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Section 1 - Introduction

C&S Engineers, Inc., has been contracted by the County of San Diego to prepare a community
relations traffic pattern review of aviation activity at Gillespie Field Airport (SEE). Preparation
of this report involved discussions with community members, review of Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) guidance, review of previously completed documentation specific to
operations at SEE, and discussions with the FAA Airport Traffic Control Tower (ATCT) and the
Flights Standards District Office (FSDO).

The objective of this study is to review existing airport traffic patterns for operations on
Runways 27R and 27L while addressing community concerns relating to safety of the traffic
patterns. The review will address the following questions:

e What are the existing traffic patterns to Runways 27R/27L at SEE?

e What steps are taken to develop departure and arrival procedures at airports?

e How were departure and arrival procedures developed at SEE?

e Are there alternatives to current traffic patterns for Runways 27R/27L at SEE that would
improve safety of air traffic flow?

Section 2 -Existing Airport Conditions

Gillespie Field is located in the City of EI Cajon within San Diego County. The Airport is owned
by the County of San Diego and operated by its Department of Public Works (DPW). The airport
elevation is 388 feet above mean sea level (MSL). Although the airport consists of three
runways, (9L/27R, 9R/27L, and 17/35), this study focuses on operations on Runway 27L,* and
Runway 27R. Whenever prevailing wind allows, both runways are used for arrival, departure and
touch-and-go operations.

! Touch-and-go operations occur when an aircraft lands and departs on a runway without stopping or exiting the
runway.



Aircraft operate under two different procedures defined by Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR).
These include Visual Flight Rules (VFR) and Instrument Flight Rules (IFR). Pilots operate under
VFR when weather conditions meet the established federal minimums and thus allow pilots
sufficient time to see a runway for landing, as well as avoid other aircraft during flight and
obstacles on the ground. When weather conditions do not permit VFR operations, pilots must fly
under IFR and rely on cockpit instrumentation, navigational aids, and/or air traffic control.
Gillespie Field is equipped with instrument approaches and therefore operates under both
procedures. Due to excellent weather conditions (no clouds and high visibility) approximately 90
percent of the operations at SEE are VFR. This allows for more variability in flight tracks when
pilots arrive and depart from the Airport.

The FAA operates Gillespie Field’s ATCT between the hours of 7 a.m. and 9 p.m. During this
time, the ATCT controls arrivals and departures at the airport, as well as any aircraft
transitioning through its designated airspace. However, there is additional control provided by
adjacent and interrelated entities. The Los Angeles Air Route Traffic Control Center (ARTCC)
delegated the Southern California Terminal Radar Approach Control (SOCAL TRACON)
facility with an approach control area within which it is responsible for all IFR arrivals,
departures and overflights. As Gillespie Field lies within this area, all of its IFR operations are
controlled by the TRACON. The TRACON assists aircraft that are transitioning from the en
route phase of flight, (controlled by the ARTCC), to the Airport and vice versa. Control then
transfers over to the Gillespie Field ATCT for the aircraft’s final approach clearance and landing.

Navigational Aids

Instrument approach procedures are divided between precision, Approach with Vertical
Guidance (APV), and non-precision procedures.> Both and precision and APV approaches
provide both vertical and horizontal guidance to aircraft pilots. Non-precision approach
procedures provide only horizontal guidance so that pilots rely on other means to determine
when to descend to a lower altitude along the approach course.

Currently, most precision approach procedures are provided by navigational aids located on the
ground. However, the FAA has begun to replace the older ground-based systems with satellite-
based aids such as the Global Positioning System (GPS) as the technology becomes more readily
available. Information relayed from the satellite technology to pilots is further strengthened by
Ground Based Augmentation Systems (GBAS) that improve the accuracy of the spatial data. The
impact that the switch will have on aircraft operations is currently being reviewed by the FAA at
airports nationwide.

2 Defined in section 5-4-5.7 of the Aeronautical Information Manual (AIM) as “an instrument approach based on a
navigation system that is not required to meet the precision approach standards of ICAO [International Civil
Aviation Organization] Annex 10 but provides course and glidepath deviation information.”



Gillespie Field has two non-precision instrument approach procedures that assist with IFR
operations. Gillespie Field’s instrument approaches are listed below:

Gillespie Field Instrument Approach Aids

Lowest Landing Minimum

Approach Procedure Location Procedure Above Ground Level
(AGL)
Gillespie Localizer On-airport Circling 1200’/1 % mile
GPS Satellite LP R/W 17 1000’/1 % mile

Runway 27R is equipped with the following visual aids to assist pilots in locating the runways at
night or during reduced visibility:

Gillespie Field Visual and Navigational Aids

Navigational/Visual Aids Location ‘

Runway End Identifier Lights (REIL) Runway 27R

Precision Approach Path Indicator
Runway 27R

(PAPI)
Localizer Runway 27R
3.1 nautical miles from approach
Fan Marker (GRIGG)
end of Runway 27R

Note: Additional visual and navigational aids exist on the airport but do not relate to Runways 27R and 27L.

Because Runway 27L is not equipped with lighting it is closed from dusk to dawn.
Airspace

There are 16 public use and military airports in the County of San Diego. The Airport is located
within Class D airspace, which resembles a cylinder of 4.3NM radius, extending from the
surface to 2,400 feet MSL. Two-way radio communication must be established between the pilot
and ATCT prior to entering this airspace and maintained until they have exited it.

The below image shows the complexity of the airspace surrounding Gillespie Field, which
greatly restricts the arrival and departure procedures at the Airport.



Airspace Surrounding Gillespie Field

Source: AirNav, Accessed May 14, 2012
Aviation Activity

Gillespie Field is a general aviation airport that serves primarily single- and multi-engine aircraft.
Operations include air taxi, general aviation (both local and itinerant), and some military activity.
According to the FAA’s Terminal Area Forecast Report, operations have declined in recent years
from nearly 300,000 in 2007 to 217,846 in 2010.

There are several flight schools operating at the Airport, including those that offer training to
non-U.S. citizens. Prior to beginning training, these foreign students must follow certain
procedures that include the following:

1. As explained in the letter dated May 9, 2012, from the U.S. Department of Homeland
Security (see Appendix E — Flight Training Procedures), a potential student must
complete the following process:



a. The vetting student must apply to a flight school that has been certified by the
U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement’s (ICE) Student Exchange
Visitor Program (SEVP).

b. A designated official at that school will then review the foreign student’s
application and issue a Form 1-20M-N, Certificate of Eligibility for
Nonimmigrant (M-1) Student Status for VVocational Students.

c. Applicant must then apply for an M-1 student visa with the U.S. Department
of State (DOS), which will determine whether or not to issue the visa.

d. The vetting student will need to apply for entry into the U.S. at a designated
port of entry, where he or she will be examined by a U.S. Customs and Border
Protection (CBP) officer who will determine whether the student is admissible
into the U.S.

2. In addition to the required approval by DOS and CBP, potential students must be
vetted by the DHS’s Transportation Security Administration (TSA). As shown in the
TSA training checklist within Appendix E - Flight Training Procedures, the
following procedures must be adhered to in compliance with TSA guidelines in order
to provide flight training for sport, recreational, private certificates, or instrument,
multi-engine rating to non-U.S. citizens:

a. Flight training provider registers with TSA.

b. Student submits a flight training request with TSA.

c. Flight training provider confirms student’s request.

d. Student pays TSA $130 processing fee.

e. Flight training provider and candidate receive preliminary TSA decision.

f. Student submits fingerprints to TSA.

g. TSA confirms receipt of fingerprints and fee and allows flight training to
begin.
Student photo taken on first day of flight training and sent to TSA.

TSA notifies flight training provider if training needs to stop.
TSA also provides guidelines for validation of flight instructors®:

1. Flight schools and instructors must complete initial and recurrent security awareness
training for each active instructor and any employee in direct contact with flight
students. They must also receive and maintain documentation of this training and
have such documentation available for TSA inspections as directed by 49 Code of
Federal Regulations (CFR) 1552 Flight Schools.

® Note: these validation rules apply only to training of aircraft weighing less than 12,500 pounds and for sport,
recreational, private pilot certificate, or the instrument or multi-engine rating.



2. If training U.S. citizens for sport, recreational, private certificates, or instrument,
multi-engine ratings, they must check student’s proof of U.S. citizenship and maintain
a copy of the student’s ID for five years or endorse the instructor and student logbook
(see Appendix E — Flight Training Procedures).

Existing Safety and Noise Abatement Measures

To address public concern the County of San Diego has implemented the following safety and
noise abatement measures at SEE:

e Recommended noise abatement traffic pattern for Runway 27L as stated below in Section
4,

e Recommended noise abatement departure pattern for Runway 27R as stated below in
Section 4.

e Touch-and-go operations and jet take-offs are discouraged during nighttime hours from
10 p.m. to 7 a.m. for noise abatement purposes. (There can be no mandatory time
restrictions on operations as a result of the Congressional Airport Noise and Capacity Act
[ANCA] of 1990.)

e Gillespie Air Traffic Control’s Pilot Resource Guide lists several best practices
developed by the FAA to enhance aircraft operating safety. These address pre-flight
planning, taxiing, take-off, landing, and vehicle driving on the airfield (see Appendix B —
Airport Information).

e Airport Noise Reporting Form available on the County of San Diego’s website.

Pilot compliance with Noise Abatement Procedures is voluntary. Pilots are not directed to
comply, but are urged to abide by recommended procedures. County of San Diego Airports
strongly advocates noise abatement procedures through various outreach methods, such as,
publications (Pilot Resource Guide and Airport Facility Directory), letters to users, airport’s
webpage and airfield signage.

Future Plans

The County of San Diego DPW has proposed to redevelop 70 acres of vacant land in the
southeastern corner of Gillespie Field for aviation support purposes. Redevelopment would
include facility improvements such as new taxiways, apron area, and drainage facilities on 15
acres of land and private aviation-use development on the remaining 55 acres. The County has
prepared a Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) to satisfy California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) requirements. The PEIR approached environmental compliance on a
program level, as opposed to a project level, because the scope, scale and funding for individual



projects have not been identified. When specific project components are defined and funded
additional measures will be taken to determine if further CEQA documentation is necessary.

Section 3 -What are the existing traffic patterns to Runways 27R/27L at
Gillespie Field Airport?

According to the Gillespie Air Traffic Control’s Pilot Resource Guide, pilots operating under
Visual Flight Rules (VFR) should utilize Runway 27R when departing to the north or east;
Runway 27L should be used for south and west departures, aircraft performance permitting (see
Appendix B — Airport Information). This provides for an organized operating environment and
assists the ATCT in supporting operations. The existing arrival, departure, and touch-and-go
flight paths for Runways 27R and 27L are presented below.

Runway 27R

The recommended noise abatement departure pattern for Runway 27R ask pilots to fly runway
heading (straight-out) until they reach 800 feet MSL before turning crosswind.

In 2008, field observations were completed to observe and log aircraft operations, verify the use
of flight tracks by aircraft category, and note any new flight paths being utilized (see Appendix
C — Noise Analysis). At the County’s request, efforts were focused on arrival paths to Runway
27R and initial departure headings from Runway 27R.

There are three standard arrival routings to an airport — a downwind entry, a base entry, and a
straight-in approach. A pilot may request a short approach, which reduces flight time by
compressing the standard pattern. During the 2008 observations no jet aircraft utilized the short
approach to Runway 27R, which involves aircraft coming from the north or west and
approaching the runway west of Rattlesnake Mountain. Only 26 percent of all arriving propeller
aircraft utilized this approach. The remaining 74 percent of arriving propeller aircraft and all
arriving jets that landed on Runway 27R used the straight-in approach that originates east of
Rattlesnake Mountain.

There are two types of departure paths from Runway 27R, those by pilots operating under VFR
and those by pilots operating under IFR (refer to Section 2 regarding the differences between
these two Rules). There are two IFR departure paths from Runway 27R; one path leads to the
northwest and the other makes a right 270 degree turn over the top of the airport towards the
south. There are four VFR departures; the first turns right downwind, the second leads straight
out from the runway, the third turns right at a 270 degrees, and the last turns left downwind.
According to field observations, the majority of aircraft utilize the path that involves turning
right in a northwest direction. Arrival and departure tracks for Runway 27R are shown below.



Arrival and Departure Tracks for Runway 27R

Source: 2008 Noise Analysis by Ricondo & Associates

As mentioned in Section 3, Runway 27L is closed from dusk to dawn because it is not equipped
with lighting. This allows for left-hand traffic from Runway 27R during nighttime hours.

Runway 27L

There are three standard arrival tracks to Runway 27L; a downwind entry, a base entry, and a
straight-in approach. Typical Runway 27L departure tracks are a straight-west path, a left
downwind path, and a path that involves turning left over State Highway Route 125 toward the
south. The runway’s arrival and departure paths are shown in the figure below:



Arrival and Departure Tracks for Runway 27L

Source: 2008 Noise Analysis by Ricondo & Associates

The current touch-and-go noise abatement pattern for Runway 27L was implemented in 2001 in
response to noise and safety concerns raised by surrounding communities and the Fletcher Hills
Highlands Association (see figure below and Current Runway 27L Pattern in Appendix D —
Noise Abatement). This pattern directs pilots to fly upwind from Runway 27L to abeam Fanita
Drive, turn crosswind between Fanita Drive and State Highway Route 125, fly crosswind over
the highway, and fly downwind over the First Valley. Traffic pattern altitude is 1,200 feet MSL;
once pilots reach pattern altitude, they should reduce their revolutions per minute (RPM) to
2,300 or less.



27L TOUCH & GO NOISE ABATEMENT PATTERN

1. Fly Upwind to abeam Fanita Drive

2. Turn Crosswind between Fanita and Hwy 125

3. Fly Crosswind over Hwy 125

4. Fly Downwind over the First Valley

5. Traffic Pattern 1200’

6. At 1200' Reduce RPM's to 2300 or Less
= =
QILLESPIE FIELD

NOISE ABATEMENT
TOUCH & GO RN
RUNWAY 27L

T

<5\0X GORGE RD

‘\3“_- &R

Please Fly Safely and Quistly Over our Neighbor's Homes

Source: Gillespie Air Traffic Control’s Pilot Resource Guide

Section 4 -What steps are taken to develop departure and arrival
procedures at airports?

Traffic patterns are developed differently for VFR and IFR operations (refer to Section 3 for
more information).

VFR Traffic Patterns

The FAA has established “standard traffic pattern for aircraft operating under VFR, which is
rectangular in shape and consists of five” legs”; departure/upwind leg, crosswind leg, downwind
leg, base leg and final approach leg. Typically, aircraft entering the standard pattern, enter the
downwind leg at a 45 degree angle (see the below figures).
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Standard Traffic Pattern

Traffic Pattern Operations for Parallel Runways
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These standards are used to
ensure orderly traffic and
assist visiting pilots who have
not previously used the airport.
These  patterns are  not
mandatory but are generally
followed at  non-towered
airports. Traffic patterns at
towered airports are more
regulated but likewise more
variable because pilots can
request the type of entry or
departure that is convenient to
their location. If the tower
determines that a pilot can
safely land or depart using a
nonstandard route they may
grant approval to do so.



The traffic pattern altitude is generally 800 to 1,000 feet AGL. Federal Aviation Regulation Part
91.126 states that all turns should be made to a pilot’s left unless otherwise authorized. However,
towered-airports qualify as “controlled” airports and are therefore able to operate in both left-
and right-hand patterns.

IFR Traffic Patterns
Instrument Approach Procedures

As discussed in Section 3, precision approach and APV procedures provide both vertical and
horizontal guidance to aircraft while non-precision approach procedures provide only horizontal
guidance so that pilots rely on other means to determine when to descend to a lower altitude
along the approach course. Consequently, precision approach procedures allow for lower
approach minimums. Most allow aircraft to land when weather conditions are as low as a 200-
foot cloud ceiling and half-mile visibility. Minimums for non-precision approach procedures are
higher than precision approach procedures.

As defined by the AIM, an instrument approach procedure is “a series of predetermined
maneuvers for the orderly transfer of an aircraft under instrument flight conditions from the
beginning of the initial approach to a landing or to a point from which a landing may be made
visually.” Civil standard instrument approach procedures for an airport such as SEE are approved
by the FAA as prescribed under 14 CFR Part 97 and are available for public use.*

Instrument approach procedures involve numerous segments that include initial, intermediate,
final and missed. The initial and intermediate segments assist the pilot in “finding” the airport
vicinity. The pilot then flies the final approach course until the missed approach point. The pilot
then proceeds to land or executes the missed approach procedure.

Instrument Departure Procedures

Gillespie Field Airport also has published instrument departure procedures, which are less
complex and generally do not rely upon on-airport navigational aids. As defined in Section 5-2-8
of the AIM, “instrument departure procedures [DP] are preplanned [IFR] procedures which
provide obstruction clearance from the terminal area to the appropriate en route structure.”

* Aeronautical Information Manual (AIM), Section 5-2-8, February 9, 2012.
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Airport-Specific Adjustments

Many adjustments to the standard traffic patterns are made at airports to accommodate its
specific conditions. Factors that may require limiting traffic pattern locations include the
following:

e Multiple runways

e Multiple airports in a small area

e High terrain that may necessitate adjustments to the direction of a flight pattern
e Residential or noise-sensitive land uses surrounding an airport

Voluntary Noise Abatement Procedures

An airport sponsor’s ability to enforce noise abatement flight procedures is restricted and
regulated by ANCA. However, voluntary procedures may be recommended to pilots if there will
be no impacts to safety, air traffic control, or surrounding airspaces. There are several steps to
implementing voluntary noise abatement flight procedures at airports. These include the
following:

1. Proposed procedures need to be tested and evaluated for benefits and potential impacts to
air traffic control.

2. Proposed procedures need to be evaluated for potential conflicts with other runways or
airports/airspaces.

3. Proposed procedures need to be evaluated for environmental impacts, including the
potential to increase aircraft emissions or redirect noise over other noise-sensitive land
uses.

4. Proposed procedures need to be approved and accepted by the airport operator and the
FAA.

5. Pilots need to be educated on the approved procedures.

6. Pilots are encouraged to adopt approved procedures.

Section 5 -How were departure and arrival procedures developed at
SEE?

Arrival and departure procedures must follow certain FAA standards to ensure a safe aircraft
operating environment. For VFR procedures, it is atypical to deviate from the standard,
rectangular traffic pattern as mentioned above. Arrival and departure procedures at Gillespie
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Field follow the basic FAA standards with some adjustments based on the surrounding
topography, the number of runways and their configuration, and the Airport’s status as a
controlled airport, which allows for both left- and right-hand patterns. For example, departure
and arrival paths to and from Runway 27L do not involve any immediate turns to the north so as
to avoid conflicts with Runway 9L/27R.

Traffic pattern development considers both vertical and horizontal parameters in order to ensure
that an aircraft can land if it encounters difficulties. An extended pattern and/or higher pattern
altitude may compromise a pilot’s ability to land safely at the Airport.

The County of San Diego implemented its noise abatement flight procedures by following the
steps listed above in Section 5. Prior to this action, pilots were directed to turn crosswind at 1,000
feet MSL and then reduce their power after achieving a 1,200-foot altitude.

At the request of surrounding community members, the County of San Diego proposed in 2008
to raise the air traffic pattern altitude (TPA) from 1,188 feet mean sea level (MSL) to 1,388 feet
MSL for touch-and-go operations on Runway 9R/27L. Using the modified flight pattern, pilots
would fly out from Runway 27L toward State Highway Route 125, fly crosswind over Highway
125, and turn downwind once they have reached approximately 1,400 feet MSL while reducing
their RPM. Following a practice test to determine its feasibility, the requested modification was
rejected by the FAA in a letter dated April 15, 2008, because it would “adversely affect the safe
and efficient use of the navigable airspace and the safety of persons and property on the ground”
(see Appendix D — Noise Abatement). The FAA provided the following reasons for objection:

1. The new TPA would cause the flight pattern to grow laterally. Once they reach pattern
altitude, pilots turn downwind which would position an aircraft further south and further
from the air traffic control tower (ATCT), making visual observation difficult.

2. When aircraft depart Runway 27R at Gillespie Field using the current departure
procedure, they cross above the downwind leg of the Runway 27L traffic pattern.
Increasing the 27L traffic pattern altitude by 200 feet would reduce the margin of error
and build potential conflict.

3. The modification would necessitate additional work to issue crossing restrictions.

Current noise abatement procedures are published both on the County’s website and in the

Airport’s Pilot Resource Guide (see Appendix B — Airport Information) to encourage pilots’
participation in this program. The Guide can also be downloaded from the County’s website.
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Section 6 -Are there alternatives to current traffic patterns for Runways
27R/27L at SEE that would improve safety of air traffic flow?

No alternative traffic patterns have been identified in this report. Arrival and departure
procedures must follow FAA standards, allow ATCT to operate efficiently, and ensure a safe
aircraft operating environment. Alternative flight procedures have been examined in the past and
were rejected due to safety concerns.

The complexity of the airspace surrounding Gillespie Field limits any potential for modifying
flight procedures. Any changes to flight paths could cause encroachment into other airports’
airspace and increase the risk of collisions. Furthermore, with three runways it would be difficult
to alter one runway’s departure or arrival paths without impacting those of another runway and
increasing the potential for collisions.

Section 7 -Community Concerns

C&S Engineers, Inc., representatives met with homeowners from surrounding communities to
understand their concerns regarding operations at SEE. Concerns that were expressed during
these meetings, (held in Fletcher Hills on April 20, 2012, and in Lakeside/Winter Gardens on
May 4™, 2012), are summarized below and fall into six categories:

1. Noise — Community members expressed concern that their quality of life is being
affected by aircraft noise. Members noted that state and federally established noise
thresholds are based on averages over a given period of time (Community Noise
Equivalency Level), and do not reflect extreme or single events. This prevents noise
analyses from grasping the severity of the situation. There are also concerns that the 70-
acre redevelopment project will result in increased aircraft operations and noise.

2. Safety — Community members raised issues regarding the large number of student pilots
operating at the Airport who may lack experience to navigate adverse flight conditions.
During touch-and-go procedures student pilots appear to turn early, prior to reaching
State Route 125, in order to increase their number of touch-and-go procedures.
Community members also believe that student pilots also neglect to reduce their RPMs
after making the downwind turn as referenced in the recommended touch-and-go noise
abatement procedures.

A common concern is the language barrier among foreign student pilots who may revert
to their first language during crises situations.
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Health — The use of leaded aviation gasoline (AvGas) in older planes raises health
concerns.

Security — Some community members expressed discomfort over the large number of
foreign student pilots and would like to have a better understanding of how oversight is
provided to flight schools.

Economic Impacts — Nearby residents question the economic benefit of the Airport for
the surrounding community and raised concerns that airport operations may have an

adverse effect on the value of their homes.

Future Plans — There are concerns that the future redevelopment of the former Cajon
Speedway will increase aviation activity.
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Gillespie Field
Community Outreach Meeting

Friday, April 20, 2012

C&S Representatives: Michael Hotaling, Ralph Redman, Carly Shannon

ATTENDEE'S NAME ATTENDEE'S CITY
Name: Bob Torrance City: El Cajon
Name: Don Chafetz City: El Cajon
Name: Ed Blitz City: El Cajon
Name: Betty Chafetz City: El Cajon
Name: Liza Butler City: El Cajon
Name: Robert Germann City: Lakeside
Name: Sue Strom City: El Cajon
Name: Ronn Kilby City: El Cajon
Gillespie Field Community Outreach Page 1
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Gillespie Field
Community Outreach Meeting

Friday, May 04, 2012

C&S Representatives: Michael Hotaling, Ralph Redman, Carly Shannon

ATTENDEE'S NAME ATTENDEE'S CITY

Name: Frank Janda City: Santee

Name: Catherine Gorka City: Lakeside
Name: Ed Blitz City: El Cajon
Name: Betty Chafetz City: El Cajon
Name: Liza Butler City: El Cajon
Name: Robert Germann City: Lakeside
Name: Sue Strom City: El Cajon
Name: Wyatt Allen City: Lakeside
Name: Sandi Feiock City: Lakeside
Name: Dan Chelius City: Lakeside
Name: Terry Burke-Eiserling City: Lakeside
Name: Dave Tyer City: Lakeside

Gillespie Field Community Outreach Page 1
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Prepared by: Ricondo & Associates, Inc., October 2008
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Gillespie Field Aircraft Noise Analysis

October 2008
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RICONDO’
& ASSOCIATES

MEMORANDUM VIA E-MAIL
Date: August 20, 2008
To Mr. Nelson Olivas, LUEG Program Manager

County of San Diego, Department of Public Works
Environmental Services Unit

From: Stephen C. Smith

Subject:  GILLESPIE FIELD RUNWAY 27R-27L FIELD OBSERVATIONS

On behalf of the County of San Diego (County), Ricondo & Associates, Inc. (R&A) was assigned the
task of conducting an independent field survey observation of traffic pattern use at Gillespie Field
when Runway 27R is in use. Runway 27R is the predominant runway used during the year at
Gillespie Field Airport (Airport). The purpose of the field survey was to log aircraft operational
information and to provide a visual verification of flight track usage by aircraft category at the
Airport. Specifically, R&A was tasked to observe arrival paths to Runway 27R and initial departure
headings from Runway 27R.

Methodology

R&A conducted the survey for three consecutive days starting Thursday, August 14, 2008 and
ending Saturday, August 16, 2008. R&A staff were positioned at two locations and observed traffic
for 13 consecutive hours (between 8:00 a.m. and 9:00 p.m.). One site was located east of the Airport
on Snake Mountain located near-the newly constructed water tank and cell towers. This site provided
a view of the entire Airport and arrivals that either operated east or west of Snake Mountain. The
second site was located west of the Airport on a vacant pad near the County of San Diego Park and
Recreations facility. This location provided a view of Runway 27R departures and the initial
headings that were conducted by each aircraft. R&A staff logged the time, operation mode
(arrival/departure) and aircraft category (single-engine, multi-engine and jet) and initial heading for
departures and final approach path for arrivals.

Results

Table 1 summarizes the results of the three day observation period related to the final approach and
initial departure paths for Runway 27R. Based on the observations, no jet aircraft utilized the short
or “low” approach to Runway 27R. The short approach involves aircraft coming from the north or
west and approaching the runway west of Snake Mountain. Approximately 26 percent of all arrival
propeller aircraft utilized the short approach. The remaining 74 percent of arriving propeller and all
arriving jets that landed on Runway 27R did so via the extended final straight-in approach which
starts east of Snake Mountain.

5860 OWENS AVENUE, SUITE 250, CARLSBAD, CA 92008
TEL {760) 444-0106 = FAX (760) 602-8367
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Mr. Nelson Olivas
SEE Runway 27R Aircraft Pattern Use Observations

August 20, 2008
Page 2
Table 1
Observed Runway 27R Flight Path Use
Arrival Departure
Right Turn
Short Long Left Turn to Straight-
Final Final Total to South  Northwest West Total
Propeller” 26% 74% 100% 8% 86% 6% 100%
Jet 0% 100% 100% 0% 64% 36% 100%
Note:
1/ Includes single-engine and multi-engine aircratft.

Sources: Ricondo & Associates, Inc., August 2008.
Prepared by: Ricondo & Associates, Inc

Table 2 contains the Runway 27R route use assumed for the Year 2000 and the use assumptions
provided by the FAA Air Traffic Control Tower on July 29, 2008. Tl e information below is
compared to the observations in Table 1.

Table 2
Previous (Year 2000 & FAA 2008) Assumptions Provided for Runway 27R Flight Path Use
Arrival Departure
Right Turn
Short Long Left Turn to Straight-
Final Final Total to South Northwest West Total
Year 20007
1/ 0, 0,
Propelier 40%  60% 007 38% 50% 1209  100%
0, 0,
Jet #% 9% 00% 7% 84% g%  100%
FAA®
1 0 9
Propeller 39 97% 100% 2% 97% 19% 100%
0, 0, 0, Q
Jet 0% 100% 100% 0% 100% 0% 100%
Notes:
1/ Includes single-engine and multi-engine aircraft.
2/ Flight route use was determined based on interviews with pilots, airport management and FAA ATCT in
2000.
3/ Flight route use was provided based on interviews with airport management and FAA ATCT in 2008.

Sources: Ricondo & Associates, Inc., August 2008.
Prepared by: Ricondo & Associates, Inc.
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R&A utilized the observation results to compare which of the two sets of assumptions best reflect
current conditions. Overall, R&A concluded that the assumptions based on FAA ATCT interview
during July 2008 best matches the observations, primarily based on the percentage of route use by jet
as zero and the minimal use of the short final approach to Runway 27R by propeller aircraft as
compared to the 2000 assumptions. The FAA’s assumptions for the use of the short final approach to
Runway 27R by propeller aircraft appears low compared to actual observations. Therefore, R&A will
adjust the use based on the observations as part of the aircraft noise modeling input. This is also the
case for the straight west departures and left turns to the south over State Route 125 from Runway
27R. The percentages are not exactly the same as those observed because the sample size was small;
therefore, we assigned the percentages to nearest 5 percent increment. Table 3 shows the route
utilization that R&A will apply as part of the aircraft noise modeling input.

Table 3
R&A Assumptions for Runway 27R Flight Path Use
Arrival Departure
Right Turn
Short Long Left Turn to Straight-
Final Final Total to South  Northwest West Total
1 0 9
Propeller 25% 75% 100% 5% 90% 5% 100%
0, [s)
Jet 0% 100% 100% 0% 75% o5,  100%

Note:
1/ Includes single-engine and multi-engine aircraft.

Sources: Ricondo & Associates, Inc., August 2008.
Prepared by: Ricondo & Associates, Inc.

In addition to observing Runway 27R flight patterns, R&A also confirmed the touch-and-go pattern
for Runway 27L. R&A concluded based on the observations that most of the pilots are following the
recommended touch-and-go pattern designed to abate aircraft noise levels. We will maintain the
same track modeled based on previous assumptions.

In summary, no additional observations are required, at this time, to finalize the noise modeling
inputs.

If you have any questions related to our findings, please call me at 760-444-0108 or email at
s_smith@ricondo.com.

cc: 08-14-0475-03
Ray Hrenko, Cynthia Curtis, EDAW
Joe Huy, R&A
Read File

p:ASAN-Gillespie\FORECASTS\forecast\FAA_coordination - 070308 doc



Gillespie Field
Community Relations Traffic Pattern Review

Appendix D

Noise Abatement



27L TOUCH & GO NOISE ABATEMENT PATTERN
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RECEIVED

o - APR 16 2008
& ' Gillespie Field
U.S Department Western-Pacific Region P.O. Box 92007

of Transportation Los Angeles Airports District Office  Los Angeles, CA 90009

Federal Aviation
Administration

April 15, 2008

Mr. Roger Griffith
Airport Manager

County of San Diego
1960 Joe Crosson Drive
El Cajon, CA 92020-1235

Dear Mr. Griffith:

Gillespie Field
Request to Alter/Modify Air Traffic Pattern Altitude
Airspace Case No. 2008-AWP-158-NRA

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) has completed an airspace study
review on your submitted proposal, on FAA Form 7480-1, Notice of Landing
Area Proposal, originally dated February 2, 2007 and assigned airspace
case number 2007-AWP-218-NRA, that was subsequently resubmitted via email
dated February 26, 2008, for a request to modify the air traffic pattern
altitude (TPA) from 1188 ft. MSL to 1388 ft. MSL for runway 9R/27L.

This determination was made with respect to the safe and efficient use of
navigable airspace by aircraft and with respect to the safety of persons
and property on the ground. 1In making this determination, FAA has
considered matters such as the effect the proposal would have on existing
or planned traffic patterns, the effects it would have on the existing
airspace structure and projected programs of the FAA, and the effects that
existing or proposed manmade objects and natural objects within the
affected area would have on the airport proposal.

Several months ago, the potential new TPA was implanted at the air traffic
control tower at Gillespie Field to test its feasibility. Based upon the
result at the completion of the test, we have determined that this
proposal would adversely affect the safe and efficient use of the
navigable airspace and the safety of persons and property on the ground,
therefore FAA objects to the proposal, ag submitted, due to the following:

- The new TPA causes the pattern to grow laterally. Pilots
turn downwind after reaching pattern altitude, which often
positions an aircraft much further south than when flying
the previous TPA. The further the aircraft are from the air
traffic control tower, the more difficult they are to. see,
which is especially true during times when marginal Visual
Flight Rule (VFR) visibility is in effect.

- When aircraft depart Gillespie Field via the existing
published departure procedure, they will cross the downwind
leg of the Rwy 27L traffic pattern. The increase of 200 ft.
in TPA, reduces the margin of error.




The increased workload in issuing crossing restrictions combined with the
added difficulty in sighting VFR operations makes this proposal not an
efficient nor functional use of the navigable airspace by aircraft from an
air traffic standpoint.

If you have any questions, please contact Ms. Karen McDonald, Air Traffic
Specialist at 310/725-6557.

Sincerely,

{ - - e ; A £ ¢

\‘/% Noeaie )La,m// >
Margie Dril%i)g
Airport Planner
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Flight Training Procedures

TSA Student Checklist

Department of Homeland Security Response Letter






Office of Congressional Relations

U.S. Department of Homeland Security
500 12th Street, SW
Washington, D.C. 20536

U.S. Immigration
and Customs
Enforcement

MAY -9 202

The Honorable Duncan Hunter
U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Representative Hunter:

Thank you for your April 18, 2012 letter to Nelson Peacock, Assistant Secretary for
Legislative Affairs at the Department of Homeland Security, on behalf of Advocates for Safe
Ailrport Policies (ASAP). ASAP contacted your office requesting information about the vetting
process for foreign students receiving flight training at Gillespie Field, California. Your letter
was referred to U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE), within DHS, for response.

In order to receive flight training in the United States, a foreign student must apply to a
flight school that has been certified by ICE’s Student Exchange Visitor Program (SEVP). SEVP
has a comprehensive certification process for schools seeking to enroll nonimmigrant students to
ensure that only legitimate foreign students gain entry to the United States. A designated school
official at a SEVP-certified flight school reviews the foreign student’s application and issues the
student a Form I-20M-N, Certificate of Eligibility for Nonimmigrant (M-1) Student Status for
Vocational Students. An applicant must then apply for an M-1 student visa with the
U.S. Department of State (DOS), which determines whether to issue the visa. The vetting
process continues when the potential student applies for entry in the United States at a designated
port of entry, where the applicant is examined by a U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP)
officer who determines whether the applicant is admissible into the United States.

In addition to being vetted by DOS and CBP, applicants are also vetted by DHS’s
Transportation Security Administration (TSA) through the Alien Flight Student Program, which
includes a review of the student’s submission of fingerprints to TSA. If TSA does not discover
any derogatory information about a student during this process, the student is issued a security
threat assessment, which allows foreign flight students to fly in the United States.

ASAP also raised concerns about the number of Chinese students enrolled at the
Scandinavian Aviation Academy (SAA) and about security procedures at the Gillespie Field
Airport. SAA was certified by SEVP to provide vocational or technical education flight training
and currently has 52 flight students from the People’s Republic of China, which represents 55
percent of the school’s foreign student population. SAA is a civilian flight school and SAA’s
students do not have access to military aircraft or military flight training simulations.

www.ice.gov



The Honorable Duncan Hunter
Page 2

Regarding ASAP’s concerns about security procedures at the Gillespie Field Airport, the
Gillespie Field Airport is owned by the County of San Diego and any security concerns
regarding the airfield should be addressed to county officials.

Thank you once again for contacting ICE. Please feel free to contact my office if you
have any additional questions.

Sincerely,

e

Elliot Williams
Assistant Director for
Congressional Relations
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