4.0]. As 
demonstrated in Section 3 of this letter, these Project Objectives were improperly 
used to “skew” the potential for a better outcome by applying false assumptions.  It 
is clear that this incomplete analysis and dismissal of concerns relevant to the 
community reveals a “Project bias” that undercuts the objective review the DEIR 
is intended to provide.   
 

A. Light/Aesthetics 
 
 That the proposed stadium lighting is a significant unmitigated impact that 
will seriously affect the community is not disputed. Nonetheless, the light impacts 
to the surrounding community have been significantly under estimated. For 
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instance, the impacts only looked at those residences immediately surrounding the 
school [DEIR, pp. 2-11 – 2-12].  Those who studied the impacts from this brilliant 
field illumination seem to believe that light will stop at the property line, as the 
only homes they deem “impacted” are those immediately adjacent to the school, 
which ignores the potential for impacts to other houses [DEIR, pp. 2-11 – 2-12].  It 
is never explained why the blazing illumination will not reach the houses 
immediately behind those analyzed.  The light impact analysis is clearly 
inadequate as it understates the scope, extent, and intensity of the impact from the 
proposed stadium lights by limiting its inquiry to the adjacent area. Had the study 
properly assessed the broader scope of the light trespass, it would have illustrated 
that the overall impact will be much greater – including many more homes and 
many more people. In addition to ignoring the effects on residents within the 
adjacent area, the DEIR failed to consider the actual environmental characteristics 
of Point Loma. 
 
 Fog is extremely common in Point Loma. Longtime resident Wayne 
Wilson, Ph.D. whose career includes several decades of work in visual analysis 
and optics explained in his response to the 2015 NOP [attached hereto as Exhibit 
E] “[t]he low ceiling has an impact on the light pollution to the surrounding 
neighborhood by dissipation of light from potential stadium lights by acting as a 
diffuse reflector of light that will increase the levels of light to the surrounding 
neighborhood.” However, neither the light impact analysis nor the DEIR discuss 
this weather phenomenon that occurs frequently in Point Loma.  A further and 
more recent report by Benya Burnett Consultancy examined Appendix B2 of the 
DEIR (the Lighting Study) and noted multiple deficiencies [Exhibit F]. 
   

The DEIR also fails to address the quality of light generated by the stadium 
lights.  For example, a colorful blinking neon light may not have an impact based 
upon the three criteria used in the study, but the quality of the light may be so 
visually offensive or annoying as to render a substantially negative impact.  It is 
reported that a new “multi-sport scoreboard,” also known as a “Jumbotron” [The 
Beacon, Feb. 18, 2016], will be installed as part of the “upgrade.”  The DEIR fails 
to assess or acknowledge the impact of the size, nature or light produced from the 
proposed new, lit scoreboard.  Will the scoreboard be a media for paid advertising 
and commercial activity?  Such an illuminated element needs to be carefully 
evaluated for the obvious impacts it might create for the neighboring homes.  
Failure of the DEIR to assess this impact is another critical omission.  
 
 The DEIR reveals further Project bias and an improper commitment to the 
science of assessing impacts by entirely misstating the existing conditions present 
in the community.  The DEIR wrongly states this neighborhood is already a highly 
lit urban area at night with “high levels of existing background sky glow” by using 
a category appropriate for “urban” settings. [DEIR § 2.1, p. 2-8]  However, the 
description of a night sky impacted by commercial lighting is false.  The attached 
Exhibit G contains several photographs, one taken from the same location and 
standpoint as the photograph which is on the cover of the DEIR – and these 
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photographs illustrate that the amount of fugitive lighting impacting this quiet 
residential neighborhood was grossly misrepresented by the document.  Instead, 
the DEIR focuses on potential impacts miles away from Point Loma, stating “The 
primary environmental concern associated with sky glow is whether it would 
interfere with the nighttime astronomical observations, particularly at Mt. Palomar 
Observatory. It is unlikely that the uplighting would result in a substantial change 
in the amount of light pollution or sky glow in the surrounding area.” [DEIR § 2.1, 
p. 2-10]. They erroneously state the neighborhood is already a highly lit urban area 
at night with “high levels of existing background sky glow” so nothing will change 
with the addition of stadium night lights. 
  
 Instead of responding to the community’s legitimate concerns about the 
addition of excessive and obnoxious light pollution to an otherwise light pollution 
free environment or analyzing factors specific to Point Loma that will make 
perceived impacts significantly worse than stated in the report, the DEIR inflates 
the condition of light pollution already present so it can obscure the true effect to 
the community.  Despite reaching the correct conclusion that lighting from the 
field will cause a significant and unmitigable impact, this incomplete analysis is a 
critical flaw in the DEIR.  As analyzed by the Benya Burnett Consultancy and 
reported by them: “By using an outdated system and by choosing a favorable zone, 
Appendix B2 was able to justify unacceptable levels of light trespass.” [Exhibit F].  
This Exhibit also notes that if the correct measure of illumination were used, “We 
believe that at many points of calculation, the light levels will be higher than 
reported in Appendix B and may cause Appendix B to state different conclusions.” 
[Exhibit F, p. 5].   
 
 In addition to creating light at times and of a quality incompatible with the 
community the light poles, both by themselves and in combination with other 
aspects of the “upgrade” will damage the aesthetic characteristics of this beautiful 
coastal community. The combination of light poles and new construction related to 
the “upgrade” will change the unobtrusive existing facilities into something that 
resembles a glowing, industrialized transportation hub. This will be a stark contrast 
to the many historic and well maintained dwellings in the community.  
  
 Not only would the character of the community be impacted with the 
proposed new structures, but views of and through the community would be 
affected as well. The DEIR claims “views of/from the surrounding uses would be 
consistent with the existing conditions. The Proposed Project would balance new 
development with . . .  protection of visual access to the bay and ocean shoreline, 
and environmental impacts.” [DEIR §2.1, p.  2-7]. However, this is an assertion 
unsupported by evidence in the record. These disappearing coastal views are a 
fundamental reason people chose to live in or visit Point Loma. A few assuring 
sentences inserted into an environmental document does not constitute the 
thorough analysis CEQA requires when faced with the potential for significant 
environmental impacts. Conducting a visual simulation of how the proposed 
“upgrades” would impact Point Loma view sheds, including how the views at 
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sunset would be impacted by stadium lights,” must be done to determine whether 
or not the “upgrades” “substantially damage scenic resources” [DEIR § 2.1, p. 2-4] 
and determine whether DEIR’s claims of no impact to scenic resources is actually 
supported or merely asserted.  
 
 Although the DIER insists that some of the negative effects from the 
Stadium lighting will be reduced through the use of fixtures, shields, and strategic 
positioning, a significant unmitigated environmental impact remains [DEIR § 2.1, 
p. 2-10].  The report by Benya Burnett Consultancy outlines the scope of some of 
these impacts [Exhibit F]. 
 
 BRG has failed to identify measures to sufficiently mitigate the 
environmental impacts of the new light generated by the “upgrades”, and in doing 
so, overlooks some obvious common sense solutions. Current institutional 
constraints include usage restrictions for the stadium lights and this mitigation 
measure could be incorporated into an enforceable Field Use Policy [see Exhibit 
A].  A sound institutional policy would roll back the curfew for light use to 9 p.m. 
from 11 p.m. and limit use of the stadium lights to those activities which involve 
the school’s athletic teams.  Reasonable mitigation measures could prohibit 
frequency of usage of the stadium lights, and more public input is required to 
carefully design the position and impact of the proposed “Jumbotron’ and limit its 
use by outside groups renting the facility, the frequency of which is conveniently 
ignored in the DEIR.  In order to properly assess the aesthetic impact to the 
neighborhood character and its views and ambience, a proper view shed analysis 
must be done to show how the light poles and other elements of the “upgrade” will 
impact the residents who live there. 
 

B. Noise Impacts will be significant and cannot be mitigated. 
 

“A significant and unavoidable noise impact is identified with the 
implementation of (the) proposed Athletic Facilities Upgrades.”  [DEIR, p. 2-92], 
and the expansion of the PLHS stadium would significantly contribute to the noise 
trespass in the community. Scientists have determined “mounting evidence also 
connects noise exposures with cardiovascular disease, sleep disturbance, stress, 
general annoyance, impaired learning and concentration, and other health effects.” 
[Exhibit H]. With deafening aircraft already passing overhead an average of every 
4.5 minutes, generating an average 24-hour CNEL of 66 decibels -- and with most 
individual fly-overs so loud that buildings shake – the Loma Portal neighborhood 
already is living well beyond municipal code restrictions for residential zones. As 
proposed, the stadium project would compound and aggravate these noise levels 
that the San Diego County Regional Airport Authority and San Diego Unified Port 
District already have spent millions of dollars to partially mitigate. 
  
 The DEIR once again begins its analysis of impacts from a flawed 
perspective by using an incorrect baseline to measure additional impacts against 
existing noise level measurements were conducted in August of 2013. However, 
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these measurements do not include recent improvements in the background noise 
levels documented in the San Diego International Airport’s Quarterly Noise 
Reports [Exhibit I]. These reports suggest background noise levels have actually 
declined since 2013. By ignoring these improvements in the background levels 
since completion of the 2013 study, the DEIR overestimates the current existing 
noise levels as a starting baseline for its analysis. This overestimation of existing 
nose levels obscures the real extent of the unmitigated project impacts, and 
therefore must be revised before a proper noise analysis can be conducted.  
 
 Even with the manipulated baseline, the DEIR finds the new public address 
system, larger cheering crowds in the proposed additional bleachers, and school 
band accompanying evening athletic events will have a significant unmitigated 
environmental impact, and the cacophony from amplified sporting events  as well 
as other potential “noise events” is well beyond permissible levels for the 
neighborhood [Exhibit J]. The DEIR asserts the “upgrade” is exempt from the City 
of San Diego’s zoning and land use regulations in its discussion of noise impacts 
[DEIR, p. 2-79]. As discussed above, Pro Point Loma disputes the application of 
that exemption to the commercial enterprise the District is undertaking. Regardless 
of the applicability of the exemption the Noise Abatement and Control provisions 
of the San Diego Municipal Code found at §§ 59.5.0100 et seq. are part of the 
City’s Municipal Code codified in Chapter 5 dealing with Public Safety, Morals 
and Welfare, which is distinct from those involving the specific land use controls 
pertinent to Government Code § 53094. The District and PLHS are subject to the 
same noise restrictions as everyone else. A study by Dr. Leslie Penzes, 
commissioned by Pro Point Loma [Exhibit J], highlights some of the deficiencies 
of the acoustic “science” illustrated in the DEIR. In spite of the dismissive and 
improper analysis of impacts and mitigation options, there are potential options 
that at the very least will lessen the severity of these impacts on the community. 
   
 The proposed public address (“PA”) system will significantly contribute to 
the unmitigated impacts of the project. Reasonable mitigation measures, such as 
strengthening of the Field Use Policy restricting the number and timing of events, 
would provide some limited mitigation – but it is not even considered. Other 
reasonable restrictions could include certification of all PA users in the appropriate 
usage and volume levels to be used, limitations on the use of the PA only for school 
event related announcements, and specific prohibitions on the use of the PA for 
advertising purposes or playing background music during events, commercial 
advertisements or general broadcasts of background music.  Mitigation measures 
could also include constraining the use of the PA for practices, and a prohibition on 
all other amplified sources of noise other than the PA on the field. 
 
 The noise study for DEIR considers the bleachers as a means of 
ascertaining crowd size for its estimates of crowd noise during events. The more 
seating available, the greater potential attendance and crowd noise. One way to 
attempt to limit this noise is to eliminate the additional bleachers.  What school 
related Project goal do they fulfill?  Attendance records indicate this additional 
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seating is well beyond the needs of the school to comfortably accommodate 
attendees at almost every single event. The few exceptions to this have been 
homecoming games, where the attendance barely exceeded the capacity [DEIR 
Appx. G, p. 48]. Eliminating this unnecessary component of the “upgrade” would 
reduce noise and reduce cost, some of which could potentially be used for the other 
mitigation measures BRG considered being too costly [DEIR, pp. 4-4, 4-10].  
 
 If the additional bleachers must be built, they should at least be built in a 
way that minimizes noise. The DEIR does not attempt to estimate or assess the 
anticipated noise of 5,000 energetic young feet climbing and stamping on an 
aluminum structure during events.  This is another critical omission.  The DEIR 
fails to even consider whether alternative materials, such as concrete or wood, 
would likely reduce noise, assuming it is truly required that the bleachers are to be 
built at all. 
 
 The DEIR drafters fail to realize, and therefore fail to properly analyze, 
how the quantity and quality of noise impacts will differ from what they currently 
are if the “upgrades” are completed as proposed. The DEIR may be correct when it 
asserts  the stadium and sports facilities have been on the site for many years and 
the prior activities on the fields likely exceeded the noise standards,” [DEIR, p. 2-
86]. However, with the exception of one Homecoming game a year, the activities 
all occurred during the day.  Noise in the afternoon is fundamentally different from 
noise that impacts residents at 11:00 pm.  And if that is the curfew for the facility, 
and it is open until 11:00, the neighborhood will likely suffer noise impacts for an 
hour following the end of the event and the departing of the crowds. It is hardly 
comparable to current conditions, as the DEIR wrongly implies in its biased 
analysis. The open ended rental policy contemplated by the District would greatly 
increase the frequency, and extend the time during which these noise impacts 
occur.  Add the new PA system, additional attendance, and clanking metal 
bleachers, and these unevaluated impacts grow louder.  For the DEIR to survive 
judicial scrutiny, the timing, frequency, and extent of these impacts must be 
accurately analyzed, and mitigation measures should be proposed to address each. 
 
 Other mitigation measures that were simply ignored and not evaluated 
include developing, distributing, posting and enforcing a code of conduct for patrons 
that would prohibit noise-makers or air horns. Making the District and PLHS more 
accessible and accountable by posting contact information for noise complaints or 
related inquiries would allow those responsible for supervising these activities to 
respond quickly to community input and modify practices for future events. 
Something similar to the Noise Mitigation Program and Quieter Homes Program 
used by Regional Airport Authority should also be evaluated.  Sadly, none of this is 
found in the DEIR. 
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C.   Traffic impacts will devastate this neighborhood. 
 
 Because of the District’s failure to even try to describe the impacts from the 
commercialization of the facility, the frequency and timing of impacts related to 
the District’s intention to rent the space whenever it is not in use by the school is 
impossible to ascertain.  The peak hour analysis using early evening hours only 
captures potential impacts at those hours. Those peak hour impacts, which are 
influenced by normal commuting patterns to and through Point Loma, are different 
from the localized peak hour impacts that occur before and after school, as well as 
on weekends.  
 
 To the extent these area specific commuting peaks are discussed, the 
DEIR’s suggestion is that “somebody” should do “something” to ameliorate the 
obvious conflicts.  For instance, Sunday brings a multitude of worshipers to Point 
Loma to attend services at the Rock Church. The Traffic Study states: 
 

“Sunday traffic in the vicinity of the Point Loma high school is affected by 
the existing Rock Church travel patterns around the current service times of 
8am, 10am, 12pm, 5 pm, and 7 pm. It is recommended that use of the 
athletic facilities avoid the aforementioned service times.” [DEIR Appx. G, 
p.vii]. 

 
As this renders most of a weekend day unavailable for rental opportunities, it is 
highly unlikely that PLHS would, if unconstrained, turn down a request to use the 
facilities on that day of the week. An adequate traffic study must evaluate those 
impacts which are reasonably foreseeable, and given the commercial uses the 
DEIR suggests, it must also assess conditions during that scenario, which it 
ignores. 
 
 A Traffic Safety Study conducted by Kimley Horn in 2010 for PLHS 
looked at traffic issues related to the school occurring at the beginning and end of 
the school day, as well as those coinciding with events at the school [Exhibit K]. 
Unlike the traffic analysis conducted for the DEIR, this study took safety concerns 
into consideration when identify problems. This included pervasive excessive 
speeds by drivers using Chatsworth, Voltaire, and Clove, and that the intersections 
of Chatsworth and Zola, Clove and Zola, and the stadium entrance on Voltaire 
presented numerous safety hazards as well. These safety issues were not 
considered in the traffic study, nor do they appear elsewhere in the deficient DEIR.  
The neighborhood is distinguished by the historic placement of street lighting in 
the center of the residential intersections, creating a well-recognized night and 
evening hazard.  It is not discussed. Further ignored by BRG are the numerous 
sharp curves in the neighborhood in the historic roadways.  High school games and 
commercial sporting events are known to attract consumption of alcoholic 
beverages. The increased risk posed by inexperienced and, if the refuse left behind 
following the homecoming game is any indication, drunk or otherwise intoxicated 
teenage drivers is not evaluated. The risk to the community of drivers under the 



12 
 

influence of alcohol or other drugs coming to or from non-school related events at 
the newly commercialized stadium is also ignored. These unanalyzed safety 
concerns and the incomplete analysis of days and time appropriate to provide a 
realistic picture of the impacts will likely reveal that more than the already 
significant number of road segments and intersections are significantly impacted.  
 
 Significant unmitigated parking impacts are also extremely troubling. This 
CEQA document hides behind the fact that use of public street parking is typically 
not mitigated for under CEQA, but it is an environmental impact of significance. 
To expect hundreds, or even a thousand, automobiles to flood into residential 
streets designed in the 1920s and provide no mitigation whatsoever could provide 
for the creation of an exception to established CEQA doctrine. The DEIR notes 
that “Capacity parking impacts could occur any day of the week, any day of the 
year.” [DEIR, p. 2-145]. The report also states that the stadium will be available 
for use up until 11PM and that the use will be expanded because of 3rd party 
rentals [DEIR, p. 2-102].  The school has one parking lot on Clove St. where there 
are currently 147 spaces.  Part of the modernization is to demolish the Auto Shop 
and provide another 40 spaces.  An additional 95 spaces are available for events on 
the hard courts near the stadium.  No other provision for off street parking is 
planned for the modernization project.  As indicated in the suggestion above 
regarding the commercialization of the facilities, we do not believe the exemption 
under Government Code § 53094 is applicable to this project. Therefore, City 
zoning and land use regulations, including the requirement to provide adequate 
parking spaces for development under Permit review, would be applicable here as 
they are to any other commercial project.  
 
   Despite the known significant impacts caused by traffic and inadequate 
parking, as well as the many more potential but unanalyzed  significant impacts 
associated with the “upgrade” occurring when both rented to third parties or used 
by the school, the only mitigation measure provided suggested is a traffic 
management plan. The justification for ignoring other mitigation measures is that 
the DEIR envisions an “all or nothing” ultimatum.  The only way to improve 
current street configuration of the surrounding environs is for the District to “take” 
(i.e. condemn) the front yards of the current residents.  The consideration of what 
that would require, and the risk, both political and legal, to the District correctly 
led the consultants to dismiss it as a mitigation measure.  If the District’s 
consultants truly believe there is no way to mitigate for any of the parking impacts 
of this Project it should not be built as proposed.  This fact as much as any other 
illustrates why the physical constraints of the neighborhood cannot be ignored.  
The commercialization of the current school playing field is proposed to be 
intensified to a level that patently conflicts with all of its surrounding residential 
homes. 
 
 Instead, the only mitigation measure identified is as a traffic management 
plan [DEIR, p. 2-148]. Although this by itself is unacceptable as a mitigation 
measure, inclusion of such a traffic management plan could be used in conjunction 
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with other significant mitigation measures. The report goes on to say that 3rd party 
renters “should” implement a traffic management plan.  It does not say this will be 
required nor does it clearly state what will be included with the school’s traffic 
management plan [DEIR, p. 2-154].  The development of a reasonable and 
properly constrained traffic and parking plan could be a mitigation measure but 
such a plan should at the very least need to be reviewed and approved by 
representatives of the community before an event is allowed to go forward.  
 
 The DEIR relies wholly on publicly available parking, presumed not to be 
in use by any of the residents, their guests or licensees, and therefore not reliably 
available. The DEIR notes “Offsite parking will be provided at area schools 
including Loma Portal, Correia, and Dana.  No shuttle service is to be provided 
however “because these facilities are located within the TIA study area”.  Shuttle 
and bus service is a regular adjunct to many school and educational activities. Why 
is it so cursorily dismissed as a possible mitigation measure?  Further, this 
suggestion ignores the possibility that parking at those facilities may be otherwise 
unavailable, that this will increase traffic in different parts of the communities, and 
that it will further raise the concerns of opportunistic criminals passing through the 
neighborhood to cause trouble. 
 
 The DEIR’s inadequate traffic study not only fails to provide a sufficient 
analysis of how the “upgrade” will impact transportation related impacts in the 
community, but has significant implications for numerous other studies in the DEIR.  
The results of a traffic study directly impact other CEQA studies, including but not 
limited to Air Quality, Noise, Greenhouse Gasses, and Impact on Community 
Services. The true quantity of increased air emissions associated with the “upgrade” 
cannot be determined without knowing how many cars will come to the facility and 
with what frequency. This renders the Greenhouse Gas Analysis, which is already 
defective for inconsistency with the City’s Climate Action Plan, as well as the Air 
Quality analysis, defective.  Most importantly – but also ignored - the timing and 
extent of impacts to intersections and road segments as well as the restricted travel 
permitted by the projected off street parking on narrow streets must be fully 
understood to assess whether emergency service vehicles will be able to get not only 
to and from the stadium, but around the community in general. 
 
3. Insufficient Alternatives Analysis reflects Project Bias 

 
We have already described numerous significant omissions in the DEIR’s 

analysis of potential mitigation measures. The document fails to consider the use 
of off-site athletic facilities being constructed at the Correia Sports Complex, it 
does not consider the potential use of shuttles, buses or jitneys to assist in offsite 
parking or transportation to off-site facilities, and it doesn’t even describe the few 
institutional mitigation measures, such as the Field Use Policy that could be 
employed for the new Project. In part, the DEIR fails to consider meaningful 
mitigation measures because they have been “defined out” by the invention of 
Project Objectives [DEIR, p. 1-2] that don’t allow for community based solutions.  
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These Project Objectives are restated and questioned here: 
 
i. Consistent Athletic facilities within the District’s Conference. 
 
PLHS is in the City Conference, which according to the 2014-2015 City 
Conference Blue Book includes Bishops, Cathedral Catholic, Christian, 
Clairemont, Coronado, Crawford, Henry, Hoover, Kearny, La Jolla, La Jolla 
Country Day, Lincoln, Madison, Mira Mesa, Mission Bay, Morse, OLP, Point 
Loma, San Diego, Santa Fe Christian, Scripps Ranch, Serra, St. Augustine, and 
University City. Does the District propose to fund “upgrades” at all the numerous 
private schools within this conference?  The essential flaw in this Objective is that 
both the private and the public schools in this conference represent very different 
settings and neighborhoods.  All communities are not alike.  All school facilities 
cannot be created to be a cookie-cutter replica of some master plan.  Schools are a 
part of their neighborhood – and neighborhoods are different. Moreover, consistent 
facilities are impossible at many of these schools.  Does the District think every 
school must have a pool like La Jolla High?  This project objective should not be 
considered when evaluating alternatives. 
 
ii. Limit Academic Disturbances by providing evening hours for practice. 
 
This objective might contradict its own stated rational. The availability of 
additional evening hours for athletic pursuits necessarily reduces the hours 
available for academics. Adding additional evening practices will further impact an 
already hectic schedule, and likely undermine athletes’ studies, and further deprive 
these developing adolescents of sufficient sleep in general.  
 
iii.  Allow Teams to Play Evening Games at their Home Field 
 
During almost a century of providing for educational needs evening games have 
not existed.  If the issue were merely the use of the field by the school teams, 
during reasonable hours and at reasonable frequency, there would likely be little 
dispute. Only recently did the community agree to an exception and the exception 
that led to lighting Homecoming was permissible because it was an exception, and 
not the standard. Off campus facilities at other schools are more compatible with 
what is needed for evening games. Playing evening games is a false objective, and 
if important, can be accommodated at the Correia Sports Complex. 
 
iv.   To provide an opportunity for more people to attend the games. 
 
There is no demonstrated demand for additional capacity. There is already a 
surplus of seating for the school events.  Additional seating only serves an 
illegitimate commercial purpose.   
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v.    To construct safer facilities for fans attending the games. 
 
Although safety is an important concern, the District has failed to demonstrate how 
safety will be impacted, or what safety upgrades are really necessary. ADA 
compliance may be a legitimate objective, but if an elevator is now required only 
because of the expansion and further commercialization of the facility, then this 
project objective is actually a false premise – required only because of the Project 
itself. 
  
vi.     Allow Rental Opportunities 
 
This blatant admission, coming last in the list of objectives, underlies a driving 
force behind this Project – it is clear that the District is explicitly constructing a 
commercial venue. Given this fact and the explicit and implicit admissions 
throughout this DEIR, it must be redone in its entirety to analyze the actual 
project.  The District is not entitled to develop a multi-million dollar professional 
and commercialized sports facility in the midst of a quiet residential neighborhood 
by reliance on Government Code § 53094.  Unless the Project is correctly analyzed 
and required to obtain the necessary City Permits and approvals, this project 
objective should not be considered for purposes of CEQA alternative analysis. 
 
 It is clear that the Project Objectives were merely a step towards the 
creation of a document that was designed to find the quickest and least regulated 
path to a new and imposing sports arena in the midst of Loma Portal.  They are a 
transparent ruse. 
 
4. Conclusion. 
 
 This DEIR is inadequate.  It has not fairly considered the impacts that the 
proposed Project will have with regard to the “upgrades to the Athletic Facilities”.  
Some impacts are simply ignored, and others are unfairly minimized.  A “pro-
Project bias” is evident throughout.  No effort to objectively assess the full nature 
of these harsh and intrusive impacts on this historic residential community have 
been made.  The document would not survive judicial scrutiny.   
 
 The District needs to start over and assess what the school really needs.  
Although the District asserts its goals are to equip every school similarly, all 
schools are not similarly situated.  This school, over 90 years old, lives in tight 
quarters – possibly the smallest footprint of any high school in the system.  
Planning cannot go forward without acknowledging that fact and working with the 
community to balance the real needs of the school with the actual conditions of the 
neighborhood.  Point Loma High School is an important and valued part of the 
neighborhood – it cannot simply ignore the constraints it must operate under.   
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The community believes there could be solutions to these issues – found by 

downsizing the athletic facility “upgrades,” using other neighborhood locations 
such as the new Correia Sports Complex for school athletic activities, and avoiding 
the creation of nuisance impacts that will damage Loma Portal.  Without a full 
assessment of these measures the DEIR is doomed to fail as a document that can 
guide the District in its goals. 
 

Sincerely,  
 

OPPER & VARCO LLP 

 
Richard G. Opper 

 
jtr/rgo 
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EXHIBIT A 

 

PLHS Field Use Policy (2014) 
 



Point Loma High School Field Use Policy 
San Diego Unified School District 

This Field Use Policy is intended to address the specific needs of Point Loma High School 

(PLHS), recognizing the proximity of the school to residences, the limited availability of on-site 

parking and the impact of school activities upon the surrounding community.  The policies stated 

herein operate under the umbrella of Administrative Procedure 9229, pertaining to the use of 

District athletic fields and lighted stadiums; which establishes District-wide procedures 

applicable to all District sites.  Use of Point Loma High School Facilities by non-district groups 

is also subject to District Administrative Procedure 9205, pertaining to use of District facilities 

under the Civic Center Act. 

Field Use General Rules: 

1. Point Loma High School facilities shall be used primarily for the benefit of PLHS students

2. PLHS facilities may be made available to other schools, outside persons or community

groups only when and to the extent that it will not interfere with school programs or the

orderly operation of the campus.

3. In considering whether to allow other schools, outside persons or community groups to use

PLHS facilities, consideration shall be given to the likely number of attendees, whether there

is adequate parking to support the proposed use and whether sufficient measures can be

employed to minimize adverse impact to the campus and the surrounding community;

including, but not limited to, custodial services, traffic control and security.  Consideration

shall also be given to the cumulative impact of successive events on the community.

4. Outside groups, including community groups, who are authorized to use PLHS facilities,

shall be required to do so in a manner which is respectful to the campus and the surrounding

community and shall be required to provide security, custodial and traffic control as needed

to ensure orderly and respectful operation of the Event or use.  The site administrator and/or

his or her designee, and/or the Rentals Office may impose specific requirements for security,

custodial services, traffic control and/or other services or conditions deemed necessary in the

District’s sole discretion for proper management of the event.

5. Unless specifically authorized by the Principal as an exception to this general rule, outside

groups shall not be authorized to enter the campus prior to 8 a.m.  Individuals seeking to use

the track or fields prior to school hours shall be permitted to do so provided they do not

interfere with school activities or the orderly operation of the campus.

6. Restrictions on noisemakers shall be consistent with CIF rules, which provide as follows:

No  noisemakers (horns, bells, victory bells, sirens, chimes, musical instruments other than

those in the band, etc.) will be permitted inside the gymnasium, stadium or playing fields at

any CIF Southern Section contest (non-league, league, tournament or playoff).  Cheering

devices such as wooden blocks, or other similar objects, are prohibited.  Megaphones shall be

used only by uniformed cheerleaders for the purpose of directing and controlling rooting
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sections. The improper use of any of the above listed devices by supporters of a team would 

subject that team to possible forfeiture of the contest. 

7. Outside persons or groups shall not be permitted to utilize the public address (PA) system

except when specifically authorized by the school and subject to time and manner restrictions

deemed necessary to limit adverse impact on the residents of the surrounding community.

8. The gate at the Voltaire St. entrance to the campus shall be locked during non-school events

whenever it appears to the site administrator or his/her designee that there is insufficient on-

site parking to accommodate the anticipated attendees at a non-school event.  This shall not

apply to events or activities conducted by Point Loma High School.

Rules Specific to Use of the Lighted Stadium 

1. Stadium lights shall be reserved for use by Point Loma High School.

2. Other schools or community groups who wish to use the lighted stadium may appeal to the

Superintendent (or his/her designee) for approval of the use of the lighted stadium for a

limited purpose.  In considering whether to grant such an appeal, the Superintendent or

his/her designee shall first determine whether there is another District site which can

accommodate the proposed use without negative impact to the surrounding community.  In

the event there is not such an alternative which can be offered, in considering whether to

grant the appeal, the Superintendent or his/her designee shall determine whether proposed

use will interfere with the use of the field by Point Loma High School or the operation of the

campus, the likely number of attendees, whether there is adequate parking to support the

proposed use and whether sufficient measures can be employed to minimize adverse impact

to the campus and the surrounding community; including, but not limited to, custodial

services, traffic control and security.  No appeal may be granted which will cause the total

number of events held at the lighted stadium to exceed the cap specified below.  Priority shall

be given first to other District schools, then to other schools, and then to community groups.

Commercial uses shall not be permitted.

3. In the event the lighted stadium is made available to a non-district school or community

group, the using entity shall be required to reimburse the District for the full cost of the use

of the stadium; including, but not limited to, utility costs, maintenance/repair costs, and

reduction in useful life of the turf field.

4. The stadium lights shall be turned off as soon as possible following an event, and no later

than 10:00 p.m. (except where extenuating circumstances such as an injury or rain delay of a

football game, unforeseeably delay the completion of the event).

5. When turned on to allow for completion of a game or practice during Pacific Standard Time,

the lights shall be turned off as soon as possible following completion of the game or practice

and no later than 7:30 p.m.
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6. Use of the stadium lighting shall be limited to eighteen (18) nighttime events, not including

playoff games or the use of the lights to allow completion of games and practices which

begin during daylight hours but carry over into darkness due to Pacific Standard Time.

Community Review Process 

In order to obtain ongoing feedback from the community regarding implementation of this Field 

Use Policy and the impact on the community of events held at Point Loma High School, the 

Point Loma High School Cluster shall be charged to host semi-annual meetings for purposes of 

discussing field use issues at Point Loma High School, to which members of the greater Point 

Loma community shall be invited.  These meetings shall be scheduled to occur at or about the 

time the school year begins, and following the conclusion of the winter sports season, so that the 

attendees can discuss future planned events as well as past implementation.  Community 

members or organizations, such as the Point Loma Planning Board, who submit a request to be 

provided notice of these meeting shall be provided such notice and shall be permitted to 

participate.    
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Correia Sports Complex DEIR Lighting Impact 
Study Excerpt 

 



Correia Middle School Sports Complex Project 
Draft EIR 

Appendix F 

Lighting Impact Study 

Prepared by T&B Planning, Inc. 

December 1, 2014 

EXHIBIT B
pg. 1 of 2 



Correia Middle School Sports Complex Project 

3.0 Project Description 

3.1 Proposed Project Actions 

The proposed Project includes the construction and operation of upgraded athletic facilities on the 
Correia Middle School campus, as depicted on Figure 3-1, Site Plan.  Improvements proposed as part 
of the Project include the following:   

Multi-Use Fields 
• Construction of four multi-use fields: two soccer/lacrosse/field-hockey fields with a

football/soccer/lacrosse/field-hockey field overlay (artificial turf with irrigation type cooling) 
and one football/soccer/lacrosse/hockey practice field overlay at the softball location (natural 
turf) 

• Removable football goal posts; and
• Portable five (5) row bleachers.

Softball Field 
• Replace the existing baseball field;
• New dugouts/bullpens/portable bleachers/players bench;
• Fence enclosed bench areas and bullpens; and
• Bleacher seating.

Hard Courts 
• Construction of one (1) basketball court and six (6) tennis courts.

Track and Field Facilities 
• Installation of a long jump pit and runway.

Construction of two new buildings 
• New approximately 6,200 square foot two-story classroom/team room/restroom building (this

building will replace some existing portable classroom buildings located in the same area); 
• New approximately 1,000 square foot concession/restroom/equipment storage building;

New Landscaping 

• Installation of new landscaping in support of the above-listed improvements.

Field Lighting 
• Ten light poles are proposed to provide field lighting for the softball field and multi-use fields.

3.2 Proposed Events 

New school athletic events are not anticipated as part of the Project; however, existing events 
conducted on the football field/track that were only possible during daylight hours, or with temporary 
lights, would have the ability to occur in the evening.  These athletic events include softball, football, 
lacrosse, field hockey, soccer, and track & field.  During school hours, usage of the sports complex 
would be limited to students.  Outside of school hours, the complex would be available for usage by 
the students of both Correia Middle School and also Point Loma High School.  The facilities would 
also be rented to the public and private sports teams/clubs for community use on evenings and 
weekends.  

Lighting Impact Study Page 8 
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EXHIBIT C 

 

San Diego Unified School District 

Resolution re GC 53094 
 



BOARD OF EDUCATION 
SAN DIEGO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 

SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 

Resolution in the Matter of Overuling Zoning ) 
Ordinances of the City of San Diego Applicable to ) 
Use, Modernization, and Construction of ) 
Facilities at Various District Schools ) 

RESOLUTION 

WHEREAS, San Diego Unified School District ("District") cun·enlly uses the facilities 
at certain comprehensive High School Sites ("School Sites") for educational purposes (the 
location of the School Sites is attached hereto as Exhibit "A"); 

WHEREAS, District proposes to modernize and construct new facilities ("Projects") at 
their School Sites; 

WHEREAS, the Projects are for educational facilities as required by Government 
Section 53094 and is subject to design review by the Division ofthe State Architect ("DSA") 
under Education Code section 17280 et seq.; 

WHEREAS, Government Code section 53094 authorizes District, by a vote of two
thirds of its members, to render city zoning ordinances inapplicable to the Projects and School 
Sites when the District's use is for educational facilities; 

WHEREAS, School Sites are located within the boundaries of the City of San Diego, 
California; and 

WHEREAS, District has balanced the interests of the public, including those of District 
and those of the City of San Diego and determined that the interests ofthe public are best served 
by commencing and completing the Projects upon the School Sites under DSA review. 

NOW THEREFORE, THE GOVERNING BOARD OF THE SAN DIEGO UNIFIED 
SCHOOL DISTRICT DOES HEREBY RESOLVE, DETERMINE AND ORDER AS 
FOLLOWS: 

Section 1. That all the above recitals are correct. 

Section 2. That San Diego Unified School District hereby renders inapplicable any 
zoning ordinances of the City of San Diego including, without limitation, the City's Zoning 
Ordinances and General Plans, which would otherwise be applicable to the Projects or the 
School Sites. 

Section 3. That the Superintendent of San Diego Unified School District, or his 
designee, is further directed to give written notice to the City as required by Government Code 
Section 53094 within ten (10) days of this action. 

1 

E.23. 
5/10/11 
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PASSED AND ADOPTED BY THE GOVERNING BOARD OF THE SAN DIEGO 
UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT, San Diego, California, at a public meeting duly called and held 
on this 10th ay of May 2011, by the following vote: 

AYES: 
NAYS: 

Barnett, Barrera, Beiser, Evans, Jackson 
None 

ABSENT: None 
ABSTAIN: None 

000 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA) 
COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO) 

I, Cheryl Ward, Board Action Officer oiBoard of Education, San Diego Unified School 
District, San Diego, Califomia, do hereby certify that the forgoing is a full, true, and con'ect copy 
of a Resolution adopted by said Board at a meeting thereof held at its regular place of meeting at 
the time and by the vote above stated, which Resolution is on file in the office of said Board. 

QJ2 u10 
Board Action Of r, Board of Education 
San Diego Unified School District 

Slj1i~t:a T.M. Chong, Assistant Geri'41 Counsel 
San l\liego Unified School District\~) 

I 
",,,,,,,~j 

Approved i,,~ pup~c. meeting of th~BO, ard ofE¢.uc tlon of 
the San Ag,:~fJl'fted SdlooYDlstllcton'£'''f'IJ"lJ4'Ci.L __ 

" ~~ JI_wOJ> 
Cheryl Ward, Boar A tion O/O:II"'ce"'r"", =-SoLa"'rd'" -of::CE=-dC-u-ca-t"'lo-n--'-

M:\Ofilce OfGcllcml Counsel· -55! 5AI.S_LegaI\L1wsuits\Taxpaycs for Account.1.ble School Bond Spend.ing: v SDUSD\Board RI.~olution ~ focal 
zoning ~~,;emption with school shes Exh A.DOC 
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EXHIBIT "A" 

Clairemont High School Stadium and Sports Facility Improvements 
4150 Ute Dr., San Diego, CA 92117 

Crawford High School Stadium and Sports Facility Improvements 
4191 Colts Way, San Diego, CA 92115 

Hoover High School Stadium and Sports Facility Improvements 
4474 EI Cajon Blvd., San Diego, CA 92115 

Kearny High School Stadium and Sports Facility Improvements 
7651 Wellington St., San Diego, CA 92111 

La Jolla High School Whole Site Modernization 
750 Nautilus St., San Diego, CA 92037 

Madison High School Stadium Improvements 
4833 Doliva Drive, San Diego, CA 92 I 17 

Mission Bay High School Stadium and Sports Facility Improvements 
2475 Grand Ave., San Diego, CA 92109 

Morse High School Stadium Improvements 
6905 Skyline Dr., San Diego, CA 92114 

Patrick Henry High School Stadium and Sports Facility Improvements 
6702 Wandermere Drive, San Diego, CA 92120 

Point Lama High School Stadium Restroom/Concession Stand Improvements 
2335 Chatsworth Blvd., San Diego, CA 92106 

Serra High School Whole Site Modernization 
5156 Santo Road, San Diego, CA 92124 

University City High School Stadium and Sports Facility Improvements 
6949 Genesee Ave., San Diego, CA 92122 

3 
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May 12, 2011 

Ms. Elizabeth Maland, City Clerk 
Office of the City Clerk, City of San Diego 
202 C Street, tlU Floor 
Sail Diego, California 92101 

Dear Ms, Maland: 

Boanl of Education·Board Services 
EUGENE BRUCKER EDUCATION CENTER 
4100 Normal Street, Room 2231, San Diego, CA 92103-2682 
Phone: (619) 725-5550 - Fax: (619) 297-5624 

At its May 10, 2011 public meeting, the district Board of Edll.cation approved a "Resolution 
Ovemlling Zoning Ordinances of the City of San Diego ApplicabJe to Use, Modernization, 
and Construotion of Facilities at Various District Schools." Government Code section 
53094 authorizes a goVerning board of a8chool district, by a vote oftwo-thirds of its 
menlbers, to render city zoning ordinances inapplicable to its proposed use of property for 
classroom facilities. Please see Exhibit "A" to the resolution for the projects at cellain 
school sites. As required by that same statute, the district is providing written notice to the 
City within ten days oHhis actio11. A troe, correct copy of said.resolutiol1 is enclosed for 
your reference. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

!§incQi"ly, 
I ! Ii () 

V-~~I 
<- \ 

Cheryl Wara 
Board Action Officer 

CW:jv 

Enc, 

c: Lee Dulgeroff 
Sandra Chong 
Jim Watts 

San Diego Unified School District - Wilere Every Student is a Star, 
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City of San Diego Memo MS 59 (2011-8) 
 



DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

August 9, 2011 

City Councilmembers 

City Attorney 

Office of 
The City Attorney 
City of San Diego 

MEMORANDUM 
MS59 

(619) 533-5800 

School District Vote to Render City's Zoning Ordinances Inapplicable 

INTRODUCTION 

On May 10, 2011, the San Diego Unified School DistI~ct (Dismct) approved, by a unanimous 
vote, a resolution titled "Resolution in the Matter of Overruling Zoning Ordinances of the City of 
San Diego Applicable to Use, Modernization, and Construction of Facilities at Various District 
Schools" (Resolution, Attachment 1.) Pursuant to the authority in California Government Code 
section 53094, the District voted to render inapplicable any zoning ordinances which would 
otherwise be applicable to the listed schools and intended improvements (Projects). On July 20, 
2011, Councilmember Faulconer requested that our office answer the questions presented below, 
prior to the end of the 90 day protest period. 1 

QUESTIONS PRESENTED 

1. Do the listed upgrades to stadium and sports facilities fall under the education 
facilities category required by the above stated Government Code section? 

1 California Government Code section 53094 does not provide for a protest period but allows for the City to seek 
review oftbe District's action in the Superior Court to determine whether it was arbitrary and capricious. Cal. Gov't 
Code § 53094( c). Such a review would be by way of an ordinary writ of mandate. Although the applicable statute of 
limitations is four years under California Code of Civil Procedure section 343, attempts to seek relief during the 
latter part of this time period could result in dismissal of the action for unreasonable delay under the doctrine of 
laches. See Conti v. Board of Civil Service Commissioners, 1 Cal. 3d 351, 357 n.3 (1969); California Administrative 
Mandamus § 9.24 at 350-51 (Cal. Cant. Ed. Bar, 3d ed. 2010). 

Document Number: 220044 
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City Councilmembers 
August 9, 2011 
Page 2 

2. Does this resolution include an exemption from the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) or the 1972 voter approved 30-foot coastal height limit? 

SHORT ANSWERS 

1. It depends upon the proposed uses. School Districts may vote to exempt 
themselves from local zoning ordinances if the proposed use is for classroom 
facilities. 

2. The resolution does not include a reference to either a CEQA exemption or to the 
30-foot coastal height limit; however, the coastal height limit is a local zoning 
ordinance. 

ANALYSIS 

I. SCHOOL DISTRICTS MAY VOTE TO EXEMPT THEMSELVES FROM 
LOCAL ZONING ORDINANCES 

California Government Code section 53094 allows the governing board of a school district to 
render city zoning ordinances inapplicable to a proposed use of property by a two-thirds vote of 
its members. Cal. Gov't Code § 53094(b). However, the board may not take this action if the 
proposed use is for "nonclassroom facilities, including, but not limited to, warehouses, 
administrative buildings, and automotive storage and repair buildings." [d. 2 

The court in City of Santa Cruz examined the legislative history of California Government Code 
section 53094, and determined that "nonclassroom facilities" were those that were not by their 
nature so directly or sufficiently related to the school's unique function as to distinguish the 
school from any other local agency that is required to comply with zoning requirements. 
Upgrades to stadiums and sports facilities may be considered classroom facilities, if they are 
"used for or directly related to student instruction." City of Santa Cruz v. Santa Cruz Schools 
Board of Education, 210 Cal. App. 3d 1, 8 (1989). In the City of Santa Cruz, the school district 
had installed lighting at a sports field without a required permit, which the city had refused to 
issue. The board then voted to exempt the lighting renovation from the city's zoning ordinances, 
pursuant to California Government Code section 53094. The city challenged the board's action, 
and the court ruled that there was substantial evidence that the board's use of the exemption was 
not arbitrary and capricious. 

The evidence relied on by the court to reach the conclusion that these facilities were "classroom 
facilities" was that the field was used for physical education classes, interscholastic athletics, 
spirit activities, and band performances. The students received academic credit for their physical 
education and band participation. The lights at the field were necessary to allow activities to be 

2 The board must still comply with city ordinances regulating drainage improvements and conditions or road 
improvements and conditions, or requiring the review and approval of grading plans for the design and construction 
of drainage, road conditions, or grading. Cal. Gov'! Code § 53097. 
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scheduled on weekday evenings. In addition, San Jose State University used the field for their 
athletics and musical activities such as marching band. The court noted that in another context, 
the California Supreme Court had ruled that extracurricular activities such as sports and drama 
are educational within the free education guaranteed by the California Constitution.3 In another 
case that examined the applicability of the exemption, the court found that a college could not 
properly avail itself of the exemption to allow a swap meet to be conducted in its parking lot, 
notwithstanding that part of the revenue funded instructional programs. People ex. rei. Cooper v. 
Rancho Santiago College, 226 Cal. App. 3d 1281 (1990). 

Without specific details regarding the proposed uses for each of the Projects, a determination 
cannot be made as to whether there is substantial evidence that the District's action was arbitrary 
and capricious, and therefore fell outside the exception to the City's zoning ordinances allowed 
by California Government Code section 53094. 

II. THE RESOLUTION DOES NOT REFERENCE EITHER A CEQA EXEMPTION 
OR THE 30-FOOT COASTAL HEIGHT LIMIT; HOWEVER THE 30-FOOT 
COASTAL HEIGHT LIMIT IS A LOCAL ZONING ORDINANCE 

The District resolution provided does not refer to a CEQA exemption. California Government 
Code section 53094 does not authorize a school board to avoid CEQA compliance. The District 
may, however, find that specific projects are subject to a CEQA exemption. Cal. Pub. Res. Code 
§§ 21080(b)(9), 21084; Cal. Code Regs. tit.14, §§ 15260-15333. 

The District resolution does not reference the 30-foot coastal height limit. The 30-foot coastal 
height limit, enacted by an initiative, is a local zoning ordinance. The District's ability to exempt 
itself from the local zoning ordinance includes the ability to exempt itself from zoning 
ordinances passed by an initiative. 82 Op. Cal. Att'y Gen. 135 (1999).4 In that opinion, the 
California Attorney General concluded that a school district could construct a school on land 
designated for agricultural, open space, or rural land use through an initiative. Local zoning 
ordinances may be enacted by initiative measure. 66 Cal. Jur. 3d Zoning and Other Land 
Controls § 252 (2011). The electorate's right to initiative and referendum is generally 
coextensive with the legislative power of the local governing body. San Mateo County Coastal 
Landowners' Association v. County o/San Mateo, 38 Cal. App. 4th 523, 537 (1995). Like 
legislation enacted by the local governing body, initiative measures are preempted by controlling 

3 In a later, nnpublished opinion, the same court relied on the legislative history of California Government Code 
section 53094 to find that a community college's proposed athletic stadium was a "non-classroom facility," and 
therefore, the exemption did not apply. City of Saratoga v. West Valley-Mission Community College District, 
No. H022365, 2002 WL 1057448 (Cal. App. May 24,2002). Absent exceptions not applicable here, unpublished 
opinions may not be cited or relied on. Cal. Rules of Court, Rule 8.1 115(a). 
4 City Attorney MOL No. 2006-19 (Sept. 8, 2006) concluded that applicants could not request an incentive pursuant 
to the state density bonus law that could invalidate the coastal height limit because the coastal height limit was part 
of the City's approved Local Coastal Program; the City would not have any authority to issue permits in the coastal 
zone contrary to its Local Coastal Program. This Memorandum does not change that opinion. The City would not be 
issuing any permits to the District, other than as may be related to the design and construction of drainage~ road 
conditions, or grading. 
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state statutes. Kehoe v. City of Berkeley, 67 Cal. App. 3d 666 (1977) (neighborhood preservation 
ordinance adopted by initiative was preempted by redevelopment plan adopted pursuant to state 
Community Redevelopment Law). 

CONCLUSION 

Whether the listed Projects fall within the education facilities category in California Government 
Code section 53094 cannot be determined based on the information provided. Such a 
determination would be based on the proposed uses of the Projects. The District is not exempt 
from CEQA, however, the District may determine that specific projects are exempt from CEQA. 
Finally, a vote to exempt itself from the City's local zoning ordinances includes the coastal 
height limit. 

JAN 1. GOLDSMITH, CITY ATTORNEY 

SMT:als 
Attachment: Resolution dated 511 0111 
cc: Mayor Jerry Sanders 

Andrea Tevlin, Independent Budget Analyst 
MS-2011-8 

Shannon M. Thomas 
Deputy City Attorney 
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BOARD OF EDUCATION 
SAN DIEGO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 

SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 

Resolution in the Matter of Overuling Zoning ) 
Ordinances of the City of San Diego Applicable to ) 
Use, Modernization, and Construction of ) 
Facilities at Various District Schools ) 

RESOLUTION 

WHEREAS, San Diego Unified School District ("District") cun·enlly uses the facilities 
at certain comprehensive High School Sites ("School Sites") for educational purposes (the 
location of the School Sites is attached hereto as Exhibit "A"); 

WHEREAS, District proposes to modernize and construct new facilities ("Projects") at 
their School Sites; 

WHEREAS, the Projects are for educational facilities as required by Government 
Section 53094 and is subject to design review by the Division ofthe State Architect ("DSA") 
under Education Code section 17280 et seq.; 

WHEREAS, Government Code section 53094 authorizes District, by a vote of two
thirds of its members, to render city zoning ordinances inapplicable to the Projects and School 
Sites when the District's use is for educational facilities; 

WHEREAS, School Sites are located within the boundaries of the City of San Diego, 
California; and 

WHEREAS, District has balanced the interests of the public, including those of District 
and those of the City of San Diego and determined that the interests ofthe public are best served 
by commencing and completing the Projects upon the School Sites under DSA review. 

NOW THEREFORE, THE GOVERNING BOARD OF THE SAN DIEGO UNIFIED 
SCHOOL DISTRICT DOES HEREBY RESOLVE, DETERMINE AND ORDER AS 
FOLLOWS: 

Section 1. That all the above recitals are correct. 

Section 2. That San Diego Unified School District hereby renders inapplicable any 
zoning ordinances of the City of San Diego including, without limitation, the City's Zoning 
Ordinances and General Plans, which would otherwise be applicable to the Projects or the 
School Sites. 

Section 3. That the Superintendent of San Diego Unified School District, or his 
designee, is further directed to give written notice to the City as required by Government Code 
Section 53094 within ten (10) days of this action. 

1 

E.23. 
5/10/11 
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PASSED AND ADOPTED BY THE GOVERNING BOARD OF THE SAN DIEGO 
UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT, San Diego, California, at a public meeting duly called and held 
on this 10th ay of May 2011, by the following vote: 

AYES: 
NAYS: 

Barnett, Barrera, Beiser, Evans, Jackson 
None 

ABSENT: None 
ABSTAIN: None 

000 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA) 
COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO) 

I, Cheryl Ward, Board Action Officer oiBoard of Education, San Diego Unified School 
District, San Diego, Califomia, do hereby certify that the forgoing is a full, true, and con'ect copy 
of a Resolution adopted by said Board at a meeting thereof held at its regular place of meeting at 
the time and by the vote above stated, which Resolution is on file in the office of said Board. 

QJ2 u10 
Board Action Of r, Board of Education 
San Diego Unified School District 

Slj1i~t:a T.M. Chong, Assistant Geri'41 Counsel 
San l\liego Unified School District\~) 

I 
",,,,,,,~j 

Approved i,,~ pup~c. meeting of th~BO, ard ofE¢.uc tlon of 
the San Ag,:~fJl'fted SdlooYDlstllcton'£'''f'IJ"lJ4'Ci.L __ 

" ~~ JI_wOJ> 
Cheryl Ward, Boar A tion O/O:II"'ce"'r"", =-SoLa"'rd'" -of::CE=-dC-u-ca-t"'lo-n--'-

M:\Ofilce OfGcllcml Counsel· -55! 5AI.S_LegaI\L1wsuits\Taxpaycs for Account.1.ble School Bond Spend.ing: v SDUSD\Board RI.~olution ~ focal 
zoning ~~,;emption with school shes Exh A.DOC 

2 
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EXHIBIT "A" 

Clairemont High School Stadium and Sports Facility Improvements 
4150 Ute Dr., San Diego, CA 92117 

Crawford High School Stadium and Sports Facility Improvements 
4191 Colts Way, San Diego, CA 92115 

Hoover High School Stadium and Sports Facility Improvements 
4474 EI Cajon Blvd., San Diego, CA 92115 

Kearny High School Stadium and Sports Facility Improvements 
7651 Wellington St., San Diego, CA 92111 

La Jolla High School Whole Site Modernization 
750 Nautilus St., San Diego, CA 92037 

Madison High School Stadium Improvements 
4833 Doliva Drive, San Diego, CA 92 I 17 

Mission Bay High School Stadium and Sports Facility Improvements 
2475 Grand Ave., San Diego, CA 92109 

Morse High School Stadium Improvements 
6905 Skyline Dr., San Diego, CA 92114 

Patrick Henry High School Stadium and Sports Facility Improvements 
6702 Wandermere Drive, San Diego, CA 92120 

Point Lama High School Stadium Restroom/Concession Stand Improvements 
2335 Chatsworth Blvd., San Diego, CA 92106 

Serra High School Whole Site Modernization 
5156 Santo Road, San Diego, CA 92124 

University City High School Stadium and Sports Facility Improvements 
6949 Genesee Ave., San Diego, CA 92122 

3 
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May 12, 2011 

Ms. Elizabeth Maland, City Clerk 
Office of the City Clerk, City of San Diego 
202 C Street, tlU Floor 
Sail Diego, California 92101 

Dear Ms, Maland: 

Boanl of Education·Board Services 
EUGENE BRUCKER EDUCATION CENTER 
4100 Normal Street, Room 2231, San Diego, CA 92103-2682 
Phone: (619) 725-5550 - Fax: (619) 297-5624 

At its May 10, 2011 public meeting, the district Board of Edll.cation approved a "Resolution 
Ovemlling Zoning Ordinances of the City of San Diego ApplicabJe to Use, Modernization, 
and Construotion of Facilities at Various District Schools." Government Code section 
53094 authorizes a goVerning board of a8chool district, by a vote oftwo-thirds of its 
menlbers, to render city zoning ordinances inapplicable to its proposed use of property for 
classroom facilities. Please see Exhibit "A" to the resolution for the projects at cellain 
school sites. As required by that same statute, the district is providing written notice to the 
City within ten days oHhis actio11. A troe, correct copy of said.resolutiol1 is enclosed for 
your reference. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

!§incQi"ly, 
I ! Ii () 

V-~~I 
<- \ 

Cheryl Wara 
Board Action Officer 

CW:jv 

Enc, 

c: Lee Dulgeroff 
Sandra Chong 
Jim Watts 

San Diego Unified School District - Wilere Every Student is a Star, 
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Impact of Ground Illumination Sources and Marine Layer on 
Approach to San Diego International Airport (SAN) Runway 9 

Wayne H. Wilson, PhD (see Appendix I) 

Summary 

A review of the impact on the surrounding community of the installation and use of lights 
at the football/soccer/track stadium at the Point Loma High School (PLHS), located at 
2335 Chatsworth Boulevard, San Diego, CA 92106, indicated there might be a problem 
with respect to Instrument Landing System (ILS) landing approaches to the San Diego 
International Airport (SAN). The issue is the potential impact of ground lights in general 
on the approach to Runway 09 at SAN during periods when a low ceiling marine layer or 
fog layer at the airport is present. A review of this topic found no current or historical 
assessment of the impact of such low ceiling on SAN airport landing operations. This 
report is a summary of concerns raised during the review and suggestions for further 
assessment, study of the issue and any safety requirements raised by the issues. 

Background 

A primary issue for any impact study on stadium lighting at Pt Loma HS and the 
proximity of SAN is the common occurrence of low ceiling cloud/fog marine layers in the 
region. These low ceilings are quite common during the late afternoon/evening hours      
in the winter/spring months when the stadium is used most often. Any lighting study 
performed during periods of clear skies/high ceilings will not adequately account for the 
effect during low ceilings. The low ceilings impact airport operations, both departure and 
landing, and have been taken into account in the FAA regulations for instrument landings 
at SAN using Runway 09. However, these low ceilings will have a much greater impact 
in the vicinity of the school site since it is approximately 180-200 feet higher in altitude 
than the airport and within a half of mile of the approach to the airport’s instrument 
landing system on Runway 09. The low ceiling has an impact on the light pollution to the 
surrounding neighborhood by dissipation of light from potential stadium lights by acting 
as a diffuse reflector of light that will increase the levels of light to the surrounding 
neighborhood. The low ceiling also increases the impact of the lights on aircraft flying 
above the cloud layer, usually 500 to 1500 feet thick. Anyone who has flown into 
Lindberg Field during low ceiling conditions can see that the low clouds confuses the 
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location of ground buildings, neighborhoods, etc. and can be a potential distraction to 
pilots. These lights may be significant in the controlled San Diego Air Traffic Controlled 
Space but this has not been specifically studied and needs to be addressed, modeled and 
researched for its impact on air traffic, including helicopters, in the vicinity of Lindberg 
Field. 

This paper is not an environmental impact report. No effort has been made to perform 
any analysis other than to assess general issues. The review is only to assess what areas 
need to be addressed, studied and analyzed in the context of aircraft operations during 
approach to SAN during period of low cloud ceilings due to the presence of a marine 
layer. 

Situation 

The situation with respect to the impact of low ceilings on approaches to SAN can be 
broken down into four (4) components: 

1) FAA regulations concerning operations during instrument approaches to SAN and the
required plans and aircraft operations during such periods. 

2) Low ceiling or marine layer effects in the area surrounding SAN and the Point Loma
(i.e. Loma Portal) area. 

3) Ground sources illumination and effects on visibility in the airspace above the
situation area 

4) Pilot distractions during instrument landing approaches over the Point Loma area
during school events in which stadium lighting is in use. 

An assessment of the situation must address each component in order to understand the 
overall impact that each has on the total probability matrix that is required to be 
generated and analyzed for instrument approaches to SAN. It is a mistake to concentrate 
on any one component since the total impact of all components must be integrated and 
gauged and the relationships between and among the components understood and treated 
as a whole rather than separately. 

Four components: 

1) FAA regulations concerning operations during instrument
approaches to SAN. 

The San Diego International Airport is operated as a controlled airspace by the FAA. 
During periods of reduced visibility at the airport only instrument approaches to SAN 
using ILS to Runway 09 can be conducted. Under the FAA regulations for general 
planning and conduct, Instrument approaches by pilots is defined under Title 14 of the 
Code of Federal Regulations (14 CFR) Part 93, 121, 125, and 135. The information for 
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such approaches is condensed in the instrument approach plates (IAPS) defined and 
produced by the FAA and outlined in the Instrument Procedures Handbook (FAA-H- 
8083-16). The approach surface spaces for SAN are defined in part 77, Subpart C of the 
above document and are included in the SAN Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan 
(http://www.san.org/Airport-Projects/Land-Use-Compatibility     - 
SAN_AirportLandUseCompatibilityPlan-2014.pdf). 

As an example, the specific approach plan (or Plate as it is called) for SAN during 
instrument landing is provided in Appendix III. These plates provide the pilot in a 
condensed format on one page the requirements for the approach and landing. A very 
specific part of the plate sets out the requirement for the pilot to declare a “missed 
approach” spelling out the minimum altitude and visibility that is required to be followed. 

An example of the extraction of the ILS plate (Appendix III) is provided here, 

Figure 1 – Extracted ILS Approach Missed Approach Requirement 

Without going into much detail here (the interested reader is referred to the FAA 
document “Insrument Procedures Handbook” FAA-H-8083-16), the interesting set of 
numbers are on the line S-ILS 9, “353/50”. This set of number indicates is that if the 
aircraft, using the category S-ILS 9, reaches an altitude of 353 feet and the visbility is less 
that 5000 feet the pilot must declare a missed approach and abort the approach. The other 
numbers in the table are for other conditions. 

This altiude may be in or very close to the lower ceiling of a marine layer (which may be 
in the region of 400 feet, see below in Fig.2) present in the area. Given that the maximum 
altiude in this area of Point Loma is of the order of 160 feet with structures of 20-30 feet 
on top there may be little margin of error. Any pilot distraction occuring during this 
period may hinder the operation of the aircraft. 

The location of Point Loma High School with respect to SAN is shown in Figure 2 (a 
snapshot from Google Earth) with the SAN approach path to Runway 09 outlined. 

http://www.san.org/Airport-Projects/Land-Use-Compatibility
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Figure 2 – Satellite Image with SAN, approach and Point Loma High School 

In Appendix E “Technical Analysis E4: Airspace Protection Factor Technical Analysis” 
of the Land Compatibility report (see SAN_AirportLandUseCompatibilityPlan-2014.pdf 
http://www.san.org/Airport-Projects/Land-Use-Compatibility) defines the airspace of 
SAN using the FAA obstruction standards of the FAA Title 14 Part 77, subpart C 
document. The particular figure of interest from this plan is Exhibit E4-6 on page E-91, 
see Appendix II. The plot is repeated here in figure 3. 

http://www.san.org/Airport-Projects/Land-Use-Compatibility)
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Figure 3 – Runway 09 Airspace Surfaces Profile 
SAN_AirportLandUseCompatibilityPlan---2014.pdf 

Appendix E4 
(http://www.san.org/Airport---Projects/Land---Use---Compatibility    ) 

The location of Point Loma High School is flagged in Figure 3 but is still above the Part 
77 Approach Surface and therefore any development at the site must be assessed for 
impact on aircraft operations at SAN. An initial assessment was made and the results 
place restrictions on the height of stadium lights installed at the stadium at the high 
school. The initial assessment of the airspace geometries have resulted in an upper height 
restriction of the light standards at the high school stadium to be less than 60-72 feet 

The initial assessment did not address potential impact of the lighting itself on any 
approach requirements. 

http://www.san.org/Airport-
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2) Low ceiling or marine layers effects in the area surrounding SAN
and the Point Loma area. 

The low ceilings discussed above are a well known and researched environmental effect 
that is common in the entire Southern California coastal region. A satellite image of a 

typical marine layer is show in Figure 4. 
Figure 4 – Southern California Marine Layer Satellite Image 

San Diego Marine Layer 

A very good and thorough review and description of the San Diego marine layer is on the 
UCSD SIO web site at http://meteora.ucsd.edu/~iacob/marinelayer.html Also see  
http://www.srh.noaa.gov/jetstream/ocean/marine.htm 

Figure 5 – Marine Layer Formation 
(http://meteora.ucsd.edu/~iacob/ml_formation.html) 

http://meteora.ucsd.edu/%7Eiacob/marinelayer.html
http://www.srh.noaa.gov/jetstream/ocean/marine.htm
http://www.srh.noaa.gov/jetstream/ocean/marine.htm
http://meteora.ucsd.edu/%7Eiacob/ml_formation.html)
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The following is an extraction and summary from those pages. 

“Marine Layer clouds that impact California are low altitude stratus clouds that form over 
the adjacent ocean waters. Once formed, they may be advected by the wind over land 
areas. Stratus type clouds are sheet like clouds with close to horizontally uniform base and 
top. They generally extend for large distances horizontally (10-100s of kms), but are 
relatively shallow in depth usually (usually 500-2000 meters).” 

“The formation of these clouds usually begins when wind over the water surface mixes 
moist surface air upwards. As this air moves up, it expands and cools. The cooling causes 
the relative humidity to increase and once the relative humidity reaches 100%, 
condensation of water vapor into liquid water drops takes place and clouds begin form. 
The depth through which the air mixes is referred to as the mixed layer.” 
“Usually, temperature decreases as one moves upward in the atmosphere. However, in an 
inversion layer the temperature increases with height and forms a very stable layer that acts 
as lid keeping the air beneath from penetrating higher into the atmosphere. … As seen in 
the figure above, the inversion base limits the vertical extent of air mixing near the surface. 
This type of inversion is often called a subsidence inversion or a marine air inversion.” 

Figure 6 – Inversion Layer Formation 
(http://meteora.ucsd.edu/~iacob/ml_formation.html) 

“The depth of the marine layer depends upon the large scale weather patterns that pass 
overhead. High pressure systems (at 15,000 to 30,000 feet) tend to squish the marine layer 
down near the surface. When the inversion is very strong and relatively shallow, the 
coastal clouds and foggy weather will be confined to the beaches with warm, sunny 
conditions beginning just a mile or so inland. “ 

http://meteora.ucsd.edu/%7Eiacob/ml_formation.html)
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Figure 7 – Marine Layer Thickness versus Inversion Base 
(http://meteora.ucsd.edu/~iacob/ml_duration.html ) 

An interesting feature of a marine layer is illustrated in Figure 6 showing that the layer 
usually has an approximately defined thickness. A study by UCSD on marine layers 
based on meteorological observations at SAN weathers station (e.g., KSAN) as well as 
the weather and high altitude observations made at the Rawinsonde station (KNKX) in 
Kearny Mesa (approximately 8.8 km northwest of SAN) show the relationship between 
the lower ceiling level and the layer thickness. 

UCSD has analyzed the meteorological historical databases from KSAN and KNKX and 
plotted the occurrences, lower altitude and the thickness of the layer for the coastal marine 
region. Several of these summary charts are displayed below in Figures 8 and 9.       
UCSD researchers have primarily focused on the morning hours during the summer when 
San Diego in general experiences the “May Gray, June Gloom” that affects the beach 
crowd attendance. The data is available, however, to focus more on the marine layers 
historical database and the probability that the marine layer would impact the Pt Loma 
approach path. This analysis is required before any further assessment of the impact of  
the low ceiling/fog marine layer has on approach operations at SAN. 

The FAA may already have studied this issue but a web search has not yielded any report 
or summary of such a study. 

The issue for the current situation is that the lower ceiling cutoff for instrument 
approaches to SAN is of the order of 200-300 feet depending on the horizontal visibility 
at SAN. With the altitude of the Pt Loma HS Stadium of about 180 feet with a projected 
stadium light height of another 60-72 feet these low marine layer occurrences could put 

http://meteora.ucsd.edu/%7Eiacob/ml_duration.html
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the lights in the lower regions of the clouds even though the airport was still permitting 
ILS landing approaches. 
Whether the lights are in fact going to be in the marine layer or not, the low cloud will be 
illuminated below by reflection from the stadium lights from the grass field and 
surrounding area of the stadium. 

Figure 8 – Cloud Conditions at San Diego 
(     http://www.climatestations.com/images/stories/san---diego/sdclngs.gif) 

http://www.climatestations.com/images/stories/san-
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Figure 9 – Fog Conditions 
(http://www.climatestations.com/images/stories/san---diego/sdfghz.gif    ) 

http://www.climatestations.com/images/stories/san-
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3) Ground sources illumination and effects on visibility in the
airspace above the situation area 

One can’t assume that the issue of illumination of clouds by stadium lights will generate 
a glare or direct reflection of light in the direction of the aircraft during approaches. This 
is not the case. 

The issue is that the low ceiling clouds will be illuminated from below and the visual 
effect to a pilot approaching them appears as a large diffuse illumination source. The size 
may be 2 to 3 times the size of the stadium lighting configuration itself (on the order of 
150 by 100 yards) and may be broken up by voids or sublayers in the clouds, but there 
will be no direct glare. An example of the diffuse lighting from low clouds can be seen in 
the photograph taken over Chicago in Figure 10. 

There are a large number of studies describing the effect of ground sources on 
illumination of surrounding regions and also illumination of clouds above the ground. 
Several more recent and informative studies are: 

“Modeling light Pollution in Suburbs Using Remote Sensing and GIS”, Tavoosi, H, 
et.al., The seventh International conference on Urban Climate (2009). 

This paper addresses the more widely interest in light pollution around urban regions but 
discusses the algorithms and techniques for modeling the effect of ground illumination 
sources. 

“Real-time realistic illumination and shading of stratiform clouds”, Bouthes,A, et. al., 
Eurographics Workshops on Natural Phenomena (2006). 

This paper, while discussing higher altitude clouds, does present a good description of the 
techniques and algorithms necessary for modeling the illumination of clouds in general. It 
shows how to use the current graphics capabilities of recent computers to accelerate the 
modeling process. 

“Lighting and Astronomy”, Luginbuhl, A, et. al., Physics Today (December 2009). 

Discusses light pollution with respect to astronomical issues but also a good discussion of 
light modeling from ground illumination sources through the atmosphere, including 
clouds. 

“Measuring Intensity of Laser Light Penetrating Flight Decks in Laser Illumination”, 
DeMik, R, et. al., Journal of Aviation Technology and Engineering (2013). 

While this paper addresses the issue of laser illumination affecting pilots it has a very 
good discussion of light propagation through the atmosphere. 
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Figure 10 – Aerial Photography over Chicago during low cloud layers 

The modeling for stadium lighting scenarios and light diffusion through low ceiling 
clouds is straightforward and can be performed by a number of techniques. There is a 
group at SDSU that has performed some of these modeling efforts. 

The Current Environment Impact Report drafts (C-EIR) by the San Diego Unified School 
District (SDUSD) on other stadiums being proposed for San Diego County describe some 
of the current modeling of stadium lighting. A couple of these are: 

“CRAWFORD HIGH SCHOOL AND MANN MIDDLE SCHOOL ATHLETIC 
FACILITY UPGRADE AND MODERNIZATION PROJECT”, 

Crawford_Mann_Recirc_Draft_EIR_Dec_2014.pdf, SDUSD (2014) 

and 

“Correia Middle School Sports Complex Project SCH #2013051030” 
Correia_SportsComplex_DraftEIR_Dec2014.pdf, SDUSD (2014) 
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Both of these studies used the sports lighting firm Musco Lighting 
(http://www.musco.com/) for the analysis modeling of the lighting from their suggested 
field lighting configurations. This modeling computed the expected lighting on the field 
and adjacent areas and also any glow towards the sky from the lights themselves. The 
modeling didn’t include any reflectance from the field and/or adjacent areas back into the 
sky. The typical reflectance from grass or artificial grass is roughly 10% in the visible 
region. Concrete or wood from adjacent areas may have higher reflectance producing 
more light being reflected into the sky, and in the current situation, into low clouds. 

4) Pilot distractions during instrument landing approaches

During instrument approaches to SAN during periods of low ceiling (remember that this 
is the primary reason for landing on Runway 09) the FAA has spelled out aircraft 
location, direction, speed, glide slope, etc. It has specified the minimum altitude and 
distance to Runway 09 at which a pilot’s decision to announce a missed approach must 
be made (see above Component 1 discussions). 

This is even under instrument conditions (i.e., so called ILS) where a computer is flying 
the aircraft, the pilot must make a conscious decision that he can’t see the runway. This 
may be at a very low altitude, i.e., 353 feet at 5000 feet from end of runway. 

Under low ceiling conditions the base of the marine layer or fog may be in the range of 
400-500 feet with a layer thickness of 500-1000 feet. It means that as the plane passes 
over the Ocean Beach shoreline on Point Loma on the approach to Runway 09 it may be 
above the marine layer and can’t yet clearly see the airport. The pilot’s view is a cloud 
deck with ground lights seen as diffuse blobs of light ahead and beneath the aircraft. 

Very close to the line of sight, the proposed stadium lights are a short distance to the right 
off the second officer’s side. The ground distance is roughly 1000 feet or less or 15-20 
degrees to the right of the line of sight. The stadiums lights, if on, are brighter than any 
other lights in view due to the lack of surrounding bright lights. As they are not always on 
due to the activity schedule at the high school, the pilots may not be familiar with the 
stadium light situation. 

As the aircraft continues the descent into the marine layer the lights become more and 
more diffuse as the aircraft approaches the point of missed approach decision. 

The FAA has acknowledged that optical illusions and lights during an approach may 
affect a pilot’s perception of his orientation to the surrounding environment and act as a 
distraction to the approach operations. 
(https://www.faa.gov/air_traffic/publications/ATpubs/AIM/ (see in particular sections 
8.1.5 and 8.1.6), The potential for distraction of the pilots by the stadium lights creating a 
diffuse sphere of light near the path of the aircraft may also exist. There may be a 
tendency to misjudge the aircraft altitude, direction of flight and aircraft location and may 
lead to the pilot’s s mistrust of his instruments. 

http://www.musco.com/)
http://www.faa.gov/air_traffic/publications/ATpubs/AIM/
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In 1981 the FAA introduced the concept of a “Sterile Cockpit” for aircraft pilots. The 
concept and the concomitant rules and regulations focused on the reduction and 
elimination of any type of distraction during aircraft operations, especially during critical 
flight periods. These distractions included extra people in the cockpit, non-aircraft related 
conversations in the cockpit, etc. Over the years the concept has expanded to include use 
of non-aircraft related computers, smart phones, taking pictures, etc. 

Further extensions have focused on training flight crews to ignore outside aircraft 
phenomenon such as activities on the ground or out of the cockpit window scenes that 
might distract the flight crew. The presence of fairly large diffuse illuminated cloud decks 
close to an approach path may be considered a pilot distraction falling under this concept. 
A web search has not yielded any reports or documents addressing the probability that the 
FAA assigns to these external illumination distraction issues but they should be addressed, 
studied and assessed in the context of the current situation. 

Conclusion 

The situation can be summarized by stating that if any one of the components is 
evaluated separately there are no issues associated with the installation of stadium lights 
at the PLHS. 

However it is essential to look at the issue as a whole and integrate all of the components 
in order to make a true assessment of the situation. The decision can only be made when 
each component is studied and then incorporated with each of the other three components 
and looked at as a whole. In the interest of safety to the pilots, the students and the Point 
Loma community, this situation should be studied and analyzed in more detail rather than 
making a decision on stadium lighting based wholly on airspace geometry. 

As was stated, the FAA develops a probability matrix based on each phase of an aircraft 
operations and has formulated rules and regulations to reduce the probabilities of failures 
and potential accidents and losses of aircraft and/or life for each phase. Based on this 
brief review of the situation of the potential impact of the marine layer and ground 
illumination sources close to the ILS approach path the current situation needs to be 
addressed and assessed as they have done others. There are not many reports or 
documents on pilot distraction issues with lighting geometries. Therefore, as discussed 
briefly above, an estimation of the probabilities of such a scenarios occurring at SAN 
should be reviewed, addressed and assessed. 
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Appendix I – Author 

Wayne H Wilson, PhD 
University of California, San Diego, PhD - 1972 

Worked from 1968-1980 at Visibility Laboratory, Scripps Institute of Oceanography, 
University of California, San Diego. Assisted in development and coding of first visual 
analysis simulator in response to the aircraft accident in 1978 over San Diego between a 
Boeing 727 and a Cessna over San Diego Airport. 

From 1979 to 2015 Dr. Wilson worked in the NASA/DoD community on Research and 
Development (R&D) of E/O (e.g. electro-optical) devices and their use in remote sensing 
systems, including aircraft visual and sensor remote sensing. He was employed at Photon 
Research Associates (PRA) from 1979 until 2006 as Chief Scientist and after PRA was 
acquired by Raytheon in 2006, continued working as a Senior Engineer until retirement 
in 2014. 

Dr. Wilson does not have a pilot license and has never had pilot training. 

Dr. Wilson has lived in the Point Loma area under the approach path for over 40 years 
and has observed hundreds if not thousands of low ceiling approaches and dozens of 
missed approaches. Some of these missed approaches occurred directly above his head 
while in the vicinity of PLHS while the aircraft was an altitude of 300-400 feet with a 
corresponding low ceiling at the same estimated altitude. 
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Appendix II – Runway 09 Airspace Surfaces Profile 

SAN_AirportLandUseCompatibilityPlan---2014.pdf 
Appendix E4 

(http://www.san.org/Airport---Projects/Land---Use---Compatibility    ) 

http://www.san.org/Airport-
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Appendix III -- Instrument Approach Procedures Plat for SAN 
Runway 9 

The following chart for the current IAPS plate for instrument approaches to SAN 
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Introduction 
In May, 2014 the Applicant submitted a draft lighting study developed based on data provided by the 

lighting vendor. At that time we conducted a detailed examination of the site and neighborhood.   

Currently, we were asked to review Appendix B2 to the current Draft EIR submitted by the Applicant. 

Because of significant changes to the lighting technology and design, the current lighting plan is in all 

respects a new and different lighting plan from 2014.  Its primary differences are: 

 Poles have been shortened to 70 feet above the field level; and

 The poles are mounted closer to the field; and

 The design employs an LED lighting system with employs heavily shielded downlights on the

poles and uplights for aerial balls.

We have direct knowledge of and experience with Musco LED sports lighting systems, having first 

witnessed early versions of the system in 2012.  It makes little sense to compare the new lighting system 

to the original 2014 metal halide system. 

Review Comments Regarding the 2014 Lighting Design and Impact Repot 
In the analysis presented in 2014 and the summary in this current Appendix B2, the Applicant ultimately 

reached the conclusion that “implementation of the 2014 project would result in significant and 

unavoidable lighting impacts”. We agree.  

Review Comments Regarding the 2015 Lighting Design and Impact 

Report 
As noted above, the all-new design of sports field lighting employs shorter poles, moved closer to the 

field, and state of the art LED luminaires.  While less than the 8.1 million lumens in the 2014 report, the 

“new” lighting system will still produce about 3.7 million lumens environmental lumens.   This is the 

same amount of light as produced by about 500 of San Diego’s induction lamp street lights, enough to 

light over 14 miles of typical city streets. 

It is the Applicant’s responsibility to respond to CEQA criteria to determine whether the proposed “new” 

lighting system causes an environmental impact and to what extent.  In lighting assessments, one 

applies Appendix “G” to the CEQA guidelines to the impacts of light including either substantially 

degrading the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings, or creating a new 

source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area.   To 

do this, the Applicant relied upon standards developed by the Institution of Lighting Engineers (ILE) in 

2000 and the Electric Power Research Institute, and used calculations submitted by Musco. 

We have significant reservations about Appendix B2, especially the process and the standards used in 

reaching its conclusion, and offer the following comments: 
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a) The ILE is the not the reference body in the United States.  The reference body for lighting

standards in North America is the Illuminating Engineering Society (IES), which is an American

National Standards Institute recognized standards-writing body.

b) The Electric Power Research Institute, also cited by the Applicant, is not involved in lighting

standards.

c) The ILE table included in Appendix B2 and used by the Applicant was developed in 2000, long

before the advent of LED lighting and modern environmental standards.  Instead, the applicable

standard in the US is IES Lighting Handbook Tenth Edition (2011), Table 26-5.  While a casual

observer might find similarity, in fact the IES Table’s criteria of impact are measured in the

perpendicular plane to the line of sight from the meter to the light source (Perpendicular plane

illumination or PPI).  All calculations made by Musco and presented in the Appendix are in the

horizontal or vertical plane and not consistent with modern standards.

d) The Applicant determined that the appropriate ambient light level for the neighborhood about

Pt. Loma High School is E3, areas of ambient brightness according to Applicant’s Table 1.

Applicant’s Table is out of date; the IES Lighting Handbook, Tenth Edition, has revised

descriptions of the lighting zones, including adding another zone, and while the lighting levels

are not significantly different, the selection of lighting zone E3 by the Applicant is not correct.

Being familiar with Table 26-4 of the IES Handbook and having spent time at night in the

neighborhoods surrounding Pt. Loma High School, we contend that the proper Lighting Zone is

IES Lighting Zone 2, which is similar to CIE zone and ILE E2.   Lighting zone E3 was intended for

urban inner city neighborhoods, which is in all respects a far cry from the area potentially

affected by lights from Pt. Loma High.

e) We know that Musco produced all of the calculations, because they do not release photometric

data for independent calculations. Both Musco and Applicant should have known to use PPI

calculations. From our review of the documents, the light levels submitted by the Applicant are

sometimes horizontal illumination and sometimes vertical illumination, but never PPI.  PPI

values will always be greater than the horizontal or the vertical illumination.

f) The predicted light levels also exceed maximum values determined by the County of San Diego

to cause “significant impact to dark skies or from glare…as a result of project implementation”.

Guidelines published by the County of San Diego1 clearly state that light trespass of 0.2

footcandles or more measured 5 feet onto the adjacent property “…will generally be considered

to have a significant effect..”.  This threshold was never mentioned in Appendix B2 despite being

clearly applicable in San Diego county.

1 County of San Diego, Guidelines for Determining Significance, Dark Skies and Glare, July 30, 2007 Modified 
January 15, 2009 
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g) The American Medical Association Policy H-135.937 states:

“Biological adaptation to the sun has evolved over billions of years. The power to artificially

override the natural cycle of light and dark is a recent event and represents a man-made self-

experiment on the effects of exposure to increasingly bright light during the night as human

societies acquire technology and expand industry. In addition to resetting the circadian

pacemaker, light also stimulates additional neuroendocrine and neurobehavioral responses

including suppression of melatonin release from the pineal gland improving alertness and

performance. Low levels of illuminance in the blue or white … spectrum disrupt melatonin

secretion. The primary human concerns with nighttime lighting include … various health effects

(such as) potential carcinogenic effects related to melatonin suppression, especially breast

cancer. Other diseases that may be exacerbated by circadian disruption include obesity,

diabetes, depression and mood disorders, and reproductive problems.”

This policy, passed in 2012, explains the serious impacts of artificial light at night on human

health.  This is an important environmental impact not even considered in Appendix B2.

h) The total light output of sports lighting systems for a single high school football field is generally

about 4 to 10 million lumens of light. The fact remains that even with the best equipment,

sports lighting has a local and regional impact due to the extreme amount of artificial light that

these lighting systems produce.  The impact of light from sports luminaires is not limited to the

direct beams of light that trespass onto adjacent properties; the reflected light from the field

and structures also contributes to the local light pollution.  The amount of light per square foot

of football field is higher than the light levels found on the front rows of autos at major auto

malls.  With the exception of the light levels for major league stadiums, there are few if any

other outdoor lighting installations of any other kinds that seek to achieve sports lighting levels

suitable for high school play.

i) In addition to direct light trespass and its glare, sports lighting causes a visible “light dome” in

and above the venue, caused by Mie scattering.  Mie scattering occurs when light is diffused by

water vapor.  Because of the close proximity of the ocean to Pt. Loma, the humid and somewhat

fog-like marine layer will interact with the light beams and reflected light from the field and

cause the sky to quite literally glow as a dome over the High School, affecting the entire

neighborhood. Due to the high content of water vapor in the air, the dome will be visible even

on nights when the marine layer is not appearing as fog.  Particularly for sports lighting in areas

near the Southern California coast, the light dome can be significant to homes within ¼ mile of

the football field and clearly visible for over ½ mile2.

2 Ibid, Page 13, Section 4.0 
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Summary of Significant Comments 
We contend that errors favoring the Applicant have been made in Appendix B2, as follows: 

1. Use of the wrong lighting zone.  The current IES definitions allow better interpretation than the

outdated ILE standards for the intent of lighting zones for determining appropriate lighting and

unacceptable lighting trespass.  The current zone system (Table below) is contained in California

Title 24 Part 11 (CalGreen), the IES Lighting Handbook (2011), the IES/IDA Model Lighting

Ordinance (2011), the IES Recommended Practice for Roadway Lighting (2014) and the IES

Design Guide for Residential Street Lighting (2015).  The Applicant should have been aware of

and used these definitions.  By using an outdated system and by choosing a favorable zone,

Appendix B2 was able to justify unacceptable levels of light trespass. The proper lighting zone

should be Lighting Zone 2 (LZ2), because the lighting on the streets around the High School is

not continuous by IES definitions, and the light levels are relatively low. Using the proper zone,

the limits of pre-curfew light trespass levels per IES Handbook Table 26.5 “Recommended Light

Trespass Illuminance Limits”3 should be 3 lux and post curfew light trespass should be 1 lux.

Converting lux to footcandles translates these values into .28 footcandles and .09 footcandles,

respectfully.  Note that this is still a lot of light:  0.28 footcandles is 14 to 28 times the full moon

(depending on lunar altitude), and 0.09 footcandles is approximately 4.5 to 9 times the full

moon.

2. Incorrectly using horizontal or vertical illumination instead of PPI.  The PPI is approximately the

square root of the sum of the squares of the horizontal and vertical illumination.  It will always

be equal to or greater than either vertical or horizontal illumination.  We did not check the

calculations sufficiently to determine whether the Applicant was using vertical when horizontal

should have been used, or vice versa. However, this would be prevented by simply using all PPI

values per IES recommendations.  We believe that at many points of calculation, the light levels

will be higher than reported in Appendix B and may cause Appendix B to state different

conclusions.

3. Failure to consider San Diego County Guidelines.  Appendix B2 does not identify or address San

Diego County’s own Guidelines for Determining Significance, Dark Skies and Glare.  If these

Guidelines were addressed properly, they would probably cause Appendix B to state different

conclusions.

4. Failure to address American Medical Association Policies on Light Pollution.  Appendix B2 does

not mention the potential impacts on human health caused by light pollution, even at low levels.

If this Policy were addressed properly, it would probably cause Appendix B2 to reach different

conclusions.

5. Failure to address the proximity the Ocean and the potential light dome.  A light dome over

the area at night will exacerbate the problems identified by the AMA under (4.), above.

3 Op cit 
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The following table is reproduced from the IES/IDA Model Lighting Ordinance and is consistent 

with other applicable and current IES documents. 

LZ0: No ambient lighting 
Areas where the natural environment will be seriously and adversely affected by lighting. Impacts include disturbing 
the biological cycles of flora and fauna and/or detracting from human enjoyment and appreciation of the natural 
environment. Human activity is subordinate in importance to nature. The vision of human residents and users is 
adapted to total darkness, and they expect to see little or no lighting. When not needed, lighting should be 
extinguished. 

LZ1: Low ambient lighting 
Areas where lighting might adversely affect flora and fauna or disturb the character of the area. The vision of human 
residents and users is adapted to low light levels. Lighting may be used for safety, security and/or convenience but it 
is not necessarily uniform or continuous. After curfew, most lighting should be extinguished or reduced as activity 
levels decline. 

LZ2: Moderate ambient lighting 
Areas of human activity where the vision of human residents and users is adapted to moderate light levels. Lighting 
may typically be used for safety, security and/or convenience but it is not necessarily uniform or continuous. After 
curfew, lighting may be extinguished or reduced as activity levels decline. 

LZ3: Moderately high ambient lighting 
Areas of human activity where the vision of human residents and users is adapted to moderately high light levels. 
Lighting is generally desired for safety, security and/or convenience and it is often uniform and/or continuous. After 
curfew, lighting may be extinguished or reduced in most areas as activity levels decline. 

LZ4: High ambient lighting 
Areas of human activity where the vision of human residents and users is adapted to high light levels. Lighting is 
generally considered necessary for safety, security and/or convenience. 

Conclusion 
We conclude that if Appendix B2 were revised to correctly include the foregoing 5 points, we feel that 
the Applicant will have no choice but to admit that the proposed sports lighting for Pt. Loma High 
Schools will have a significant, unavoidable and immitigable impact under CEQA and San Diego County 
Guidelines.  
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Point Loma at Night, Declaration of Michael 
Klose (Feb 2016) 

 



DECLARATION OF MICHAEL KLOSE 

My name is Michael Klose and I live at 3515 Xenophon Street, San Diego, CA 92106.  I reviewed the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report for the Point Loma High School Whole Site Modernization and Athletic 
Facilities Upgrade Project and noted the document’s reference to the nature of the night skyline being 
illuminated with commercial lighting in the area of the school as it now exists.  This is incorrect.  The 
evening and night sky in our area is not the brightly lit environment of a downtown or any busy 
commercial district.  The sky is ordinarily dark.  I am not a professional photographer but I did go out 
and take several photographs to illustrate the true nature of the night sky in our neighborhood.  None of 
these photographs have been altered or “photo shopped” in any way. 
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I took this picture from the corner of Capistrano & Oliphant Streets, facing over Nimitz Blvd. toward the 
PLHS campus. 
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Exhibit D, 2 of 5 

Another picture I took from the corner of Capistrano & Oliphant Streets, facing over Nimitz Blvd. toward 
the PLHS campus.  
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I took this photograph on the same day, and it is looking across and up Voltaire Street after it transitions 
to residential and out of commercial use.  Notice the existing stadium is quite unobtrusive and has not 
been lit with permanent stadium lights since its construction. 
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Exhibit D, 4 of 5 

I took this photo from the 2nd floor window of 3515 Xenophon Street looking North over the PLHS 
campus toward the hills of Pacific Beach and La Jolla. The brightest light is from the flood light on the 
PLHS girls’ gymnasium. 
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Lastly, I thought it appropriate to include a photograph from the about the same vantage point that BRG 
used in making the photograph they selected for the cover of the DEIR.  I took this photograph on 
February 14th, and I thought it provided a good contrast when comparing the actual conditions in our 
neighborhood to those described in the BRG report.   
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Holzman DC. (Feb, 2014). Fighting Noise 
Pollution. Environmental Health Perspectives; 

122(2): A58. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1289/ehp.122-A58. 

 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1289/ehp.122-A58


A 58 volume 122 | number 2 | February 2014 • Environmental Health Perspectives

News | Science Selections
All EHP content is accessible to individuals with disabilities.  
A fully accessible (Section 508–compliant) HTML version of this 
article is available at http://dx.doi.org/10.1289/ehp.122-A58. 

Fighting Noise Pollution
A Public Health Strategy
In this issue of EHP, investigators from the University of Michigan at 
Ann Arbor describe the most serious health effects of noise and propose 
a blueprint for an effective U.S. public health response.1 The team, led by 
Richard L. Neitzel, an assistant professor of environmental health sciences, 
estimated that nearly one-third of Americans are exposed to noise levels 
deemed injurious to hearing by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA)—a 24-hour average noise level exceeding 70 dBA.1 The authors 
based this figure on 1981 estimates from the EPA.2 

But mounting evidence also connects noise exposures with cardio-
vascular disease, sleep disturbance, stress, general annoyance, impaired 
learning and concentration, and other health effects. The EPA’s limit for 

protecting against all health effects of noise is a 24-hour average 55 dBA, 
weighted with a penalty for nighttime exposures to account for the special 
impact of disrupted sleep.2 In 1981 the EPA estimated about 3% of the 
U.S. population could be exposed to noise levels high enough to increase 
the risk of hypertension.2

Noise activates the body’s sympathetic nervous system, raising blood 
pressure and heart rate.3 Although inhabitants of noisy environments may 
be able to tune out noise, that habituation does not appear to extend to the 
cardiovascular system during nighttime exposures.4 Repeated arousals have 
been reported to prevent blood pressure from dropping during sleep the 
way it’s supposed to.5 Disrupted sleep is also associated with increased levels 
of lipids and the stress hormone cortisol, potentially increasing the risk of 
disorders such as depression6 and atherosclerosis.7 

Two 2013 studies involving millions of British residents living airports 
reported an association between exposure to aircraft noise and increased 
hospital admissions for cardiovascular diseases.8,9 Annoyance can increase 
sympathetic tone—that is, put the sympathetic nervous system on high 
alert—especially in sensitive individuals.10 This increase in sympathetic 
tone has been postulated as a pathway by which individuals with high 
occupational noise exposures develop heart disease.”11

The major sources of chronic unwanted noise in the United States 
include road, rail, and air transportation,12 although adverse health effects 
are possible with enjoyable sources—loud sporting events, firearms, and 
music, for example.1 The authors advocate two approaches as the “least 
costly, most logistically feasible, and most effective” federal-level interven-
tions: direct regulation of noise emissions, and improved public education. 
Between 1981 and 2000, regulation of aircraft noise under the Noise 
Control Act of 1972 drastically reduced the number of people exposed to 

excessive noise from neighboring airports, even though air travel increased 
sixfold in the same period.13 The EPA retains regulatory authority to reduce 
noise exposures from other sources, despite the 1981 defunding of its 
Office of Noise Abatement and Control. But the agency’s funding peaked 
in 1978, rendering action on noise control unlikely without congressional 
support, according to Neitzel and colleagues.1

Another strategy, labeling products with their noise emissions, is 
already mandatory for some products in the European Union, Argentina, 
Brazil, and China, and has been implemented in the United States for 
air compressors. The authors point out that labeling is only effective if 
consumers understand what they are reading; public education is critical. 

The authors also recommend comprehensive noise mapping at the 
national level to identify hot spots for further study and remediation. 
The necessary data could be collected relatively inexpensively through 
crowdsourcing using people’s cell phones, Neitzel says: “We have a mini-

computer in our pockets, every one with a microphone, 
and existing software platforms can compile noise data.” 
They also recommend sustainable building design and 
municipal procurement policies that consider noise levels 
when purchasing noisy items such as emergency vehicles, 
construction equipment, and buses.

Experts studying community noise highlight the 
need for controlling noise at the source. Arline Bronzaft, 
an environmental psychologist and professor emerita of 
City University of New York, cautions that communities 
that are quiet today “could be intruded upon in the near 
future.” It’s therefore important to focus on quieting 
communities overall, not just separating people from 
noise today, she says.  

Others point out the need to consider noise as part 
of a holistic approach to public health. As one example, 
Hugh Davies, an associate professor in the School of 
Population and Public Health at the University of British 
Columbia, says efforts to mitigate traffic emissions must 
be achieved in ways that don’t increase noise levels. 
Distancing houses from vehicles reduces exposures to 

both noise and vehicular emissions, but reducing air pollution by reducing 
stop-and-go traffic may actually increase noise, because faster traffic is often 
noisier. Thus, Davies say, “we are replacing one health hazard with another.” 

David C. Holzman writes on science, medicine, energy, economics, and cars from Lexington and 
Wellfleet, MA. His work has appeared in Smithsonian, The Atlantic Monthly, and the Journal of the 
National Cancer Institute.
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Summary of Statistical Information for the California Department of 
Transportation  
 

1. Size of Noise Impact Area as defined in the Noise Standards (California Code of 
Regulations, Title 21, Chapter 2.5, Subchapter 6): 

 Noise Impact Area = 0.486 sq. miles;  Military Noise Impact Area = 0.196 sq. miles 

2. Estimated number of dwelling units included in the Noise Impact Area as defined in 
the Noise Standards: 

 4,607**      (QHP Insulated = 3,159) 

3. Estimated number of people residing within the Noise Impact Area as defined in the 
Noise Standards: 

 11,388**      (QHP Insulated = 7,381) 

4. Identification of the aircraft type having the highest takeoff noise level operating at 
SDIA, together with the estimated number of operations by this aircraft type during 
the calendar quarter reporting period: 

 McDonnell-Douglas MD-80 Series (Stage 3):  408 

5. 
Total number of aircraft operations during the calendar quarter: 
46,357 

6. Number of Air Carrier operations by aircraft certified under Federal Aviation 
Regulations (FAR) Part 36: 
37,775 

7. Percentage of Air Carrier operations by aircraft certificated under FAR Part 36, Stage 
III: 

 100% 

8. Estimated number of operations by Commuter aircraft during the calendar quarter: 
 6,101 

9. Estimated number of operations by General Aviation aircraft during the calendar 
quarter: 

 2,352 

10. Estimated number of operations by Military aircraft during the calendar quarter: 
 129 
 
Form DOA 617, 10/89 
**  Population and dwelling unit calculations are based upon appended 2000 Census Tracts. 
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Aircraft Noise Measurements  
  
Using data generated from the Airport Noise and Operations Monitoring System (ANOMS) 
and Geographic Information System (GIS), Airport Noise Mitigation determined that the Noise 
Impact Area (N.I.A.) and the Federal Military Impact Area (M.I.A.) within the 65 decibel 
Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) contour for the period between January 1, 2015 to 
March 31, 2015, to be 0.486 square miles (310.8 acres) and 0.196 square miles (125.4 acres), 
respectively.  As compared to the First Quarter of 2014, the Noise Impact Area decreased by 
0.153 square miles and the Federal Military Noise Impact Area remained the same. 
 
Table 1  
Change in N.I.A. and M.I.A. 
 

1st Quarter 2015  1st Quarter 2014  Change 

0.486  0.639  ‐0.153 

0.196  0.196  No Change 

 

The contours were prepared using Harris Miller Miller & Hanson Inc.’s (HMMH) RealContours 
software.  The N.I.A. & M.I.A. were determined using GIS analysis.  Use of GIS technology 
allowed direct counting of individual parcels within the N.I.A.  The modeling methodology 
fulfills the requirements of the State of California, Title 21, California Noise Standards.  A 
review of measured and modeled noise levels indicate good agreement between the two at 
several key measurement locations. 
 
A summary of the quarterly and annual CNEL data is shown on the following page within 
Table 2.  Appendix A: Aircraft Noise Monitoring System contains Remote Monitoring Terminals 
(RMTs) thresholds and Daily/Monthly CNEL Logs. 
 
Additionally, a Contour of Aircraft Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) in Decibels for 
the 65 dB Noise Impact Area accompanies this report as an attachment. 
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Table 2  
Quarterly and Annual CNEL Data  

RMT #  ANNUAL CNEL (dB)1  QUARTER CNEL (dB)2 

1  69.4  69.2 

2  64.8  64.8 

3  60.8  62.0 

4  63.8  63.6 

6  68.0  66.0 

7  74.3  74.3 

9  66.1  66.2 

10  61.9  61.8 

11  70.7  70.6 

12  60.4  60.3 

13  64.0  64.4 

14  64.7  65.1 

16  63.2  63.3 

17  63.5  63.5 

18  59.1  59.9 

19  61.0  61.1 

20  61.0  61.0 

21  58.0  57.9 

22  63.5  63.4 

23  61.4  * 

24  62.9  62.7 

25  60.9  59.3 

26  61.9  61.8 
 

 

1 = For the period April 1, 2014 through March 31, 2015 
2 = For the period January 1, 2015 through March 31, 2015 
Note 1:  RMTs #5, #8, & #15 are “spares”. 
 

EXHIBIT I



 

 4

Aircraft Operations  
 
The following table contains statistics of aircraft operations based upon the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) Air Traffic Control Tower (ATCT) counts at San Diego International Airport 
(SAN). 
 
Table 3  
SAN ATCT Counts 

Operations  1ST Quarter 2015  1st Quarter 2014  Increase / (Decrease)  Percent Change 

Air Carrier  37,775  36,875  900  2.4% 

Air Taxi  6,101  5,542  559  10.1% 

General Aviation  2,352  2,326  26  1.1% 

Military  129  138  (9)  ‐6.5% 

TOTAL  46,357  44,881  1,476  3.3% 

 

For questions on how the FAA ATCT conducts their air traffic counts, please visit the following 
website:  http://www.faa.gov/documentLibrary/media/Order/FAC.pdf and see “Chapter 9”. 
 
SAN Noise Mitigation Counts 

Operations  1ST Quarter 2015  1st Quarter 2014  Increase / (Decrease)  Percent Change 

Air Carrier  37,047  35,521  1,526  4.3% 

Commuter  5,304  4,986  318  10.1% 

General Aviation  3,877  4,236  (359)  ‐8.5% 

Military  129  138  (9)  ‐6.5% 

TOTAL  46,357  44,881  1,476  3.3% 

 

The FAA does not categorize aircraft (Air Carrier/Commuter/General Aviation) in the same way 
that the Airport Noise Mitigation categorizes.  Airport Noise Mitigation determines Commuter 
aircraft based on flight destination, not aircraft type.  For example, all flights departing SAN to 
Southern California destinations (such as LAX, BUR, IPL and ONT) are considered Commuter 
aircraft.  For questions relating to how Airport Noise Mitigation categorizes the operations 
into the four categories above, please call (619)-400-2781. 
.
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Quarterly Operations Survey Report  
 
The Quarterly Operations Survey Report for San Diego International Airport (SDIA) 
encompasses the First Quarter of 2015.  The data used to compile this report was gathered 
during 24-hour periods on February 10-12, 2015. 
 
Table 5, Quarterly Operations Survey, identifies the loudest 25% of the aircraft arriving at 
SDIA, as measured at Remote Monitoring Terminal (RMT) #1, which is located approximately 
one (1.0) mile from the arrival end of Runway 27.  During the First Quarter 2015 Operations 
Survey, an average of 215 daily air carrier arrival operations were conducted.  Therefore, the 
loudest 25% of these arrivals totaled approximately 54.  These commercial service jet aircraft 
are listed by Aircraft Type, Average Single Event Noise Exposure Level (SENEL), Airport Origin, 
Flight Number and Date/Time. 
 
Table 2, Quarterly Operations Survey, identifies the loudest 25% of the aircraft departing from 
SDIA, as measured at Remote Monitoring Terminal (RMT) #7, which is located approximately 
one-half (0.5) mile from the departure end of Runway 27.  During the First Quarter 2015 
Operations Survey, an average of 215 daily air carrier departure operations were conducted.  
Therefore, the loudest 25% of these departures totaled approximately 54.  These commercial 
service jet aircraft are listed by Aircraft Type, Average Single Event Noise Exposure Level 
(SENEL), Airport Destination, Flight Number and Date/Time. 
 
The average Single Event Noise Exposure Level (SENEL) of the loudest 25% of the First 
Quarter 2015 Operations Survey is as follows: 
 
Table 4  
First Quarter Single Event Noise Exposure Level (SENEL) Comparison 
 

  February 11 ‐ 13, 2014  February 10 ‐ 12, 2015  Change (dB) 

Departures  99.3  98.3  ‐1.0 

Arrivals  94.0  93.4  ‐0.6 

 
Table 7, Air Carrier Operations Mix by Time of Day, represents the 430 daily operations, which 
reflected an increase of 36 operations from the 394 operations recorded during the First 
Quarter of 2014. 
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Table 5  
Quarterly Operations Survey – Arrivals (RMT #1 from February 10-12, 2015) 
Aircraft Type dB (SENEL) Arriving From Flight ID Time of Day

B757‐300  96.0  Atlanta, GA  DAL1692  935 
B777‐200  95.6  London, England  BAW73N  1710 
B767‐300F  95.1  Indianapolis, ID  FDX1754  515 
MD‐80  95.1  Bakersfield, CA  RPN305  1945 

B767‐300F  94.9  Memphis, TN  FDX906  1715 
B757‐200  94.6  Dallas/Fort Worth, TX  AAL369  1230 
B767‐300  94.4  Atlanta, GA  DAL2152  1755 
MD‐80  94.3  Dallas/Fort Worth, TX  AAL1015  1630 

B737‐400  94.2  Portland, OR  ASA576  840 
B767‐300F  94.1  Memphis, TN  FDX1422  540 
MD‐80  94.0  Dallas/Fort Worth, TX  AAL2484  2300 

B767‐300F  93.9  Louisville, KY  UPS922  450 
B767‐300F  93.8  Indianapolis, ID  FDX3713  1710 
B737‐400  93.7  Cabo San Lucas, MX  ASA233  1505 
B737‐400  93.6  Puerto Vallarta, MX  ASA249  1615 
B737‐800  93.5  Seattle, WA  ASA246  1120 
B737‐300  93.5  San Francisco, CA  SWA3679  1245 
B737‐300  93.5  San Francisco, CA  SWA3857  1645 
B767‐300F  93.5  Louisville, KY  UPS2920  1720 
B757‐200  93.4  Dallas/Fort Worth, TX  AAL49  2015 
A330‐200  93.4  Honolulu, HI  HAL16  2200 
B737‐400  93.3  Seattle, WA  ASA494  1545 
B737‐300  93.3  Las Vegas, NV  SWA3321  1405 
B737‐300  93.3  Portland, OR  SWA4831  2100 
B737‐900  93.0  Seattle, WA  ASA490  1325 
B737‐300  93.0  Albuquerque, NM  SWA1145  910 
B767‐200F  92.9  Phoenix, AZ  GTI505  745 
B737‐700  92.9  Oakland, CA  SWA4175  1500 
B737‐300  92.9  Oakland, CA  SWA4473  720 
B737‐300  92.9  Phoenix, AZ  SWA142  825 
B737‐900  92.9  Newark, NJ  UAL1626  1145 
B737‐800  92.8  Dallas/Fort Worth, TX  AAL1694  1430 
B737‐900  92.8  Seattle, WA  ASA484  2250 
B757‐200F  92.8  Oakland, CA  FDX1889  400 
B737‐300  92.8  San Francisco, CA  SWA3501  845 
B737‐800  92.7  Honolulu, HI  ASA892  2355 
B737‐700  92.7  Tucson, AZ  SWA498  635 
B737‐800  92.6  Chicago, IL  SWA2187  1620 
B737‐900  92.5  Seattle, WA  ASA480  2010 
B737‐300  92.5  Las Vegas, NV  SWA338  1800 
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Table 5 Continued  
Quarterly Operations Survey – Arrivals (RMT #1 from February 10-12, 2015) 
Aircraft Type dB (SENEL) Arriving From Flight ID Time of Day

B737‐800  92.5  Kansas City, MO  SWA9005  1330 
B737‐800  92.5  Calgary, Canada  WJA1564  1100 
B737‐800  92.4  Dallas/Fort Worth, TX  AAL1288  1310 
B737‐800  92.4  Chicago, IL  AAL936  1115 
B757‐200  92.4  Atlanta, GA  DAL1567  2200 
B737‐900  92.4  Atlanta, GA  DAL2267  1220 
B737‐900  92.4  Houston, TX  UAL1185  1540 
B737‐900  92.4  Chicago, IL  UAL1087  1050 
B737‐800  92.3  Kahului, HI  ASA858  2320 
B737‐800  92.3  Phoenix, AZ  SWA267  1935 
B737‐300  92.3  Sacramento, CA  SWA154  1615 
B737‐900  92.3  Houston, TX  UAL1687  2215 
B737‐800  92.2  Dallas/Fort Worth, TX  AAL2357  950 
B737‐400  92.2  Portland, OR  ASA572  1425 
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Table 6  
Quarterly Operations Survey – Departures (RMT #7 from February 10-12, 2015) 
 
Aircraft Type dB (SENEL) Departing To Flight ID Time of Day

MD‐80  103.7  Dallas/Fort Worth, TX  AAL1390  635 
B777‐200  102.1  London, England  BAW72A  2000 
B737‐900  100.9  Atlanta, GA  DAL1662  820 
A330‐200  100.7  Honolulu, HI  HAL15  1020 
MD‐80  100.7  Dallas/Fort Worth, TX  AAL1015  1740 
MD‐80  100.7  El Paso, TX  RPN305  2100 
A321  100.5  Charlotte, NC  AWE579  2255 

B737‐900  100.2  Atlanta, GA  DAL1592  655 
B737‐900  100.2  Dulles, VA  UAL1135  845 
B737‐800  99.5  Detroit, MI  DAL833  730 
B737‐800  99.2  Kahului, HI  ASA847  705 
B737‐800  99.1  New York, NY  DAL246  700 
B737‐800  99.0  Lihue, HI  ASA857  1030 
B737‐400  98.9  Seattle, WA  ASA485  2010 
A321  98.7  Charlotte, NC  AWE487  1130 

B737‐900  98.6  Houston, TX  UAL1410  700 
B737‐800  98.4  New York, NY  AAL94  755 
B737‐900  98.4  Newark, NJ  UAL1228  2150 
B737‐800  97.9  Honolulu, HI  ASA895  1140 
B737‐800  97.7  Miami, FL  AAL1042  2225 
B737‐900  97.7  Houston, TX  UAL1073  850 
B737‐900  97.6  Newark, NJ  UAL1114  1230 
B737‐900  97.5  Chicago, IL  UAL1608  1125 
B767‐300  97.5  Atlanta, GA  DAL2208  2250 
B767‐300F  97.5  Memphis, TN  FDX821  720 
B737‐800  97.4  Newark, NJ  UAL1225  630 
B737‐900  97.3  Portland, OR  ASA579  1815 
B737‐900  97.3  Chicago, IL  UAL1601  900 
A320  97.2  Minneapolis, MN  DAL1864  645 

B737‐800  97.2  Orlando, FL  ASA760  1025 
B737‐900  97.2  Denver, CO  UAL1700  640 
B737‐800  97.1  Boston, MA  ASA768  900 
B737‐900  97.1  Atlanta, GA  DAL2267  1405 
B737‐400  97.0  Puerto Vallarta, Mexico  ASA232  1010 
B737‐800  97.0  Chicago, IL  AAL1334  700 
B737‐800  97.0  Chicago, IL  SWA124  645 
B737‐900  97.0  Atlanta, GA  DAL1692  1120 
B767‐300F  97.0  Indianapolis, IN  FDX3613  640 
B737‐400  96.8  Seattle, WA  ASA233  1705 
B737‐800  96.8  Dallas/Fort Worth, TX  AAL48  830 
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Table 6 Continued  
Quarterly Operations Survey – Departures (RMT #7 from February 10-12, 2015) 
 
Aircraft Type dB (SENEL) Departing To Flight ID Time of Day

B737‐800  96.7  Dallas/Fort Worth, TX  AAL1288  1430 
B737‐800  96.7  Chicago, IL  AAL92  905 
B737‐900  96.7  Seattle, WA  ASA499  645 
B767‐300F  96.7  Indianapolis, IN  FDX1654  1940 

A320  96.5  Boston, MA  JBU20  2225 
B737‐400  96.5  Portland, OR  ASA249  1820 
A321  96.4  Phoenix, AZ  AWE567  650 
A320  96.3  Philadelphia, PA  AWE740  905 

B737‐800  96.3  Dallas/Fort Worth, TX  AAL36  950 
B737‐900  96.3  Houston, TX  UAL1588  1315 
B767‐300F  96.3  Memphis, TN  FDX1222  1935 
B737‐700  96.2  Baltimore, MD  SWA4473  820 
B737‐900  96.2  Portland, OR  ASA573  645 
A320  96.0  Philadelphia, PA  AWE648  2245 
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Table 6Table 7  
Air Carrier Operations Mix by Time of Day 
 

These numbers are the averages for operations for February 10-12, 2015 

  RUNWAY 27  RUNWAY 09   

AIRCRAFT 
ARRIVALS  DEPARTURES  ARRIVALS  DEPARTURES   

TYPE   0700 
‐‐ 

1859 

1900 
‐‐ 

2159 

2200 
‐‐ 

0659 

0700 
‐‐ 

1859 

1900 
‐‐ 

2159 

2200 
‐‐ 

0659 

0700 
‐‐ 

1859 

1900 
‐‐ 

2159 

2200
‐‐ 

0659 

0700 
‐‐ 

1859 

1900 
‐‐ 

2159 

2200
‐‐ 

0659 

TOTAL 

A300  1        1                2 

A310                           

A320+  26  6  1  25  5  4              67 

A330+      1  1                  2 

B712                           

B72Q                           

B733+  89  33  17  107  17  15              280 

B747+                           

B757+  2  2    3  1        1        9 

B767+  4    3  3  2  2              14 

B777+  1        1                2 

B787+  1      1                  2 

DC10+                           

DC87                           

E170/190  5  3    6  1  1              16 

MD80+  1    1  1    1              4 

MD90  1      1                  2 

RJ+  10  4  1  11  2  2              30 

TOTAL  141  48  24  159  30  25  1    1  1      430 

 
Note 1:  The use of a "+" sign after an aircraft model designation means "and all succeeding series 
aircraft."  The designation of “Q” signifies a hushkitted aircraft.  RJ+ = All forms/types of Regional Jets 
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operated as “commercial service” flights; Includes CRJ2/7/9, E120/35/40/45 
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Aircraft Noise Complaints  
 
During the First Quarter of 2015, Airport Noise Mitigation received a total of 22 complaint 
calls from 9 different households.  Where possible, each complaint call is correlated with a 
specific flight and examined for its validity.  Those flights that indicate a possible violation of 
the Airport Use Regulations, Time of Day Restrictions, are investigated and appropriate 
enforcement action is taken. 
 
The following figure depicts the residential vicinity in relation to the airport and the number of 
complaints received during the First Quarter of 2015.  The 22 complaint calls recorded during 
the First Quarter of 2015 reflects a decrease of 24 from the 46 calls recorded during the First 
Quarter of 2014. 
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Enforcement Actions  
 
The Airport Use Regulations at San Diego International Airport establish Time of Day 
Restrictions for all operators.  Airport Noise Mitigation monitors operator compliance with 
these Airport Use Regulations.  Any infraction is reported to the Curfew Violation Review 
Panel (Panel), which is a separate body.  The Panel examines data and documentation 
collected regarding alleged violations of the Time of Day (Noise Curfew) Restrictions, and 
makes recommendations to the Director, Airport Noise Mitigation, for the disposition of 
incidents. 
 
The following figure is a summary of First Quarter of 2015 Final Enforcement Actions.  The 12 
curfew violations recorded during the First Quarter of 2015 reflects a decrease of 11 from the 
23 curfew violations recorded during the First Quarter of 2014. 
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CURFEW VIOLATION REVIEW PANEL 

Airport Noise Advisory Committee 

April 15, 2015 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Date  Time  RWY Airline / Flight ID  Aircraft  Amount Fined 

1/10/2015  0023L  27  jetBlue Airways 20  Airbus A320‐232 (A320)  $6,000 

1/14/2015  0226L  27  AeroDan (XA‐UPE)  BAe HS‐125‐700A Hawker (H25B)  $6,000 

1/17/2015  2352L  27  Delta Air Lines 2208  Boeing 767‐332 (B763)  No Penalty 

1/30/2015  2330L  27  American Airlines 1042  Boeing 737‐823 (B738)  No Penalty 

2/07/2015  0309L  27  Virgin America 969  Airbus A320‐214 (A320)  $2,000 

2/15/2015  0049L  27  Delta Air Lines 1792  Boeing 767‐332 (B763)  No Penalty 

2/19/2015  0043L  27  jetBlue Airways 20  Airbus A320‐232 (A320)  $18,000 

3/02/2015  0056L  27  jetBlue Airways 90  Airbus A320‐232 (A320)  $30,000 

3/09/2015  2339L  27  Delta Air Lines 2374  Boeing 737‐832 (B738)  No Penalty 

3/13/2015  2343L  27  American Airlines 1042  Boeing 737‐823 (B738)  $2,000 

3/16/2015  2351L  27  United Airlines 367  Airbus A320‐232 (A320)  No Penalty 

3/29/2015  0312L  27  Volaris 957  Airbus A320‐233 (A320)  $2,000 

Year   Total Curfew Violations 

2011  25 

2012  36 

2013  60 

2014  47 

2015  12 YTD 

Curfew	Violations	for	1ST	Quarter	2015	(January	1	–	March	31)
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Residential Sound Insulation Program  
 
Per the requirements of San Diego International Airport’s Variance agreement, the following 
figure is provided to serve as an update on the Residential Sound Insulation Program (RSIP), 
also known as the Quieter Home Program (QHP), the Airport sponsored sound insulation 
program.  To date, the Quieter Home Program has established eight (8) eligibility boundaries.  
The eight boundaries are the Pilot/Phase 1A Boundary, the Phase 1B Boundary, the Phase 1C 
Boundary, the Supplemental Expansion Boundaries 1, 2, & 3, the 2015 NEM 68 dB CNEL 
boundary, and the 2015 NEM 67 dB CNEL boundary.  Within each boundary there have been 
subsets, called phases and groups. 
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Airport Noise Advisory Committee  
 
The following four pages contain a copy of the January 21, 2015 meeting minutes and roster 
of current members. 
 
The information regarding the Airport Noise Advisory Committee (ANAC) can also be found on 
the Airport Authority’s website:  http://www.san.org/Airport-Projects/Airport-Noise-
Mitigation#333293-airport-noise-advisory-committee. 
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Appendix A  
Airport Noise Monitoring System 
 
Appendix A1  
Remote Noise Monitoring Terminal (RMTs) Thresholds (In Effect January 1 – March 30, 2015) 

 

KEY: 
Day  = From 7:00 a.m. to 6:59 p.m. (* = change occurs at 0500L) 
Evening = From 7:00 p.m. to 9:59 p.m. 
Night  = From 10:00 p.m. to 6:59 a.m. (* = change occurs at 0500L) 
 
Note 1:  RMTs #1 & #3 high threshold levels are due to high freeway and/or construction noise. 
 
Note 2:  Noise monitors comply with all applicable settings as specified in the California Noise 
Standards (Title 21).  Noise events must meet both threshold criteria to be considered for further 
review.

RMT # SENEL Day 
Threshold (dB)

Duration 
(sec)

SENEL Evening 
Threshold (dB) Duration (sec) SENEL Night 

Threshold (dB)
Duration 

(sec)
1 73* 9 73 9 72* 10
2 63 10 60 12 58 14
3 74* 9 73 10 72* 10
4 64* 10 63 12 60* 12
6 68* 8 67 9 65* 10
7 65 12 63 12 62 15
9 68* 8 67 9 65* 10

10 65* 8 62 12 60* 13
11 65* 12 63 13 60* 15
12 64* 10 62 12 60* 14
13 65* 8 62 12 60* 13
14 65* 10 62 12 60* 13
16 67* 8 66 9 65* 10
17 64 9 62 12 58 15
18 65 8 65 8 62 12
19 64* 8 64 8 63* 8
20 62 11 62 11 60 13
21 60 10 58 12 55 18
22 65 8 63 10 60 12
23 65* 8 63 10 60* 12
24 65* 8 65 8 63* 10
25 65* 10 62 10 60* 12
26 65* 10 64 12 62* 14
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Appendix A2  
Daily CNEL Levels – January 2015 
 

Date  RMT 
1 

RMT 
2 

RMT 
3 

RMT
4 

RMT
6 

RMT
7 

RMT
9 

RMT
10 

RMT 
11 

RMT
12 

RMT 
13 

1  68.0  63.9  52.3  *  67.0  73.3  61.0  62.0  69.4  59.5  64.4 

2  70.2  65.7  62.5  64.0  68.6  74.7  63.0  63.4  70.6  60.7  65.3 

3  69.6  64.8  61.9  66.4  68.7  74.8  63.3  61.7  70.6  60.6  65.2 

4  69.8  65.0  61.9  62.3  68.7  74.7  65.5  61.7  70.4  60.3  65.1 

5  66.7  63.2  60.3  64.6  68.0  73.6  65.1  59.4  69.2  59.5  63.5 

6  67.2  62.4  61.5  63.7  67.6  73.1  64.5  58.0  68.5  58.6  62.1 

7  68.1  63.6  59.6  64.9  68.1  72.8  65.0  61.7  68.1  59.2  62.3 

8  68.7  63.9  59.3  70.7  68.3  73.4  66.3  61.7  69.2  60.4  63.3 

9  69.6  63.8  63.1  64.3  67.3  74.1  65.4  61.4  70.2  59.2  64.1 

10  67.1  62.8  59.8  64.7  66.5  73.5  64.4  58.8  69.4  59.0  63.3 

11  69.0  64.6  66.3  64.8  67.6  74.3  63.4  50.4  70.5  59.6  64.5 

12  69.6  64.9  65.1  66.6  68.7  74.3  67.3  60.4  70.7  59.9  65.1 

13  68.2  63.8  63.3  63.5  67.9  73.1  64.7  60.9  69.1  59.6  64.2 

14  69.0  63.7  63.3  63.5  68.5  73.7  65.6  62.3  69.6  59.7  63.7 

15  69.0  64.1  61.9  66.8  68.4  73.6  63.0  62.7  69.6  60.0  63.7 

16  69.4  63.8  62.7  64.7  67.8  73.2  65.0  60.9  68.7  59.7  63.4 

17  67.2  62.3  58.8  63.2  66.2  72.4  65.0  58.2  67.9  57.2  62.1 

18  67.9  63.2  58.7  64.2  66.8  72.8  62.6  61.1  68.5  58.1  62.8 

19  71.1  64.3  61.2  62.8  67.9  74.1  66.9  62.4  70.0  59.3  64.6 

20  68.2  63.8  62.9  65.2  68.0  74.6  64.7  62.1  70.5  58.7  63.4 

21  69.0  64.4  64.7  63.2  68.4  73.4  63.6  62.5  69.6  60.0  64.5 

22  67.5  62.4  62.2  65.1  67.5  72.8  65.9  61.3  67.9  59.0  62.0 

23  66.9  62.3  56.3  62.3  66.2  72.1  63.6  58.2  67.5  59.0  61.3 

24  63.7  60.1  56.4  60.8  65.9  72.9  64.9  59.4  68.3  57.3  61.7 

25  61.9  61.8  57.2  64.3  67.2  72.7  65.4  60.1  68.1  57.0  62.4 

26  68.1  63.6  59.8  61.3  68.3  73.4  63.4  61.8  69.7  60.0  64.0 

27  68.6  63.6  61.3  64.2  67.4  72.1  64.4  61.8  68.2  59.7  63.5 

28  69.3  64.0  61.8  61.8  68.3  73.6  65.9  59.6  69.2  60.1  64.0 

29  68.8  64.7  61.6  62.4  68.2  73.9  69.3  59.0  69.7  60.2  64.4 

30  69.7  65.2  60.9  62.5  67.8  74.0  66.3  59.8  69.9  60.0  64.8 

31  67.6  62.9  61.7  61.8  66.2  72.6  65.1  *  67.8  58.2  63.1 

Month  68.5  63.8  61.7  64.4  67.8  73.5  65.1  60.8  69.3  59.4  63.7 
 

*  Not In Service 
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Appendix A2 Continued  
Daily CNEL Levels – January 2015 
 

Date  RMT 
14 

RMT 
16 

RMT 
17 

RMT
18 

RMT 
19 

RMT 
20 

RMT 
21 

RMT 
22 

RMT 
23 

RMT 
24 

RMT 
25 

RMT 
26 

1  64.8  62.3  62.6  54.2  54.9  61.5  58.5  64.6  *  62.8  57.7  61.1 

2  65.9  64.4  64.1  57.1  56.1  62.9  60.3  65.4  *  63.8  60.3  63.6 

3  65.8  63.4  63.7  57.4  58.6  62.6  61.3  65.1  *  63.6  60.2  62.4 

4  65.6  63.2  63.9  57.1  59.3  63.0  59.4  64.7  *  63.5  59.7  62.1 

5  64.2  62.2  62.7  61.8  61.2  60.5  56.8  63.4  *  62.1  58.4  60.5 

6  62.9  61.8  61.2  59.8  62.2  59.1  55.3  61.9  *  61.0  55.7  59.7 

7  63.3  62.9  62.8  62.2  61.2  59.9  56.6  62.1  *  61.0  57.0  61.0 

8  63.9  62.8  62.8  61.3  63.5  60.9  57.4  62.9  *  62.2  58.2  61.0 

9  66.1  62.7  62.5  59.7  62.9  61.3  58.4  63.6  *  62.1  58.5  61.0 

10  64.8  61.2  61.2  57.3  61.4  60.2  57.5  63.0  *  61.3  56.1  60.0 

11  65.9  62.7  63.3  58.9  59.3  62.0  58.3  64.1  *  62.5  59.4  61.7 

12  65.9  63.2  63.4  57.1  61.7  62.7  59.8  64.5  *  63.1  60.4  62.2 

13  65.2  62.6  62.5  62.6  61.3  62.2  59.5  63.8  *  62.5  60.3  61.4 

14  65.2  63.4  62.8  64.3  62.3  62.3  59.8  63.6  *  62.3  60.3  62.0 

15  64.6  63.6  62.9  60.7  59.1  61.6  59.1  63.6  *  62.4  58.2  61.7 

16  64.1  63.4  62.8  60.9  62.6  60.8  57.2  63.2  *  62.2  56.9  61.4 

17  63.5  60.9  60.6  60.7  61.4  59.4  56.3  62.2  *  60.4  57.4  59.2 

18  63.7  61.8  62.0  56.7  59.4  60.1  57.1  62.5  *  61.0  55.4  60.4 

19  65.8  62.3  63.1  63.8  63.0  61.7  58.6  64.0  *  62.5  59.4  61.2 

20  65.3  62.3  62.5  53.9  59.4  61.1  57.0  62.9  *  61.5  57.3  61.1 

21  65.5  62.7  63.3  58.7  57.0  62.6  59.4  64.1  *  62.6  60.3  61.9 

22  63.4  62.6  61.8  61.7  62.0  60.1  56.5  61.5  *  60.7  58.1  59.7 

23  62.4  61.9  61.7  58.9  59.2  58.6  55.3  61.3  *  60.1  55.8  58.9 

24  63.4  59.6  58.8  61.2  62.2  58.9  55.0  61.4  *  59.5  55.0  57.3 

25  64.1  60.2  60.4  62.1  62.3  59.9  56.6  62.4  *  60.8  56.8  58.6 

26  64.8  62.6  62.3  59.4  59.5  61.8  58.4  63.7  *  62.2  58.8  61.1 

27  64.4  62.1  62.9  57.2  61.9  61.3  58.3  63.5  *  62.0  58.3  61.0 

28  65.0  62.4  62.8  61.4  62.8  62.4  59.2  63.6  *  62.2  60.3  61.2 

29  65.4  63.0  63.0  60.2  65.5  62.6  59.4  64.1  *  62.8  60.0  61.7 

30  65.3  63.5  63.6  60.6  62.5  62.6  59.3  64.3  *  63.1  58.9  60.4 

31  63.9  61.2  61.5  55.5  61.4  60.4  57.5  62.7  *  60.8  56.8  61.8 

Month  64.8  62.5  62.6  60.2  61.4  61.4  58.3  63.5  *  62.1  58.5  61.1 
 

*  Not In Service 
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Appendix A3  
Daily CNEL Levels – February 2015 
 

Date  RMT 
1 

RMT 
2 

RMT 
3 

RMT
4 

RMT
6 

RMT
7 

RMT
9 

RMT
10 

RMT 
11 

RMT
12 

RMT 
13 

1  67.5  63.3  59.9  60.6  66.8  73.1  65.5  *  69.1  58.9  63.4 

2  69.3  64.8  61.6  62.4  68.1  73.6  67.5  *  69.9  60.2  64.5 

3  69.2  65.1  62.6  64.9  68.2  74.9  66.7  *  68.7  58.7  64.2 

4  70.0  64.5  62.8  62.3  68.9  74.5  65.9  62.9  71.4  59.5  64.7 

5  69.2  64.4  62.8  61.4  67.6  74.5  67.2  61.6  71.0  59.7  64.2 

6  68.9  63.9  62.3  61.3  69.0  76.1  69.2  61.5  73.2  60.8  65.5 

7  67.5  63.2  63.3  60.9  67.6  74.2  65.8  61.4  70.8  59.5  64.1 

8  69.4  65.6  62.4  61.7  67.9  74.2  65.9  62.2  71.0  60.0  65.1 

9  69.5  65.8  62.7  64.4  67.7  74.3  65.8  62.1  70.4  60.4  64.3 

10  69.7  64.4  63.0  60.5  *  73.7  64.8  62.1  70.4  61.1  65.0 

11  66.1  62.5  58.7  61.0  *  73.4  66.3  60.7  70.1  60.7  64.0 

12  68.3  63.7  56.5  61.4  *  74.7  64.5  61.7  71.3  60.9  64.3 

13  67.6  63.8  60.3  61.0  *  74.2  68.5  61.2  70.4  60.9  64.4 

14  66.9  62.7  57.8  60.7  *  73.1  64.6  59.7  69.6  58.7  63.3 

15  66.8  62.5  59.3  60.4  *  75.0  65.4  60.2  71.8  58.6  64.0 

16  70.2  66.1  59.8  61.4  *  74.8  66.3  63.4  71.6  61.2  65.8 

17  70.9  66.3  60.9  62.9  *  74.6  66.2  62.9  71.5  61.4  66.2 

18  70.5  65.9  63.5  63.0  *  74.9  64.2  63.3  71.6  61.8  65.8 

19  69.9  65.7  63.4  62.1  *  74.7  65.4  62.5  71.4  60.2  65.2 

20  70.8  66.3  61.4  62.4  *  74.6  66.7  63.1  71.4  61.1  65.6 

21  68.6  64.4  59.2  61.4  *  73.8  65.4  61.6  70.7  60.0  64.7 

22  70.7  66.5  58.2  67.3  *  74.4  67.2  63.1  70.9  61.6  65.2 

23  70.3  66.0  66.2  62.8  *  74.3  67.9  62.9  70.8  61.6  65.8 

24  70.5  65.8  65.5  62.0  *  73.5  64.6  62.9  70.5  61.2  64.5 

25  69.6  65.0  60.8  62.4  *  71.6  64.5  60.3  68.7  59.1  62.1 

26  70.8  66.3  61.2  62.2  *  75.2  69.6  63.5  71.7  61.7  65.8 

27  71.2  67.1  59.5  62.8  69.3  75.1  67.0  63.3  71.9  61.6  65.3 

28  68.6  64.4  58.1  61.6  67.5  72.5  65.5  62.1  69.0  60.2  64.0 

Month  69.4  65.0  61.8  62.4  68.1  74.3  66.5  62.0  70.9  60.5  64.8 
 

*  Not In Service 
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Appendix A3 Continued  
Daily CNEL Log – February 2015 
 

Date  RMT 
14 

RMT 
16 

RMT 
17 

RMT
18 

RMT 
19 

RMT 
20 

RMT 
21 

RMT 
22 

RMT 
23 

RMT 
24 

RMT
25 

RMT 
26 

1  64.8  61.8  62.0  61.8  63.5  61.5  59.0  63.2  *  61.7  59.0  61.1 

2  65.2  63.3  63.8  63.7  64.1  61.6  58.8  64.1  *  62.7  59.1  61.4 

3  65.1  62.9  63.2  56.7  59.8  60.4  57.5  62.8  *  61.9  57.9  61.2 

4  66.1  63.4  63.2  60.9  58.5  60.3  57.1  63.0  *  62.4  59.2  61.2 

5  65.3  63.1  63.0  59.8  61.3  59.2  55.4  62.5  *  62.5  58.5  60.9 

6  67.3  62.5  62.6  59.7  60.5  61.2  57.6  63.8  *  63.3  61.4  60.0 

7  65.4  61.1  62.1  61.3  60.9  60.0  57.1  62.4  *  61.5  59.5  59.8 

8  65.3  62.9  64.7  59.4  60.6  61.2  58.2  63.4  *  62.7  58.8  61.9 

9  64.7  64.1  64.6  59.6  57.3  60.4  57.5  62.8  *  62.0  60.3  62.2 

10  65.7  63.2  63.3  58.6  56.6  60.9  58.1  63.5  *  62.9  61.6  61.6 

11  64.1  62.1  61.8  60.6  60.7  59.4  56.4  62.5  *  62.1  59.9  59.3 

12  64.7  63.9  62.8  60.1  59.0  59.8  56.5  62.8  *  62.3  60.0  60.2 

13  64.7  63.8  62.8  64.4  63.4  59.6  56.7  62.6  *  62.4  60.4  60.6 

14  63.8  61.8  61.5  57.6  55.9  58.9  56.1  61.6  *  61.0  58.6  66.5 

15  66.0  60.4  61.5  59.7  59.1  59.1  55.8  62.5  *  61.4  57.6  58.7 

16  65.7  64.2  64.3  58.9  62.6  61.3  57.9  63.7  *  63.6  60.5  62.6 

17  66.3  64.4  65.1  57.1  56.8  61.9  59.6  64.4  *  64.1  61.5  63.5 

18  66.2  63.7  64.6  57.2  56.1  62.0  59.1  64.1  *  64.0  59.6  62.7 

19  65.7  63.6  64.5  57.5  57.6  60.5  56.7  63.5  *  63.2  59.8  62.4 

20  65.9  64.8  64.7  58.3  61.3  61.3  58.6  63.9  *  63.8  60.2  63.1 

21  64.8  62.7  62.7  57.2  61.1  60.1  57.1  63.0  *  62.7  58.0  61.3 

22  65.1  64.8  64.6  59.9  62.5  60.8  58.9  63.4  *  63.9  60.3  63.4 

23  65.3  64.3  64.7  64.5  62.8  61.4  58.8  63.8  *  63.7  60.6  62.9 

24  64.6  64.2  64.6  57.3  59.1  61.6  58.5  63.2  *  63.0  58.7  62.6 

25  61.9  63.6  63.7  57.8  59.0  58.6  54.9  60.7  *  60.8  52.8  61.7 

26  66.3  65.6  64.6  60.0  64.5  61.8  59.1  64.2  *  64.1  61.5  63.3 

27  65.4  65.8  65.2  59.5  62.7  61.0  58.1  63.8  *  64.0  60.2  63.6 

28  63.4  63.2  62.5  61.7  61.0  59.8  56.9  62.8  *  62.6  58.6  61.3 

Month  65.3  63.6  63.7  60.2  60.9  60.7  57.7  63.2  *  62.8  59.7  62.1 
 

*  Not In Service 
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Appendix A4  
Daily CNEL Levels – March 2015 
 

Date  RMT 
1 

RMT 
2 

RMT 
3 

RMT
4 

RMT
6 

RMT
7 

RMT
9 

RMT
10 

RMT 
11 

RMT
12 

RMT 
13 

1  69.7  65.9  61.8  67.1  68.7  75.3  65.8  63.0  72.3  61.2  66.1 

2  70.3  66.6  53.2  66.3  69.3  75.7  67.4  64.4  72.5  62.3  65.8 

3  71.0  66.2  62.6  65.4  69.0  74.2  66.2  63.2  71.3  61.3  65.1 

4  71.3  66.2  62.0  65.6  68.9  74.2  65.6  63.5  70.9  62.4  65.0 

5  69.4  64.2  56.4  65.8  67.7  73.4  67.0  62.7  70.0  60.7  63.7 

6  70.1  64.5  70.4  60.1  68.1  73.3  63.6  61.7  69.4  60.1  62.7 

7  66.8  63.0  53.3  60.2  65.9  72.4  65.1  59.7  68.8  59.0  62.4 

8  70.4  66.5  55.9  62.7  *  75.1  68.4  62.8  71.5  60.8  65.0 

9  70.0  65.3  61.6  63.0  *  74.6  68.3  63.2  71.1  61.9  65.8 

10  69.6  64.9  *  62.8  *  74.0  67.8  62.5  70.7  60.9  64.8 

11  69.6  65.8  *  63.2  *  74.7  64.4  62.3  71.4  60.8  64.8 

12  69.4  65.4  *  62.8  *  75.0  66.5  63.0  71.6  61.1  65.1 

13  69.4  64.6  *  62.0  *  74.8  61.0  61.7  71.5  60.8  63.8 

14  66.8  63.2  *  61.3  *  74.4  62.7  60.3  71.3  59.1  63.5 

15  65.8  63.1  *  59.1  *  74.9  65.6  60.4  71.9  58.8  64.0 

16  67.2  63.7  *  59.9  *  74.9  68.0  61.7  71.9  59.7  65.5 

17  69.6  65.1  *  63.4  *  75.1  68.6  62.6  71.7  61.2  64.3 

18  70.6  66.3  *  63.8  *  75.3  67.5  63.3  72.2  61.8  65.5 

19  70.6  66.1  *  63.9  *  75.2  67.7  63.4  72.0  61.8  65.2 

20  71.1  66.5  *  63.2  *  75.6  66.9  63.2  72.2  61.3  64.9 

21  69.6  65.4  *  62.4  *  74.4  66.4  62.4  70.9  60.0  63.0 

22  70.5  66.3  *  66.5  *  74.6  66.1  62.6  71.4  60.9  63.6 

23  70.6  66.6  *  66.1  *  74.4  69.0  62.6  70.9  61.1  64.0 

24  70.1  66.0  *  63.2  *  75.2  65.2  63.1  71.8  61.4  64.2 

25  69.7  65.5  *  63.1  *  75.7  66.4  63.1  72.6  61.4  64.5 

26  69.4  64.8  *  63.3  *  74.4  67.2  62.2  70.8  60.7  64.0 

27  68.7  63.4  *  52.4  *  77.8  69.0  62.1  72.2  60.6  64.7 

28  69.3  64.8  *  0.0  *  75.1  65.5  60.4  70.4  58.8  62.9 

29  69.6  65.4  *  0.0  *  74.5  66.6  62.5  71.1  60.6  64.6 

30  69.8  65.4  *  0.0  *  74.6  67.7  62.2  71.3  60.4  65.9 

31  70.3  66.4  *  0.0  69.6  74.7  67.3  62.5  71.0  60.8  64.9 

Month  69.7  65.4  63.1  63.7  68.5  74.9  66.8  62.5  71.4  60.9  64.6 
 

*  Not In Service 
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Appendix A4 Continued  
Daily CNEL Log – March 2015 
 

Date  RMT 
14 

RMT 
16 

RMT 
17 

RMT
18 

RMT 
19 

RMT 
20 

RMT 
21 

RMT 
22 

RMT 
23 

RMT 
24 

RMT
25 

RMT 
26 

1  66.5  64.4  64.7  61.7  61.7  61.1  57.9  64.7  *  64.2  57.9  62.8 

2  65.7  65.6  64.9  58.5  65.2  62.2  59.5  64.7  *  64.9  61.4  63.7 

3  66.0  64.8  65.0  57.1  57.3  61.6  58.9  64.1  *  63.6  60.4  63.5 

4  65.8  64.8  65.1  58.6  59.5  62.4  59.3  63.9  *  63.3  62.4  63.1 

5  64.5  63.8  63.2  61.9  63.5  59.6  57.3  62.4  *  62.5  59.7  60.6 

6  63.4  64.0  64.2  59.9  59.2  59.5  56.1  61.7  *  61.4  57.4  61.2 

7  62.8  62.5  61.9  61.4  59.8  58.0  54.7  60.8  *  60.9  57.6  59.2 

8  64.8  64.4  65.0  57.5  63.8  60.8  57.1  63.1  *  63.3  58.2  63.0 

9  66.0  63.4  64.0  61.5  62.6  61.5  58.6  64.3  *  64.1  60.5  62.3 

10  65.2  62.8  63.8  60.6  59.3  61.3  57.8  63.4  *  63.3  60.1  61.2 

11  65.2  63.5  64.6  55.8  57.8  60.7  56.9  63.8  *  62.9  61.0  62.2 

12  65.9  64.6  64.1  59.1  57.5  61.7  58.7  64.2  *  63.2  60.9  61.8 

13  65.6  62.9  63.8  56.3  51.7  61.1  57.6  63.2  *  62.3  60.7  61.4 

14  64.5  62.1  62.3  55.7  54.1  59.2  55.7  62.3  *  61.4  *  59.9 

15  64.7  60.9  62.6  56.7  57.8  59.7  56.2  62.8  *  61.7  *  59.5 

16  64.3  62.6  62.8  62.8  62.9  59.2  55.4  62.5  *  62.5  *  60.1 

17  65.6  64.5  63.6  59.6  63.6  60.5  57.5  63.3  *  63.4  *  61.9 

18  66.3  64.8  64.6  59.8  61.9  61.4  59.0  64.6  *  64.6  *  63.0 

19  66.4  64.2  65.0  59.2  59.5  62.0  58.9  65.0  *  64.7  *  62.9 

20  66.2  64.5  65.0  58.1  58.1  62.0  58.4  64.1  *  64.1  58.7  63.0 

21  64.1  63.4  64.0  57.8  60.0  60.1  56.0  62.8  *  62.6  56.5  62.0 

22  65.6  63.9  64.8  56.4  56.3  61.5  58.3  64.3  *  63.4  60.5  62.8 

23  65.0  64.5  65.5  60.1  61.3  61.3  58.3  64.1  *  63.8  60.0  63.1 

24  66.4  64.6  64.7  56.6  62.3  61.5  58.6  64.2  *  64.2  61.2  62.9 

25  66.1  63.9  64.3  57.5  60.9  61.4  58.3  64.2  *  63.5  60.3  62.2 

26  64.3  63.2  63.9  62.2  61.3  60.6  56.8  63.2  *  62.8  59.1  61.3 

27  66.3  62.2  62.6  61.3  64.0  60.4  57.4  63.7  *  63.2  59.8  60.1 

28  64.5  62.7  63.8  56.7  55.5  59.1  55.4  61.9  *  61.7  56.6  61.0 

29  64.6  63.5  64.0  55.5  57.3  60.8  57.0  63.6  *  63.4  58.3  62.3 

30  65.7  63.3  63.9  57.9  59.1  61.2  57.2  63.9  *  63.5  57.7  62.2 

31  65.1  64.8  64.9  58.7  61.2  60.7  57.7  63.8  *  63.6  60.4  62.9 

Month  65.4  63.8  64.2  59.3  60.8  60.9  57.7  63.6  *  63.3  59.8  62.1 
 

*  Not In Service 
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Appendix B1   
Commercial Flight Operations – 1st Quarter 2015 
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Appendix B2   
Commercial Flight Operations – January 2015 

 
 
 
 
  

EXHIBIT I



 

 30

Appendix B3   
Commercial Flight Operations – February 2015 
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Appendix B4   
Commercial Flight Operations – March 2015 
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Comparison of the 2014 and 2015 First Quarter 65 dB
Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) Contours
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Totals:       1Q2015 1Q2014
Noise Impact Area =  0.486   0.639
                  Military =  0.196   0.196
Population =            11,619  16,451
Dwelling Units =        4,706    6,633
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Airport Noise 
Update

Sjohnna Knack, 
Program Manager
December 7, 2015
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Noise Update
History of SAN Airport Noise 
Mitigation Programs
Definitions:

• Missed Approaches/Go‐Around
• Early Turns
• Overflights

10 Year Data Analysis 
Community Outreach
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Nighttime Curfew 
Established

California Noise Standards 
Established 

SD Board of Supervisors 
declares SDIA a Noise Problem 

Airport 

Remote Noise 
Monitoring System 
Installed – 8 sites

Federal Airport Noise 
and Capacity Act 

(ANCA)

1972 1974 1976 1990

History of Airport Noise

Airport Noise 
Advisory Committee 

Created

1981 1988

1st FAR Part 150 
Noise Compatibility 

Study adopted

2000

Quieter Home 
Program Started

Insulated 
five 

schools

1995
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Year Change

1976
No Takeoffs allowed between midnight and 6:00 a.m. 
No Stage 1 aircraft arrivals between midnight and 6:00 a.m. 

1979
Extended curfew from 11:30 p.m. until 6:30 a.m. 
Allowed a 15 minute grace period

1980
Prohibited loud stage 1 aircraft exceeding specific dB level between 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 
a.m. (examples: DC-8’s and B707’s)

1985 Prohibited those loud aircraft from operating at the airport

1987-89
Modifications to non-stage 3 aircraft operations. Penalties increased to $1,000, $3,000, 
and $5,000 on an annual basis.  Grace period removed. No operator could publish a 
departure time after 11:15 p.m. 

2006
Penalties changed to $2,000, $6,000 and $10,000 in a 6-month timeframe.  Number of 
penalized violations from previous 6 months is multiplied to each violation.

Curfew Over the Years
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In 1990, Congress passed ANCA which 
attempted to create a more comprehensive 
method for regulating aviation noise.  

Some of the items included in the Act 
were: 
• Elimination of all louder, Stage 2 aircraft 

by 2000
• Requirement for airport operators to 

obtain FAA approval to create any new 
airport use restrictions

Airport Noise and Capacity Act (ANCA)
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- Established in 1980 
- Noise advisory committee to the Board 
- Provides resident and community input
- Relating to aircraft noise issues at San Diego 

International Airport

Airport Staff 
Provides technical reports 
and updates on noise 
issues and other 
information requested 
from ANAC. 

Elected Officials
Congressman Scott 
Peters, Congresswoman 
Susan Davis, Council 
member Lorie Zapf, 
County Supervisor Greg 
Cox 

Industry Partners
USMC, FAA, Airline, an 
Acoustician, City of San 
Diego, San Diego County

Community
Residents within 65 dB 
contour and one in 60‐65 
dB contours.  Currently 
three members live east 
and four members live 
west.  

Airport Noise Advisory Committee

Elected 
Officials

Industry
PartnersCommunity

Airport 
Staff
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N
EM

Noise Exposure Map 
(NEM)

N
CP

Noise Compatibility Plan 
(NCP)

First Part 150 Study was 
conducted in 1988 and 
accepted by the FAA in 1991. 

1995 NCP Amendment
Allowed for school sound attenuation at five 
schools within the 65 dB contours.

1997 NCP Amendment
Implemented the Quieter Home Program for 
residential homes within the 65 dB contours. 

FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study

‐ Detailed information 
on noise impacts

‐ Existing and 5‐year 
contours

‐ Descriptions and 
evaluations 

‐ Noise abatement 
and noise mitigation 
programs

2008 Full Update to Part 150
Updated the NEM and NCP to assess how 
programs in place were operating and propose 
new projects to further enhance noise abatement 
programs. 
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Early Turn is when:
• Aircraft fly outside the red lines 

and shaded area
• Does not include propeller 

aircraft
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Early Turn 
Corridor

Peninsula
Gate

Peninsula Overflights
• Created based on recent concerns from 

communities throughout the Pt. Loma 
Peninsula 

• Collects all aircraft types 
• Counts each time an aircraft flies over the 

gate, it could be twice 
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Commonly referred to as a “Go‐Around,” a 
missed approach occurs when an aircraft 
cannot complete their landing and is required 
to make another attempt.  It can be caused by: 
‐ Inclement weather conditions
‐ Debris on the runway
‐ ATC separation of aircraft, slower aircraft 
unable to exit airspace or runway, forcing 
larger aircraft to go around

Missed Approaches
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595
692 659 637

540

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015*

Missed Approaches

Annual Noise Statistics

274

175
196

260

212

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015*

Early Turns

203
232

172 156

303

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015*

Noise Complaints

*Figures are through September 30, 2015
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Left vs. Right Early Turns

12

July August September

Air 
Carrier

3 4 5

General 
Aviation

0 2 13

TOTAL 3 6 18

Left Turns (Over Peninsula)

July August September

Air Carrier 8 1 16

General 
Aviation

6 11 14

TOTAL 14 12 30

Right Turns (Over Mission Beach)
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1st Quarter Noise Contours
2015 vs 2014

Contours are Shrinking 
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Number of 
Operations over 
the Peninsula. 

Types of aircraft 
operating over the 
peninsula broken 
down by: 

‐Jet
‐Propeller
‐Other 
(Helicopter or 
Military)

Altitudes of aircraft 
flying over the gate 
in the middle of the 
Peninsula 

Noise levels from 
noise monitoring 
sites on the 
Peninsula 

At the October 21, 2015 ANAC meeting, members requested a 10-year data analysis of aircraft 
operations over the Pt. Loma Peninsula. Staff is compiling data from 2005 – 2015.

ANAC Data Analysis: 10 Years
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2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015
6,000

7,000

8,000

9,000

2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015

Average Number of Monthly Overflights

The numbers of aircraft flying over the peninsula have 
decreased since 2007, which coincides with the reduction in 

operations we have experienced since this date.  

Average Monthly Altitudes

Altitudes of aircraft flying over the Pt. Loma Peninsula 
have remained consistent at an average of 9,000 feet 

over the Peninsula. 

Initial Results: Peninsula Overflights 
July = 1,265
August = 1,085
September = 972
October = 852
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Meetings with Community Members
- At the Airport Noise Mitigation Offices
- In the community to hear the noise impacts 

first-hand

Letters to the Editor
- Airport Authority’s position on Metroplex 
- Reinforcing our commitment to working with 

the community to mitigate noise to the fullest 
extent possible

Attendance at Community Functions
- First Friday Night event in Liberty Station, 11/6
- SDIA water bottles at the Ride the Point, 11/14 

Media Interviews
- Staff conducted several media interviews
- Discussed current noise issues at the 

Airport

Coordinate with Elected Officials 
- Distributed the Airport Authority’s position 

on Metroplex 
- Local, state and federal officials
- Fielded questions and provided additional 

information as needed

E-Newsletters
- Produced and distributed an edition of SAN 

E-News 
- Latest information on the FAA’s Metroplex 

proposal and the Airport Authority’s 
position

- Updates on noise-mitigation efforts

Community Outreach Efforts
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Staff will continue to work with the community to provide responses to their concerns 
about aircraft noise.

Airport Noise Advisory Committee 
‐ Increases in community concerns 
‐ Requested by the community to increase the ANAC meetings from 

quarterly to bi‐monthly

Portable Aircraft Noise Measurements
‐ Currently conducting portable noise measurements 
‐ Pt. Loma Nazarene University and a private residence in the Sunset 

Cliffs
‐ Included in this analysis will be two full days of visual flight path review 

at both locations
Monitor SoCal Metroplex process
‐ FAA currently reviewing the public comment 
‐ Record of Decision not expected until February or March 2016
‐ We have the measurement data from above as our “Pre‐

implementation” levels 
‐ If implemented, we will monitor the procedures to determine if any 

impacts occur 
‐ Staff continues to communicate with the FAA on this project 

Next Steps and Continued Efforts
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Questions 
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Dr. Leslie E. Penzes, Review of Noise Issues 

in PLHS DEIR 
 



Review of the Noise Issues for the Point 
Lorna High School Whole Site Modernization 
and Athletic Facilities Upgrade Project 

To: Pro Point Lorna 
c/o Mr. Gary Shaw 
3444 Udall Street 
San Diego, CA 92106 

From: Dr. Leslie E. Penzes 
Acoustical Consultant, P. E. 

Mr. Joseph G. Morrow 
Acoustical Consultant, C. M. 

DR. PENZES & ASSOCIATES 
12475 Bodega Way 
San Diego, CA 92128 

February 23, 2016 
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DR. PENZES & ASSOCIATES 
ACOUSTICS 

Reports, Testing and Research 

Review of the Noise Issues for the Point Lorna High School 
Whole Site Modernization and Athletic Facilities Upgrade 

Project 

SUMMARY: 

A Review of the Noise Issues for the Point Lorna High School 
Whole Site Modernization and Athletic Facilities Upgrade Project 
was performed. This Review utilized some of the Sound Test Data of 
the Noise Section 2. 5 of the EIR (Ref. 4) , and my views and 
personal information. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

Based on the Noise Ordinance of the City of San Diego 
(Ref.l), the only Feasible Design to satisfy the Noise Ordinance 
Limit of the City of San Diego (Ref. 1) is to Completely Enclosed 
the Stadium with a Dome. This Design can satisfy the Requirements 
of the Noise Ordinance Limit of the City of San Diego (Ref. 1). 

Based on PreliminAry Analysis, it is very unlikely that it can 
be proved that any Sound Wall Design is feasible for the Mitigation 
of the Stadium. 

Dr. Leslie E. Penzes 
Certified Acoustical Consultant, P.E. 

February 23, 2016. 

124 75 Bodega Way, San Diego, California 92128 • (858) 592-737 4 • FAX (858) 592-7666 
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DISCUSSION 

NOISE ORDINANCE AND STATE LAW LIMITS 

In the State of California, the governing rules controlling the 
Noise Levels in any area is limited by State Laws and Noise 
Ordinances. The related noise measurements of the Sound Meters is 
applied by Decibel units and A Scale (dBA) . 

To limit the Excessive Noise for a Shorter Period of Time is 
determined by Noise Ordinances either by a City or a County. 
This is based on an Hourly Rate(Ref . 1). Since the Sport Activities 
in a Stadium last only a few hours and it not a whole day, the 
Table of Ref. 1 must be applied to our case. This Noise Limit is 
designated by L,equ. (Average Noise Level Per Hour). 

When a Noise Event lasts for a Day, then the State Law requires 
CNEL must be used (Ref. 2). The definition of the CNEL (Community 
Noise Equivalent Level) is a Weighted Daily Average Noise Level . In 
detail, the CNEL can be obtained apply ing the Daily Average Noise 
Level (7 AM - 7 PM) and for Evening Average Noise Level to add 
5 dBA (7 PM - 10 PM) and for the Night Average Noise Level add 
10 dBA. Finally, to combine these Three Noises by a Logarithmic 
Formula. The CNEL Noise Limit cannot be applied for Noise Levels 
when the Noise Event lasts only a few hours and the application is 
restricted for a Total Day. Ref. 3 presents the application of this 
State Noise Laws for many cases. 

ACOUSTICAL REPORT OF REF . 4 

Ref. 4 provides an Acoustical Report related to the Proposed 
Application for Acoustical Issues of the Point Lorna High School 
Modernization (EIR, Ref. 4). 

A Review of this report was requested by the Interested 
Residences around the High School. Beside reviewing this report, 
some of the Measured Sound Test Data is also utilized. 

In this report 
intended to predict, 
games the Hoover and 
(Ref. 4). 

the Noise Level of the Point Lorna Stadium 
therefore the Existing Noise Levels during 

the James Madison High Schools are utilized 

In the case of the Hoover High School, the Noise Level at the 
Property Line was 65.4 dBA in L,equ. ( M3 of Table 2.5 and Fig. 2.5-

2. 
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2 of REf. 4) and the Number of Persons were 522. This included the 
Number of tickets sold and the band. Assuming similar Acoustical 
Conditions at the Point Lorna Stadium, the projected Noise Level in 
the case of 2500 people in the Stadium: 

L,egu. Point Lorna = 65.4 + 10LOG(2500 / 572) = 71.8 dBA 

However, according to Ref . 4, page 2-83 in the case of a Home
coming Game, the Noise Level can be raised to 71.4 dBA - 75. 4 dBA 
in L,equ. This Noise Level also depends upon the loudness of the PA 
System. Obviously, these Type of Noise Levels at the Property Line 
of the Residential Areas must be mitigated . 

The Noise Limit of the Mitigation must be according to Table 
of Ref. 1 by applying the Hourly Noise Limit in L,equ. and not 
Ref. 3, the CNEL Values. 

The Operation of the Sport Events will be conducted either Day 
Time and the Evening (7 PM -10 PM) . Therefore, for Noise Limit the 
Table of Ref. 1 must be applied. 

MITIGATION 

For Mitigation, Ref . 4 recommends Two Type of Design: 

1. A 30 Ft High Sound Wall including the Depressing the Stadium 
Base by 25 Ft . 

2. Enclosing the Stadium entirely by a Dome. 

For These Types of Mitigation, No Analysis or Design are 
provided . 

30 Ft HIGH SOUND WALL WITH DEPRESSED STADIUM BY 25 Ft 

A Design requires an Acoustical Report, which shows the 
Feasibility of the Design . 

Unfortunately, Ref . 5, Fig. 8 . 4.3 shows the possibility of 
Noise Reduction of Noise Barriers. This Figure shows that the 
Max imum Allowable Noise Reduction is 25 dBA . However, the Commonly 
Used Method by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) is only 
20 dBA. Applying the TSC Method of Noise Reduction provides: 

L,egu . = 75.4 - 25 = 50.4 dBA > 45 dBA 

3 . 
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CONCLUSION 

The Noise Level of 50.4 dBA at the Property Line violates the 
Noise Ordinance Limit of 45 dBA by the Table of Ref.1. 

Also, the Federal Highway Administration (Fig. 8.4.3 of Ref. 5) 
only provides a 20 dBA Noise Reduction, which is used in general. 

Therefore, by Analysis it is unlikely that it can be proven 
that Any Sound Wall Design is feasible for the Mitigation of the 
Stadium. 

ENCLOSED STADIUM BY A DOME 

A Properly Design Stadium Enclosed Completely by a Dome is 
feasible for the Acoustical Requirements . However, A Detailed 
Design by an Acoustical Report is required for Any Approval by the 
City of San Diego. 

QUIETER HOME PROGRAM AND THE GOVERNMENT CODE (53000 - 53166) 

Based on the Federal Government "Quieter Home Program" (Ref. 
6) the Residential Homes at the Area including the Point Lorna High 
School (Map, Ref. 7, Map PSOMAS) was mitigated to improve the 
Acoustical Properties of their Buildings. 

The Government Code (53000-53166) requires a 
to notify within 10 days the City of San Diego, 
follow the Noise Ordinance of Ref. 1. In that case, 
Diego can take Legal Action. 

School District 
if they do not 
the City of San 

Besides this possibility, the Home Owners of the Residences 
due to the Loss of Property Values can pursue Legal Action in the 
case if the School Board does not follow the City of San Diego 
Noise Ordinances. 

4. 
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San Diego Municipal Code Chapter 5: Public Safety, Morals and Welfare 
(ll-2Q05) 

§59.5.0401 

Article 9.5: Noise A~atement and Control 

Division 4: Limits 
("Noise Level Limits, Standards and Control" 

added 9-18-1973 by 0-11122 N.S.) 
(Retitled to "Limits" on 9-22-1976 by 0-11916 N.S.) 

Sound Level Limits 

(a) It shall be unlawful for any person to cause noise by any means to the extent 
that the one-hour average spund level exceeds the applicable limit given in 
the following table, at any lpcation in the City of San Diego on or beyond the 
boundaries of the property on which the noise is produced. The noise subject 
to these limits is that part of the total noise at the specified location that is due 
solely to the action of said person. 

TABLE OF APPLICABLE LIMITS 

Land Use Time of Day One-Hour Average 
Sound Level 

(decibels) 

l. Single Family Residential 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. 50 
7 p.m. to I 0 p.m. 45 
IP p.m. to 7 a.m. 40 

2. Multi-Family Residential (Up to 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. 55 
a maximum density of 1/2000) 7 p.m. to I 0 p.m. 50 

I 0 p.m. to 7 a.m. 45 

3. All other Residential 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. 60 
7 p.m. to 10 p.m. 55 
10 p.m. to 7 a.m. 50 

4. Commercial i a.m. to 7 p.m. 65 
7 p.m. to 10 p.m. 60 
IP p.m. to 7 a.m. 60 

5. Industrial or Agricultural apytime 75 

(b) The sound level limit at a location on a boundary between two zoning districts 
is the arithmetic mean of the respective limits for the two districts. 
Permissible construction noise level limits shall be governed by Sections 
59.5.0404 ofthis article. 

Ch. An Div. 
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Noise Element 

NE-A.4. Require an acoustical study consistent with Acoustical Study Guidelines (Table NE-4) 
for proposed developments in areas where the existing or future noise level exceeds or 
would exceed the "compatible" noise level thresholds as indicated on the Land Use -
Noise Compatibility Guidelines (Table NE-3), so that noise mitigation measures can be 
included in the project design to meet the noise guidelines. 

NE-A.5 . Prepare noise studies to address existing and future noise levels from noise sources that 
are specific to a community when updating community plans. 

TABLE NE-3 land Use- Noise Compatibility Guidelines 

Community & Neighborhood Parks, Passive Recreation 

Outdoor Spectator Sports, Golf Courses; Athletic Fields; Outdoor 
Water Recreational Facilities; Horse Stables; Park Maint. Facilities 

Agricultural 

Crop Raising & Farming; Aquaculture, Dairies; Horticulture Nurseries & Greenhouses; 
Animal Raising, Maintain & Keeping; Commercial Stables 

Residential 

Single Units; Mobile Homes; Senior Housing 

Multiple Units; Mixed-Use Commercial/Residential; Live Work; Croup Living 
Accommodations *Forum affected by aircraft noise. rifer to Policies NE-D.2. & NE-0.3. 

Institutional 

Intermediate Care Facilities; Kindergarten through Grade 12 
Museum Places of Worship; Child Care Facilities 

Vocational or Professional Educational Facilities; Higher Education Institution Facilities 
(Communi or Junior Colleges, Colleges, or Universities) 

Cemeteries 

Sales 

Building Supplies/Equipment; 
Pharmaceutical, & 

Commercial Services 

Visitor Accommodations 

Offices 

es; Pets & Pet Supplies; Sundries, 
Accessories 

Business & t'r<lte!iSJ<>nal; Government; Medical, Dental & Health Practitioner; Regional & 

Corporate 

City of San Diego General Plan • March 2008 NE-7 
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NOISE CONTROL 
Measurement, Analysis, 

· and Control of Sound 
and Vibration 

Charles E. Wilson 
New Jersey Institute of Technology 

1817 

HARPER & ROW, PUBLISHERS, New York 
Cambridge, Philadelphia, St. Louis, San Francisco, 
London, Singapore, Sydney, Tokyo 
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- Completed Parcels - Ocean/Bay 

[ _ _j Completed Parcels 2014 D Program Boundary 
1 .inch = 750 feet 
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- Highlight I 
GOVERNMENTCODE-GOV 

TITLE 5. LOCAL AGENCIES [50001 - 57550] (Title 5 added by Stats. 1949, Ch. 81. ) 

DIVISION 2. CITIES, COUNTIES, AND OTHER AGENCIES [53000- 55821) (Division 2 added by Slats. 1949, Ch. 81. ) 

PART 1. POWERS AND DUTIES COMMON TO CITIES, COUNTIES, AND OTHER AGENCIES [53000-
54999.7) (Part 1 added by Stats. 1949, Ch. 81.) 

CHAPTER 1. General [53000- 53166] (Chapter 1 added by Slats. 1949, Ch. 81.) 

ARTICLE 5. Regulation of Local Agencies by Counties and Cities [53090- 53097.5] (Article 5 added by Slats. 1959, Ch. 

2110. ) 

53094. (a) Notwithstanding any other provision of this article, this article does not require a school district to 

comply with the zoning ordinances of a county or city unless the zoning ordinance makes provision for the location 
of public schools and unless the city or county has adopted a general plan. 

(b) Notwithstanding subdivision (a), the governing board of a school district, that has complied with the 

requirements of Section 65352.2 of this code and Section 21151.2 of the Public Resources Code, by a vote of two
thirds of its members, may render a city or county zoning ordinance inapplicable to a proposed use of property by 

the school district. The governing board of the school district may not take this action when the proposed use of 

the property by the school district is for nonclassroom facilities, including, but not limited to, warehouses, 
administrative buildings, and automotive storage and repair buildings. 

(c) The governing board of the school district shall, within 10 days, notify the city or county concerned of any 

action taken pursuant to subdivision (b) . If the governing board has taken such an action, the city or county may 

commence an action in the superior court of the county whose zoning ordinance is involved or in which is situated 
the city whose zoning ordinance is involved, seeking a review of the action of the governing board of the school 

district to determine whether it was arbitrary and capricious. The city or county shall cause a copy of the complaint 

to be served on the board. If the court determines that the action was arbitrary and capricious, it shall declare it to 

be of no force and effect, and the zoning ordinance in question shall be applicable to the use of the property by the 
school district. 

(Amended by Stats. 2001, Ch. 396, Sec. 2. Effective January 1, 2002.) 
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Acousticsandvibrations.com 
Acoustics and Vibrations, 
Penzes & Associates 
Dr. Leslie Penzes,  
Certified Acoustical Consultant, P.E., Principal 
(858) 592-7374 

Our firm specializes in testing noise levels in Office Buildings, Hotels, Apartments, Medical 
Facilities, Restaurants, and Residential Dwellings 

In the past 20 years, we have been involved with around 350 noise and vibration related projects 
ranging from the City and County of San Diego to locations in both southern and northern 
California, also in Tijuana, Mexico.  

Description of Projects 

The Acoustical Projects involve external and internal noise testing and analysis of apartments, 
condominiums, dwellings, hotels, motels, office buildings, medical facilities, car washes, restaurants 
and music halls, auditoriums. In addition, acoustical studies were conducted for airports, heliports, 
trains and industrial projects. The noise reduction through the windows, doors and walls was 
determined by sound tests and computer simulation, also the impact noise reduction  by sound tests 
and computer simulation.  

The Vibration Projects include the vibration levels of apartment buildings due to train excitations, 
medical buildings due to the excitation of the military jets afterburner excitations. 

Floor vibrations due to the combination of military jets and HVAC System for the  MRI foundation 
vibration limits. Investigation of possible structural failures due to vibration were also tested. 

Acoustical Consultants 

Expert Witness. Served as an expert witness in the cases of litigation for acoustical and structural 
failures due to vibrations.   

      We were the in-house Acoustic Consultants for Brian Paul & Associates, Simpson Housing 
Solutions (John Maple Architect), Michael Crews Developments (Escondido), Expert Witness at 
Law Suits for individual developers in some of their projects. For a general information the listing 
of some of these projects are provided. 

Professional Engineer of Mechanical Engineering in the States of California and New York. 
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Kimley-Horn PLHS Traffic Safety  

Study Figures (2010) 
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