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Preliminary Flight Tracks Figure 4.1-1
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Lat 38-12.79
Lon 122-1(3.84 Var: 1 GE

Napa County (lirport
LOCATION
6 nmi S of Napa.
On San Francisco

Sectional & Li-
1.2 charts.

From other airports:
17 nmi NW of Concord
18 nmi SW of Nut Tree
29 nmi NW of Oakland International

FREQUENCIES AND ARRIVAL INFORMATION

Monitor ATIS prior to callingATIS - 124.05 Approach Control, Tower or Ground.

TRAVIS APPROACH 119.9 N-E
- 127.8 orOAKLAND CENTER E-N
- 125.83

Call Tower prior to entering Class D
NAPA TOWER - 118.7 Airspace (below 2,500 ft. MSL &

(0700—2000 local time) within 4.2 nmi.) (See Tower Notes on
opposite page.)

Monitor AIlS first, then call at least 20
nmi out for VFR traffic advisories. (See
Approach Note, opposite page.)

Winds at Napa generally favor the use of either Runways 18 or 24. Frequently,
landings and takeoffs are conducted simultaneously from several runways so
pilots should be alert for other traffic. The instructions below are based on the
normal wind condition.

EXPECT INSTRUCTIONS TO:
Make LEFT traffic Rwy 18L, report

downwind, or enter LEFT base Rwy
24, report 2 mile LEFT base.

Make straight-in Rwy 24, report tile

Water Tanks, or enter LEFT base Rwy
18L, report 2 mile LEFT base.

Make RIGHT traffic Rwy 18R, report
d ownwi nd.

102- NAPA IDENTIFIER: APC

From VORs:
SGD 112.1V
OAK 116.8i’
STS 113.Oi/

(V=DME)
048°
338°
108°

5 nmi
29 nmi
31 nmi

COMING FROM:
Southeast (Vallejo)

North (Napa, Silverado
Golf Course)

Northeast (Solano College)

West (Sonoma Skypark)

Make straight-in Rwy 18L or IBR.
Report 2 mile final.

C195 2003 Opna Putonv (3iANGS Nvvv-4-05 Rev 105
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APPENDIX E
Noise Model Calculation Data

Napa County Airport

AIRCRAFT MIX
(Estimated 2001 Activity Level)

Total Operations
Aircraft Type

Annual Average Day Percentage

Single-Engine, Propeller, Fixed Pitch 54,000 147.95 42.83%

Single-Engine, Propeller, Variable Pitch 32,040 87.78 25.41%

Twin-Engine, Propeller, Piston 15,640 42.85 12.40%

Twin-Engine, Turboprop 13,140 36.00 10.42%

Small Business Jet (e.g., Citation) 5,630 15.42 4.47%

Medium Business Jet (e.g., Falcon 900) 1.250 3.42 1.00%

Large Business Jet (e.g., Gulfstream) 1,880 5.15 1.49%

Helicopter 2,500 6.85 1.98%

Total 126,080 345.42 100.00%

AIRCRAFT MIX
(Forecast 2021 Activity Level)

Total Operations
Aircraft Type

Annual Average Day Percentage

Single-Engine, Propeller, Fixed Pitch 97,000 265.75 37.31%

Single-Engine, Propeller, Variable Pitch 78,000 213.7 30.00%

Twin-Engine, Propeller, Piston 33,500 91.78 12.88%

Twin-Engine, Turboprop 27,000 73.97 10.38%

Small Business Jet (e.g., Citation) 12,500 34.25 4.81%

Medium Business Jet (e.g., Falcon 900) 4.500 12.33 1.73%

Large Business Jet (e.g., Gulfstream) 3,500 9.59 1.35%

Helicopter 4,000 10.96 1.54%

Total 260,000 712.33 100.00%

Napa County Airport Master Plan (March 2007) E-1



APPENDIX E NOISE MODEL CALCULATION DATA

TIME OF DAY

(EstImated 2001 and 2021)

Percentage of Operations
by Aircraft Type

Day Evening Night
Aircraft Type 7:00 am. 7:00 p.m. 10:00 p.m.

7:00p.m. 10:00p.m. 7:00 am.

Takeoff 95.0% 4.0% 1.0%Single-Engine, Propeller, Fixed Pitch
Landing 95.0% 4.0% 1.0%

Takeoff 95.0% 4.0% 1.0%Single-Engine, Propeller, Variable Pitch
Landing 95.0% 4.0% 1.0%

Takeoff 97.0% 2.0% 1.0%Twin-Engine, Propeller, Piston
Landing 97.0% 2.0% 1.0%

Takeoff 97.0% 2.0% 1.0%Twin-Engine, Turboprop
Landing 97.0% 2.0% 1.0%

Takeoff 99.0% 1.0%All Business Jets
Landing 99.0% 1.0%

—

Takeoff 75.0% 16.0% 9.0%Helicopter
Landing 75.0% 16.0% 9.0%

RUNWAY UTILIZATION
(Estimated 2001 and 2021)

Percentage of
Takeoffs and LandingsAircraft Type

Runway Runway Runway Runway Runway Runway
18A 36L 18L 36R 6 24 Helipad

Single-Engine, Propeller, Fixed Day 60.0 2.5 20.0 0.5 2.0 15.0 —

and Variable Pitch Evening 60.0 2.5 20.0 0.5 2.0 15.0
Night 60.0 2.5 20.0 0.5 2.0 15.0
Day 60.0 2.5 20.0 0.5 20.0 15.0 —

Twin-Engine, Propeller, Piston Evening 60.0 2.5 20.0 0.5 20.0 15.0
Night 60.0 2.5 20.0 0.5 20.0 15.0
Day 75.0 5.0 — — 5.0 15.0 —

Twin-Engine, Turboprop Evening 75.0 5.0 5.0 15.0
Night 75.0 5.0 5.0 15.0
Day 75.0 5.0

— 5.0 15.0
AllBusinessJets Evening 75.0 5.0 5.0 15.0

Night 75.0 5.0 5.0 15.0
Day — — — — — — 100.0

Helicopter Evening 100.0
Night 100.0

E—2 Napa County Airport Master Plan (March 2007)



NOISE MODEL CALCULATION DATA APPENDIX E
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NAPA COUNTY AIRPORT LAND USE COMMISSION

Jeffrey Redding 1195 Third Street, Room 210 • Napa, CA 94559-3092Executive Officer Telephone 707/253-4416 FAX 707/253-4336

December 1 7, 1998

John Yost
Planning Director
City of Napa
P.O. Box 660
Napa, CA 94559

RE: ALUC Review of Stanly Ranch Specific Plan
AL U-I 22

Dear Mr. Yost:

The Napa County Airport Land Use Commission considered the City of Napa’s November 3,1998 referral of the Draft Stanly Ranch Specific Plan, pursuant to the requirements of Section21676(d) of the California Public Utilities Code, at hearings on December 2 and December 16,1998. After review of written materials, consideration of public testimony, and discussions, theCommission unanimously found the Specific Plan to be INCONSISTENT with the Napa
County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (“ALUP”), adopted in April 1991.

The Commission found as follows:

I. Design Guidelines of the Specific Plan (page A-25) propose certain up/ighting of
landscaping, signage. walls, and sculpture. Policy 3.3.5 of the ALUP prohibits the
establishment of glare in any airport planning area. The Commission finds that the proposed
uplighting may produce glare that may be distracting to the operators of aircraft, and
therefore the Specific Plan is INCONSISTENT with the ALUP.

2. The Specific Plan proposes to locate four of five residential neighborhoods, and the
employee housing complex. in Compatibility Zone E beneath overflight patterns published
by IASCO/JAL for twin engine and Bonanza A-36 aircraft operating at Napa County
Airport. Pursuant to Note 7 of Table 3-2 of the ALUP, the location of residential land uses
should consider the proximity of flight patterns, frequency of overflight. terrain conditions
and types of aircraft. The Commission found that federally mandated flight altitudes
applicable to Napa County Airport as an “uncongested area” may be as low as 500 ft. above
the ground in the location of Stanly Ranch, and that no altitude standards are mandated for
aircraft engaged in instrument landings. The Commission finds that because Specific Plan
residential locations do not appear to consider flight patterns or the frequency of overflight.
that the Specific Plan is therefore INCONSISTENT with the ALUP.



John Yost, City of Napa
(Stanly Ranch Specific Plan Referral (.4LU-!22))
December 7, 1998
page 2

3. The Specific Plan proposes clustered residential development within Compatibility Zone E,
as close as approximately 100 ft. from that zone’s boundary with Compatibility Zone D, with
550 of the Plan’s proposed 594 residential units within Zone E, and only 44 residential units.
a winery/wine center, and a resort hotel located within Zone F. Pursuant to Policy 3.1.2 of
the ALUP, the designation of land uses with respect to noise exposure should evaluate site
conditions, terrain, flight patterns, and flight frequency. The Commission finds that the
location and density of the Stanly Ranch employee housing complex is too close to Zone D
in view of the noise produced by climbing patterns and full-power overflights above that
area, and that consideration of relative noise exposure would suggest that all residential uses
be locatedfarther from the airport, and commercial/resort uses be located closer to the
airport than proposed. For these reasons, the Commission finds the Stanly Ranch Specific
Plan INCONSISTENT with the ALUP.

4. The Specific Plan proposes to locate 594 permanent residential units at the Stanly Ranch.
ALUP discussion of Overflight Compatibility concerns (page 2-7) indicates that “the ,izosi

effective iiieans ofachieving compatibility is to prevent the encroachment ofresidential uses
beneath the Jlight patterns, “ while it is possible that ‘communitv goals [mavJ dietate the
needfo,’ residential uses within an airport c traffic area. “ Since the City of Napa has failed
to demonstrate a need for residential development on the Stanly Ranch where Napa County
Airport aircraft are routinely engaged in overflight, the Commission finds the Specific Plan
to be INCONSISTENT with the ALUP.

ALUC staff and further Commission review will he available should the City seek to amend
the Specific Plan in substantial ways affecting issues of ALUP Compatibility. Pursuant to Public
Utilities Code Section 21676(b), the City Council may, following a public hearing and if it is
able to make findings of consistency with the State Aeronautics Act (P.U.C. Sec. 21670 et seq.).
override this determination by a supermajority vote.

Very truly yours.

z; -/ / 1

_____

CL- r (
Michael Miller
ALUC Staff

cc. ALUC Commissioners
Jeffrey Redding. Executive Officer
Laura Anderson. Deputy County Counsel
Christa Engle. CalTrans Aeronautics Program
Lawrence Thelen. Counsel. CalTrans Aeronautics Program
Jean Hasser. Associate Planner. City of Napa
Barbara Lichman. Counsel. Stank’ Ranch
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Figure ZV.B-5
Airport Land Use Compatibility Analysis
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Figure [[[-12
Map of Residential Neighborhoods

[3 R A U N’ • L S A
PLAt4NE,s P 4NL,SCArE ARCFUTECTS

j

-J

0 300 finn



m

In

-1

z
r

S

j.

w

P1
r)
•71

C)

r

N
z

0
z

P1
2
-I

r

C)
-4

P1

0
z
-1

z
C)

x



Attachment 2

Airport Land Use Compatibility Excerpt from Land Use Section, Draft EIR for Stanly Ranch 1
Impact LU-2: Implementation of the project could result in airport-related

land use compatibility impacts in the form of increased noise and overflight
annoyance complaints. (S)

The consistency of the proposed project with the adopted Napa County Airport Land
Use Commission Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan is assessed in Section IV.B,
Public Policy. The intent of the Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, when it was
adopted in 1991, was to permit development on the Stanly Ranch, but to use site
design and overflight easements to obtain an acceptable level of compatibility
(Shutt Moen, 1997). Approval of the proposed project would require a consistency
determination by the Napa County Airport Land Use Commission. The Council may
approve the project, despite an adverse consistency determination from the
Commission, with a two-thirds vote. The Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan
identifies four land use compatibility concerns: safety on the ground, hazards to
aircraft flight, noise and overflight annoyance.

(1) Safety on the Ground. The aviation compatibility analysis prepared by
Shutt Moen Associates for this project (presented in AppendixJ of this EIR)
concludes that safety to those on the project site would be only a minor concern
based on accident location data developed by the UC Berkeley Institute for
Transportation. These data, which were prepared for Caltrans’ Airport Land Use
Planning Handbook published in 1993, included an examination of over 400
accidents at airports throughout the United States. As shown in Figures 2 and 3 of
Appendixj , there were very few accidents lateral to the runway. The areas
proposed for development by the Draft SRSP are more than 5,000 feet north or west
of existing runways and approach zones. Figure 1 of Appendixj shows the
relationship of the Stanly Ranch to the Napa County Airport runways and approach
zones.

(2) Hazards to Aircraft Flight. Hazards to aircraft flight fall into two main
categories: 1) physical obstructions within navigable airspace; and 2) specific land
use types and activities that can affect flight safety such as distracting lights, sources
of glare or smoke, land uses that produce electronic interference that can interfere
with aircraft instruments or communications, and land uses that attract large flocks
of birds. The Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan establishes land use
compatibility zones that restrict the height of structures and the type and intensity of
development and activities in areas surrounding the Napa County Airport. Section
IV.B of this EIR, Public Policy, assesses the proposed project’s consistency with the

GUOB\4294A.LAND.429(7/3W9S) IV.A- 16



BRADYILSA STANLY RANCH SPECIFIC PLAN DRAFT Elk
AUGUST 998 IV. SE1TING. IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

A. LAND USE

adopted Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan. With implementation of the
mitigation measures identified in Section IV.B, the proposed project would be
consistent with the Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan and the potential for the
introduction of hazards to flight as a result of the project would be less than
significant.

(3) Noise. Aircraft-related noise impacts on the proposed development
are addressed in detail in Section JV.L of this EIR, Noise. As shown in Figure 1 of
Appendix I, the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) contours for the Napa
County Airport, which are a cumulative noise metric, do not encompass the project
site. Thus, the cumulative noise levels on the site from aircraft noise are within
acceptable ranges for residential development; this is further described in Section
IV.L. However, portions of the project site are within ALUC land use compatibility
zones D, E, and F (see Figure IV.B-5). As described in Section IV.B, the Airport
Land Use Compatibility Pla,, restricts the type and intensity of development in these
areas accordingly.

(4) Overflight Annoyance. Consistency with the Airport Land Use
Compatibility Plan does not mean that aircraft-related noise and overflight
annoyance would not result in complaints by residents of the proposed project. As
stated in the aviation compatibility analysis in Appendix I, noise complaints have
come in the past from residences in the Milton Road area of Napa, which is located
southwest of the Stanly Ranch.

The use of easements and disclosure statements reduces the probability of noise
complaints from future property owners but is unlikely to prevent all noise
complaints. These measures reduce the likelihood that individuals highly sensitive
to aircraft noise will acquire a residence near an airport. However, aircraft noise that
did not seem intrusive at the time a property was acquired can become a significant
source of annoyance over time. If aircraft operations increase or there is an increase
in the number of louder aircraft, residents may complain even if they were informed
at the time of purchase that this could occur. Many people are inaccurate predictors
of their sensitivity to aircraft noise.

While the principal purpose of avigation easements is to alert potential purchasers
that a property is likely to be exposed to aircraft overflights, easements also confer
certain rights to the airport. The various enumerated rights (e.g., right of overflight)
enable normal aircraft operations to occur in the vicinity of the airport. The use of
easements reduces the liability, if any, that may result from aircraft operations.

Mitigation Measure LU-2: Implementation of the mitigation measures
identified in the Public Policy section of the EIR related to easements and
disclosure statements for on-site property owners shall be implemented to
reduce potential airport-related land use incompatibilities, including noise and
overflight annoyance. (LTS)

G’JOB429\4A-LA1W429(7/3O/9) IV.A— 17



L. NOISE

. I

This section evaluates the noise impacts associated with implementation of the Draft
SRSP. The existing and future noise exposure of the site is described; the
compatibility of the proposed land uses with the on-site noise environment is
evaluated; and the potential for off-site noise impacts is quantified.

El. Setting

a. Existing Conditions. The Stanly Ranch site is exposed to noise emanating
from State Route 29/12, State Route 12/121, and aircraft overflight associated with
activity from the Napa County Airport, located about 4,000 feet south of the Draft
SRSP area. A detailed noise measurement survey was conducted on the site in
February 1991 (ROMA, 1993a). These noise measurements were updated in 1993
and again in 1997 for this EIR. The noise measurements consisted of eight long-
term measurements and three short-term measurements on the site. The noise
measurement locations are shown on Figure IV.L-1. The measurement locations
denoted with letters are the long-term measurements and the numbered locations are
locations where short-term measurements were conducted. The advantage of
conducting a long-term measurement is that it allows a direct measurement of the
24-hour day/night average noise level (Ldfl) and the advantage of the short-term
measurement is that an operator with a meter can write down the noise levels of
individual events to allow, for example, aircraft noise levels to be separated from
traffic noise levels. (Appendix H includes a discussion of terminology and
fundamental concepts of environmental noise.)

The results of the measurements are summarized in Table IV.L-1. The data show
that noise levels are highest near State Route 29/12. Traffic noise from State Route
29/12 penetrates furthest into the site at the easterly end where the roadway is
elevated crossing the Napa River. The location of the existing 60 Ldfl contour, based
on the noise measurement data, is shown on Figure IV.L- 1.

In the southern portions of the site, noise levels are dominated by aircraft flyovers.
Noise measurements conducted at Sites F, G and H in November 1997 were done

G:JOB\4294L.NOISE429 (7/30/98) IV.L 1



60 Ldn Highway Noise Contour

Source: EDAW 1997 and Illingwodh& RodIn, Inc. 1997.
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Figure WL-1
Noise Measurement Locations
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DRADY/LSA STANLY RANCH SPECIFIC PLAN DRAFT EIRAUGUST 1998 IV, SETTING, IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
L NOISE

Table IVI-1
EXISTING DAY/NIGHT SOUND LEVEL (Ldfl)

ON TI{E STANLY RANCH PROPERTY
Site — — Time and Date Ldfla

A 2 pm, 2/10/91 to 12 pm, 2/13/91 69dB

B 3 pm, 2/10/91 to 12 pm, 2/12/91 53 dB

C 2pm,2112/9ltollam,2/13/91 58dB —

D 2 pm, 2/10/91 to 12 pm, 2/13/91 50dB

E 2:4Opm,2/11/91 toll am,2/12/9l 53dB

F 10 am, 1 1/20/97 to 2 pm, I 1/22/97 51 dB

G 11 am, 11/20/97 102 pm, 11/22/97 56dB

H 12 pm, 11/20/97103 pm, 11/22/97 51 dB

I 1:50-2:OOpm,2/10/91 60dB

2 1:36-1:51 pm, 10/14/97 53 dB

3 1:04-1:l9pm,l0/14/97 63dB

a
Ldfl established based on comparison of short-term measurement results with long-term
measurement results.

Source: lllingworth & Rodkin, 1997 and ROMA, 1993a.

specifically to separate the contribution of aircraft flyover noise from the noise
generated by traffic and other activity in the area. Noise measurements at these three
locations were done in a manner that enabled individual events to be captured along
with the overall level. Noise measurements were conducted for a period of about 52
hours at each of these locations running from early on Thursday morning, November
20, 1997, through Saturday afternoon, November 22, 1997, between storm systems.
Over the course of the measurement period, 155 aircraft flyovers occurred. The
highest aircraft noise levels measured on the site were attributable to the aircraft
used by the airline training school. These are the A-36 Bonanza and the King Air C
90. The noise level output of the A-36 Bonanza is typically 3 decibels noisier than
the King Air C 90. The noise levels generated by these aircraft as they flew over the
site ranged from 65 to 75 dBA. The 24-hour average noise level (Ldn) at these three
locations attributable to aircraft flyovers was 45 to 46 dB. The Community Noise
Equivalent Level (CNEL) (the noise metric used by the Airport Land Use
Commission to evaluate aircraft noise) was 46 to 47 dB. The overall Ldfl’ at Site F
was 51 dB; at Site G it was 56 dB; and at Site H it was 51 dB. The noise levels at
Site F were dominated by traffic on State Route 29112. The meter at Site F was
located behind a large tree trunk to shield it as much as possible from highway noise.

I Overall Ld includes aircraft noise in combination with other sources of noise.

G’J0B429,4L.NOlSE.429 (7/30/98) IV.L-3
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The measured Ldfl for aircraft activity of 45 to 46 dB is consistent with the published

noise contours for the Napa County Airport (see Figure IV.L-2 which shows that the
site is well outside the projected year 2008 CNEL 55 contour for the airport).2

Aircraft activity tends to be confined to the daytime hours. The distribution of the

aircraft flyover activity from midnight on Thursday, November 20, 1997 through
midnight on Friday, November 21, 1997 is shown in Figure IV.L-3. During this 24-

hour period, there were 78 identifiable aircraft flyovers on the site. Only two

flyovers occurred between the hours of 10 PM and 7 AIvI, and these took place

between 6 and 7 AM on Friday morning, November 21, 1997. Since this flight path

is primarily used by the airline training center and their activity is confined to the

daytime hours, this timing reduces the potential for nighttime noise disturbances at
the project site and is a major reason why the Ldfl, which is weighted significantly by
nighttime activity, is low. This fact is confirmed by the Airport Master Plan (Napa
County, 1991) which indicates that less than one percent of takeoffs and landings at
Napa Airport occur between 10 PM and 7 AM.

The 78 operations counted on Thursday through Friday generated an Ldfl of 45 dB

and a CNEL of 46. The activity level for 1997 is 148,250 operations a year (Shutt

Moen, 1997). Based on the frequency of use of the various flight tracks at Napa

Airport, this is equivalent to 103 flights/day over the Stanly Ranch site. On the days

of the measurements, the number of aircraft was slightly less than a typical day.
This difference is equivalent to a 1.2 dB difference in the Ldfl and CNEL. Therefore,

based on the current annual average operations, the aircraft-generated Ld11 on the site

would be 47 dB and the CNEL would be 48 dB. The historical high point in

operations was in 1994 when there were 231,000 operations per year. In 1994, about

161 overflights of the project site would have occurred which would result in an Ldfl
(or CNEL) 3.1 dB higher than measured in 1997, or an Ldfl of 49 dB and a CMEL of

50 dB. By way of comparison, the number of operations could increase to 600

overflights at the project site per day before reaching a CNEL of 55 dB. This would

be equivalent to about 861,000 operations at the airport per year. There has never

been a projection that activity could reach this volume at Napa Airport. The current
capacity of the airport is 270,000 operations per year and the forecast capacity with

all planned airport improvements is 390,000 operations per year (Napa County,

1991). Therefore, it is safe to say that the CNEL on the site related to aircraft noise

will remain below 55 dB and will probably remain below 50 dB.

2 Site G includes highway noise as well as aircraft noise. Without highway noise, Site G
would be under the projected 55 L for the airport. Aircraft alone would be 45 to 46 Ldfl.

GUOB4294L.NOlSE429 (7!3O9) IV.L-4
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FUTURE LAND USE
DESIGNATiONS

RESIDENTIAL

COMMERCIAL

GENERAL INDUSTRY

INDUSTRIAL PARK

PUBUC

AGRICULTURE, WATERSHED. OPEN SPACE

AGRICULTURAL RESOURCE

— — CITY OF NAPA URBAN BOUNDARY

— AIRPORT PROPERTY

Source: General Plan Designations from City of Napa Draft General Plan, Draft Policy Document, 1996.
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Figure IV.L-2
Projected 2008 CNEL Noise Levels
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BRADY!LSA STANLY RANCH SPECIFIC PLAN DRAFT E
AUGUST 1998 IV. SETrING, IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

L. NO1SF

b. Regulatory Background. The City of Napa, through the Noise Element of the
City’s adopted General Plan, has the following goals and policies applicable to this
project:

Goals

• Reduce the noise from traffic, through proper circulation and
development planning, to a level that does not jeopardize public
health, safety and welfare.

• Minimize noise impacts from possible future noise sources.

Policy

• Noise sensitive uses, including residences, schools, hospitals, nursing
homes, etc., should be located awayfrom major noise sources unless
signfIcant mitigation steps are taken. Mitigation measures shall
include noise barriers, walls orfences along busy streets, proper
structural design, adequate setback, etc.

Additionally, the Noise Element contains noise and land use compatibility guidelines
for determining the acceptable noise level for noise sensitive uses. This chart is
reproduced as Figure IV.L-4. Residential development is considered normally
acceptable with an exterior Ldfl of up to 60 dB. Normally acceptable is defined as
meaning the specified land use is satisfactory assuming buildings are of conventional
construction without special noise insulation. Between an Ldfl of 60 and 70 dB,
residential development is considered conditionally acceptable. This means that a
detailed analysis shall be required for all construction and that noise insulation
features shall be included in the building design. Generally, conventional
construction will suffice but requires closed windows and fresh air supply systems or
air conditioning. The text states for an Ldfl/CNEL of 65 dB or greater, residential
and commercial uses which give emphasis to outdoor activity should be discouraged.

The Draft General Plan uses a land use compatibility chart essentially the same as
that in the existing General Plan, although compatibility categories overlap as
shown in Figure IV.L-5. Draft General Plan policies state that new residential
development is to meet exterior noise level standards in the table, which provides a
“conditionally acceptable” range up to 70 dB Ldfl for residential uses, although the
accompanying text states the upper limit of exterior noise should be 60 dB Ldfl.
Other policies state that the City shall use CEQA to ensure that new development
does not exceed City standards; that the development review process shall be used to
site new construction in ways that reduce noise levels; that the City shall encourage
clustering, where appropriate, of residential development in order to provide open
space that can be used to distance residences from noise sources; and that new
development shall maintain the ambient sound environment as much as possible.

GJOB4294L-NOSE429(7/3OI9S) IV.L—7



Land Use Compatibility for Community Noise Environments
Napa General Plan (1983, Reprinted 1986)

LAND USE CATEGORY COMMUNITY NOISE EXPOSURE
Ldn OR CNEL, dB

Residential —

Single Family Duplex
Mobile Homes, Multi Family

Transient Lodging — Hotels,
Motels g zz

Schools Libranes Churches
Hospitals NursingHomes ,

Auditoriums, Concert Halls,
Amphitheaters

Sports Arena, outdoor Spectator :.:::

Sports

Playgrounds, Neighborhood
Pm*s

Golf Courses, Riding Stables,
Water Recreation, Cemetaries

Office Buildings Business
Commercial and Professional

Industnal Manufacturing
Utilities, Agriculture

LEGEND
NORMALLY ACCEPTABLE NORMALLY UNACCEPTABLE

[ CONDITIONALLY ACCEPTABLE .: .
.. I CLEARLY UNACCEPTABLE

NORMALLY ACCEPTABLE: Specified land use is satisfactory, assuming buildings are of conventional construction without
special noise insulation
CONDiTIONALLY ACCEPTABLE: Detailed analysis shall be required for all construction and noise insulation features shall
be included in building design. Generally, conventional construction will suffice, but with closed windows and fresh air supply
systems or air conditioning. This requiremenet shall be applied, irrespective of any projected decrease in CNEL for the area.
Where the CNEL is 65dB or greater, residential and commercial uses which give emphasis to outdoor activity should be
discouraged.
NORMALLY UNACCEPTABLE: New construction or development should generally be discouraged....
CLEARLY UNACCEPTABLE: New construction or development should generally not be permitted.

Source: Illirigworth & Rodkin, 1997.

STANLY RANCH
SPECIFIC PLAN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORTj

Figure IV 1-4
Land Use Compatability for Community Noise Environment (adopted General Plan)

55 60 65 70 75 80

BRADY • LSA
PLANNERS AND LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTS



Land Use Compatibility for Community Noise Environments
Draft Napa General Plan (1996 Policy Document)

LAND USE CATEGORY COMMUNITY NOISE EXPOSURE

[ LdnORCNEL,dB
55 60 65 70 75 80

Residential — Low Density
Single Family Duplex,
Mobile Homes,

Residential—MultiFamily.

Transient Lodging — Hotels,
Motels

Schools Libranes Churches
Hospitals, Nursing Homes

Auditoriums, Conceit Halls,
Amphitheaters

Sports Arena, Outdoor Spectator :‘.

Sports

Playgrounds, Neighborhood
Parks

Golf Courses, Riding Stables, —

Water Recreation, Cemetaries

Office Buildings, Business 1:1
Commercial and Professional

Industrial Manufacturing,
Utilities, Agriculture

LEGEND
NORMALLY ACCEPTABLE NORMALLY UNACCEPTABLE
CONDITIONALLY ACCEPTABLE CLEARLY UNACCEPTABLE

NORMALLY ACCEPTABLE: Specified land use is satisfactoiy, assuming buildings are of conventional construction without
special noise insulation
c0NDm0NALLY ACCEPTABLE: New Construction or development should only be undertaken after a detailed analysis of
the noise reduction requirements is made and needed noise insulation features included in the design. Conventional constniction,
but with closed windows and fresh air supply systems or air conditioning included in the design.
NORMALLY UNACCEPTABLE: New construction or development should generally be discouraged....
CLEARLY UNACCEPTABLE: New construction or development should generally not be permitted.

Soulce: tlhngwocth&Rodkn, 1997.

STANLY RANCH
[ECIFC PLAN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT(

Figure WL-5
Land Use Compatability for Community Noise Environment (Draft General Plan)
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IV. SETrING, IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION MEASURES AUGUST 1998
L. NOISE

New transportation-related noise sources that cause the ambient sound levels to
exceed compatibility standards in the table would be required to incorporate
conditions of design modifications to reduce the potential increase in the noise

environment. The City shall also regulate construction to allow for efficient

construction activities while also protecting noise sensitive land uses. New

residential projects must provide for an interior noise level of 45 dB CNEL; thus the
City shall review all residential and other noise-sensitive land uses within the 60 dB

Ldfl contours of Highways 29 and 12 to ensure that adequate noise attenuation has

been incorporated into the design of the project. Alternatives to the use of sound

walls are encouraged.

In addition to the Noise Element guidelines, the Napa County Airport Land Use

Commission’s Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (Napa County, 1991) applies to

the noise generated by activity at Napa County Airport. The Airport Land Use

Compatibility Plan requires that the airport/land use noise compatibility analysis

consider the future CNEL contours of each airport. These contours are calculated

based on aircraft activity forecasts which are set forth in adopted airport master plans

or which are considered by the Commission to be plausible. The Plan states that the

maximum CNEL considered “normally acceptable” for most residential uses in the

vicinity of airports covered by the Plan is 55 cIBA. The Plan states that this standard

is appropriate for areas with low ambient noise levels. In areas with higher ambient

noise levels, the maximum CNEL considered “normally acceptable” for residential

uses shall be 60 cIBA. Factors which determine whether to apply the higher standard

include the presence of major highways, large concentrations of residences or large-

scale commercial and industrial uses.

12. Impacts and Mitigation Measures

a. Criteria of Significance. A significant noise impact would be identified if a
proposed use would be exposed to noise levels exceeding the City’s noise and land

use compatibility guidelines.

Project-generated noise would result in a significant impact on an existing land use

(i.e., existing residences in the area) under the following conditions:

• Average noise levels (Ldfl) increase by 5 cIBA or more but remain below the

normally acceptable level (60 Ld for residences).

• Average noise levels (Ld) increase by more than 3 dBA and existing noise
levels increase from below the acceptability level to above the normally

acceptable level (60 Ldfl for residences).

• Average noise levels (Ldfl) increase by more than 3 dBA where existing levels

are already above the normally acceptable level (i.e., 60 Ldfl for residences).

G:UOB’4294L-NOSE.429(7I3O/98) IV.L 10
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L. NOISE

Average noise levels (Ldfl) increase by more than 2 dBA in residential areas

where the Ld currently exceeds 70 dB.

These significance criteria recognize: (a) the threshold levels of acceptability

established by the local government; (b) that once the threshold level has been

exceeded, any noticeable change above that level results in a significant degradation

of the noise environment; and (c) that a clearly noticeable change in the noise

environment (a 5 dBA increase), even though the acceptability threshold has not

been reached, is considered a substantial increase and would result in a significant
impact under CEQA.

Short-term impacts resulting during the construction phase are considered significant
under the following conditions: construction equipment average noise levels exceed

60 dBA during the daytime or 55 dBA during the nighttime outside of residences
and also exceed existing ambient noise levels. These noise limits are chosen to
minimize the potential for speech interference during the daytime and sleep
disturbance at night.

b. Less-Than-Significant Impacts.

Impact NOI-A: Aircrafi noise exposure on the site is less than an Ldfl of55 dB.

These noise levels would be compatible with residential activity. (I. TS)

The existing and projected Ldfl due to aircraft overflight is and would be expected to

remain below an Ldfl of 55 dB. Maximum instantaneous noise levels, however, often

reach 75 dBA on the eastern portion of the site during the daytime. The Napa

County Noise Element recommends that maximum instantaneous noise levels

indoors during the daytime not exceed 60 dB. Although there is no similar City

requirement, it is noted this level would be achieved in a typical building with the

windows open. Therefore, housing anywhere as proposed on the site would be

.compatible with the aircraft noise.

Condition of Anproval NOI-A: None required. (LTS)

Impact NOI-B: Traffic generated by the project would add to the noise generated

by State Route 29/12. The additional traffic would result in an insignificant

increase iii the noise levels along SR 29/12 and other roads seiwing the site with

the exception ofStanly Lane (see Impact NOI-4). (L TS)

Calculations were made to determine the change in noise level along the streets

serving the site as a result of project-generated traffic and also as a result of

cumulative conditions plus project-generated traffic in the year 2010. These

calculations show that, for the worst case condition in the year 2010 of cumulative

GAlOB4294L-NOSE 429 (7/30/98) IV.L 11
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plus-project traffic, noise levels along the highway/streets serving the site (State

Route 29/12, State Route 12/21, State Route 121, Old Sonoma Road, and Cuttings
Wharf Road) would increase by less than 2 decibels at all locations and in all cases

would increase by an immeasurable amount due to project-generated traffic alone.

A 2-decibel increase in the average traffic noise level is not generally detectable,

especially when it takes place over a ten- to 15-year period.

Condition of Approval NOI-B: None required. (LTS)

c. Significant Impacts. The following section describes the potential impacts
associated with the project and presents mitigation measures necessary to minimize
impacts to less than significant.

Impact NOI-1: Portions of the site proposed for employee housing and
Neighborhood 1 would be exposed to noise levels that would be considered

conditionally acceptable. The remainder of the site would be considered
completely compatible. Noise levels in the conditionally acceptable area would

require mitigation. (S)

The location of the 60 Ldfl noise exposure contour on the Stanly Ranch site is shown
in Figure IV.L-i. Housing between the 60 Ldfl contour and State Route 29/12 would

be considered conditionally acceptable with the onsite noise environment, and
housing located outside the 60 Ldfl contour would be considered norrrially

acceptable. The Illustrative Master Plan for the Stanly Ranch site (Figure 111-4)

shows that the employee housing would be the closest housing to State Route 29/12.

The Ldfl in this area is 63 dB. A portion of Neighborhood 1 would be exposed to an

Ld of about 60 to 61 dB. This noise exposure is such that acceptable interior noise

levels can be met with standard residential-grade windows as long as the buildings
are mechanically ventilated to allow the windows to remain closed at the resident’s

option. Noise levels outdoors in the employee housing area and the closest portion

of Neighborhood ito SR 29/12 would exceed an Ldfl of 60 dB. Because State Route

2/i2 is elevated in this area, it would not be possible to provide for outdoor noise

reduction below 60 dB in these areas. If the homes were located between SR 29/12

and the backyards, some shielding would be provided, reducing the outdoor noise

levels close to an Ldfl of 60 dB. The Noise Element recommends that outdoor uses

be discouraged where the Ldfl exceeds 65 dB. Since noise levels at all locations on

the site would be below an Ld of 65 dB, there would be no conflict with current

City policy. The Draft General Plan appears to place somewhat more emphasis on

meeting an outdoor standard of 60 dB for residential areas. The Draft Noise

Element text states that for residential areas in the City, the upper limit of “normally

acceptable” on-site exterior noise should be 60 dB. Nonetheless, the noise and land

use compatibility table in the Noise Element indicates that residential land uses are

conditionally acceptable with an Ldfl of up to 70 dB.

G.JOB\429\4L-NOlSE 429(7/39/99) IV.L— 12
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L. NOISE

Mitigation Measure NOT-la: Homes within Neighborhood I shall be sited to
include useable yard space on the south side of buildings to shield this space
from highway noise. Alternatively, the feasibility of using fencing to shield
outdoor areas shall be evaluated based on topography. Noise levels in the
outdoor use areas associated with the employee housing shall be mitigated by
orienting the homes such that the buildings themselves shield the outdoor use
area. If the employee housing area, as shown in Figure 111-13, is rotated so
that the parking lot is parallel to SR 29/12 and the patios face the parking lot,
noise levels in most of the yards would be reduced to 60 dB or less. In some
of the yards, noise levels may exceed 60 dB and be as high as 63 dB, but these
noise levels would be consistent with the intent of the both the current and
Draft Noise Elements of the City’s General Plan.

Mitigation Measure NOI-lb: Homes within the 60-63 dB Ldfl contour shall be
required to provide mechanical ventilation to assure that interior noise
standards are met. (LTS)

Impact NOI-2: Noise generated by agricultural operations would occasionally
generate significant noise levels in the new residential area. (S)

Agricultural operations in adjacent vineyards, and particularly the operation of wind
machines, would generate noise levels that could be annoying to new residents.
Studies of wind machines at similar vineyards indicate that noise levels at 400 feet
from wind machines reach 74 dBA. Inside of a typical house with the windows
closed, these noise levels would reach about 44 dBA in rooms with windows facing
the wind machine, louder than would be acceptable for nighttime noise exposure.
Since wind machines are typically used during late nightlearly mornings, there is a
possibility for sleep disturbance for units within 1,300 feet of a wind machine.
Studies for residential areas adjacent to other vineyards have indicated that the wind
machines are used between 10 and 30 nights a year. Noise impacts would be
expected to be highest for those homes closest to the agricultural operation.
Shielding provided by these homes would reduce noise levels for subsequent rows of
homes. In terms of the City’s noise and land use compatibility guidelines (assuming
that the wind machines are used 4 hours a night for 30 nights out of the year), the
annual average exterior Ldfl at the distance of 400 feet would be 55 dB, which would
be compatible. However, there is a potential for sleep interference for homes within
1,300 feet on those nights when the wind machines are used.

The Napa City Zoning Code Section 17.60.09.02 states, “SoundJnoise-reducing
design and construction techniques shall be required (e.g., window/door orientation,
use of double pane windows, etc.), to reduce noise levels to occupants from
adjoining farm operations to acceptable levels as defined in the Noise Element of the
General Plans) prior to building permit.”

(J.lIOB.429l4L.NOISE4Z9 (7130198) IV .L— 1 3
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Mitigation Measure NOl2: Bedroom windows in homes within 1,300 feet of

a wind machine shall have an STC (Sound Transmission Class) rating

approximately 10 decibels higher than standard windows (i.e., an STC rating

of 40). Installation of such windows would provide for acceptable noise levels

indoors with the windows closed, even during wind machine use not in excess

of sleep disturbance levels. (LTS)

Impact NOI-3: During construction, noise levels would be temporarily elevated

on the property surrounding the site. There are scattered farm houses in this

area that would experience these increased noise levels. Generally, construction

would take place far from these areas and, while noticeable, would not be

significant. For short periods of time when construction is taking place within

several hundred feet of these homes and near occupied new homes on the

project site, noise levels may be significant. (S)

Construction activity, including grading, infrastructure, and home building, would

result in increased noise levels in the area. However, there are only a few scattered

farm houses in the area. Residents of these homes would be affected by construction

noise. However, the vast majority of construction on the site would take place far

from these homes. At 400 feet from the site, maximum instantaneous noise levels

would be expected to be below 60 dBA and average noise levels would be expected

to be about 55 dBA. This level would be about the same as the existing noise level

in the area and would not be significant. Therefore, there would only be short

periods of time when construction would be taking place within 400 feet of these

homes and where noise levels would begin to exceed the background noise level. At

the worst, this noise increase would be expected to be annoying for a short period of

time.

Mitigation Measure NOI-3: The following combination of measures shall be

required for project construction:

Construction activities shall be limited pursuant to Napa Municipal

Code (NMC) 8.08.025 to 7 AM to 7 PM, Monday through Friday and

8 AM to 4 PM on weekends or legal holidays, unless a permit is first

secured from the City Manager (or his/her designee) for additional

hours. The ordinance further states that there will be: no start up of

machines nor equipment prior to 8 AM, Monday through Friday; no

delivery of materials nor equipment prior to 7:30 AIvI nor past 5 PM

Monday through Friday; no cleaning of machines nor equipment past

6 PM, Monday through Friday; no servicing of equipment past 6:45

PM Monday through Friday.

GUOB\4294L-NOISE 429 (7130198) IV. L— 1 4
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All internal combustion engines for construction equipment used on
the site shall have state-of-the-art muffler systems required by current
law and be properly maintained.

- Unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines shall be strictly
prohibited. Grading and construction equipment shall be shut down
when not in use.

• All stationary noise-generating construction equipment, such as air
compressors and portable power generators, shall be located as far as
practical from existing residences and businesses and provided with
acoustical shielding if necessary.

• Residential neighbors adjacent to the project shall be notified of the
construction schedule in writing.

• A noise disturbance coordinator, responsible for responding to
complaints about construction noise, shall be designated by the project
contractor. The telephone number for the disturbance coordinator
shall be posted at the construction site and shall also be included in the
notice sent to neighbors regarding the construction schedule. (LTS)

Impact NOI-4: Project-generated traffic on Stanly Lane would significantly
increase noise levels for the one existing residence adjacent to Stanly Lane near
the bend in Stanly Lane. (S)

After Stanly Lane is relocated and the project is completed, the roadway would be
more than 100 feet from an existing ranch home located at the bend in Stanly Lane.
Based on the noise measurement survey, the existing Ldfl at this location is about 50
dBA. The increase in traffic along Stanly lane would increase noise levels in this
location by more than 5 dBA, exceeding the first significance criterion although Ldfl
noise levels would remain in the “normally acceptable” range.

Mitigation Measure NOI-4: During the final design phase of the road and Bay
Trail, the applicant shall incorporate five-foot high solid fencing or berming to
help shield yards, patios or other primary outdoor use areas associated with the
existing home. (LTS)

G1oa4294L.NOISa429(7,3of9g) IV.L- 15
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Zone D and The Circling Approach to Runway 18R

Capt. Dwight Small (Ret.)

There are no straight-in instrument approaches to Runway I 8R, the safest landing runwayfor jet operations when low clouds or reduced visibility exist along with south or west windsabove 12 MPH. Because there are no instrument approaches to this runway, pilots are requiredto fly an approach to another runway and then do a circling maneuver to land on I 8R. The pilotconducting this approach in a Category C airplane will fly his airplane solely in reference toinstruments to a point about 2 miles from the airport where he will then fly a northerly course,within 1.5 nauticalmiles west of and parallel to runway 18R. This is called the downwind leg andis where the Circling Approach, a visual manuver, begins and is within Zone D. The downwindleg is flown at 620’ above sea level which is 587’ above airport elevation and, according to theStanly Ranch contour map, is 550’ above Home Hill.

Category C aircraft are considered for this explanation because most, business jets usingNapa Airport are in this category. The categories are defined in the FAA TERPS Manual (seepg’s 4 & 5). The Category C flight path boundary is shown on page 3. The block in the lowerright corner of page 8 (Jeppesen Approach Plate) is where the pilot looks to find the applicableapproach minimums for the category of airplane he’s flying. Note Category C is highlighted andindicates that the minimums for the “CIRCLE-TO-LAND” part of the approach are 620’ (587’)and 11/2.

Page 7 is a copy of the Jeppesen approach plate the pilot would reference whenconducting this approach. This plate is constructed from FAR Part 95 regulations, TERPScriteria and from survey data.

Homes underlying the Circling Approach flight path would be in a high noise environment.In order to properly arid safely execute this approach, the pilot must adhere very closely to theprocedure and he/she has very little flexibility regarding speed, flight path, altitude and aircraftconfiguration (position of flaps and gear). Properly configured on the downwind leg, the airplanewould be in a moderately high drag flight regime. High drag = high power= high noise = a highnumber of complaints. The safety risk to people underlying this approach would be low tomoderate but, because of the noise and inevitable noise complaints, I do not think homes shouldbe allowed in Zone D. If allowed, operations would be negatively impacted and could easilydiscourage corporations from basing biz jets at Napa Airport. Tax revenue on a single high-endjet could be as high as $350,000 per year! The airport is a gold mine, producing jobs and revenuefor our county, city and for the all the people of the area. Let’s not make a big mistake; keep theairport viable, now and into the future.

I’m an airplane owner and a user of the Napa Airport. I am a retired airline captain withworld wide experience conducting all types of approaches to hundreds of airports world wide andam type rated in jets ranging from the Lear Jet to the Boeing 747.
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Circling Approach to Runway 18R

• The circling approach to Runway I 8R at Napa Airport is the visualportion of the VOR/GPS 06 or the LOC 36L instrument approach.

• The procedure’s flight path, altitude and speed are specified by FARPart 95 and the specific requirements of the aircraft type. Jets havelittle flexibility as to fligth path and altitude when conducting thisprocedure.

• It is used when dictated by winds, low cloud cover, limited visibility,darkness or anytime arriving pilots are not familiar with the airport.

• Proper execution would require passing directly over SR at 587’ AGL(above ground level). This could be as low as 550’ over Home Hill, lessabove the rooftops.

• Overhead SR. the aircraft would be configured with landing gear down,approach flaps and in level turning flight. This is a relatively high dragsituation requiring moderately high power. High power equals highnoise.

• Homes in zone D would be in a high noise area when weatherconditions dictate the use of the circling approach to Runway 1 8R.

• Runway 1 8R is the longest runway at Napa Airport and is favored formost jet operations during periods of fog, low clouds and poor visibilityand is required when the winds are from the south or southwest at morethan 12 MPH.
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CHAPTER 2. GENERAL CRITERIA
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212. APPROACH CATEGOPJF Aircraft perfoi-man djfferen have a direct effect on theairspace and Visibility needed to perforn certajmaneuve,-s such as circle to land, turning missedapproaches, final alignm correction to land, anddescent. The following categoj.j are establishedand will be referrJ to throughout this publitj0by their letter dcsigj]atjofl (A, B, C, D, or E):

a. Category A: speed less than 91 knOts;weight less than 30,00i Pounds.

b. Catego.- B. Speed 91 knots or more butless than 121 knots; weight 30,00i pounds or morebut less than 60,001 pounds

c. Categoryc. speed 121 knots or more butless than 141 knots; weight 60,001 pounds or morebut less than 150,001 pounds.

ci. Category.
Ies than 166 knots weight 150,001 pounds or more

e. C.ategor. speed 166 knots or mor anyweight.

NOTE: Speeds are bas& on 1.3 tImes the stallspeed in the landing conhigurio a’ ma.rjm
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Section 6. Circling Approach

260. CIRCLING APPROACH AREA. This is theobstacle clearance area which shall be considered for

Page 21

aircraft maneuvering to land on a runway which isnot aligned with the final approach course of theapproach procedure.

a. Alignment and Area. The size of the circling area varies with the approach category of theaircraft, as shown in Table 4. To define the limits ofthe circling area for the appropriate category, drawan arc of suitable radius from the center of thethreshold of each usable runway. Join the extremities of the adjacent arcs with lines drawn tangent tothe arcs. The area thus enclosed is the circlingapproach area. See Figure 15.

b. Obstacle Clearance. A minimum of 300 feetof obstacle clearance shall be provided in the circlingapproach area. There is no secondary obstacle clearance for the circling approach. See Paragraph 322.

TiNe 4. CIRCLING APPROACH AREA RADII.

App,oach Citegoty Radius (Miles)
A 1.3
B 1.5
C 1.7
D 2.3
E 4.5

u6o-Jkj
7f76

261. CIRCLING APPROACH AREA NOTCONSIDERED FOR OBSTACLE CLEARANCE. It will be permissible to eliminate fromconsideration a particular sector where prominent

•A 1,1,
Aii.AI. VAil WflW TEAmOAas C*1?

Figure 15. CONSTRUCTION OF CIRCLING APPROACHAREA. Las 260.
cp 2
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(b) Circling Approach. When the final
approach course alignment does not meet the crite
ria for a straight-in Landing. only a circling approach
shall be authorized, and the course alignment should
be made to the center of the landing area. When an
operational advantage can be achieved, the final
approach course may be aligned to any portion of
the usable Landing surface. See Figure 47.
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(2) Circling Approach. In addition to theminimum requirements specified in Paragraph513.c.(l) above, obstacle clearance in the circlingarea shall be as prescribed in Chapter 2, Section 6.

d. Descent Gradient. The OPTIMUM dcscent gradient in the final approach segment shouldnot exceed 300 feet per mile. Where a higher descentgradient is necessary, the MAXIMUM permissiblegradient is 400 feet per mile. See also Paragraphs 251
& 288.a
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