
For General Plan, Specific Plan or Zoning Amendments and Development Projects: 

A copy of the relevant amended sections, maps, etc., together with a detailed description of the proposed 
changes, sufficient to provide the following: 

1. Adequate information to establish the relationship of the project to the three areas of Airport Land Use
compatibility concern (ex. a summary of the planning documents and/or project development materials
describing how ALUCP compatibility issues are addressed):

a) Noise: Location of project/plan area in relation to the noise contours identified in the applicable ALUCP.

- Identify any relevant citations/discussion included in the project/plan addressing compliance with
ALUCP noise policies.

b) Safety: Location of project/plan area in relation to the safety zones identified in the applicable ALUCP.

- Include any relevant citations/discussion included in the project/plan addressing compliance with
ALUCP safety policies.

c) Airspace Protection:

- Include relevant citations/discussion of allowable heights in relation to the protected airspace/proximity
to airport, as well as addressment of any land uses or design features that may cause visual, electronic,
navigational, or wildlife hazards, particularly bird strike hazards.
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C. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Location and Setting

Project Components

Vesting Tentative Parcel Map



Figure 2
Project Site



Figure 5
Preferred Site Plan Rendering – R&D Buildings



Figure 7
Preferred Site Plan Rendering – Multi-Family Residential Building



Figure 11
Alternative Site Plan Rendering 



Figure 13
Preferred Site Plan - Landscaping Plan



Figure 14
Alternative Site Plan – Landscaping Plan
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COMMUNITY NOISE EQUIVALENT LEVEL (CNEL) 

LAND USE BELOW 65 dB 65-70 dB 70-75 dB 75 dB AND OVER 

Residential

Residential, single family detached Y C N (a) N 

Residential, multi-family and single family attached Y C N (a) N 

Transient lodgings Y C C N 

Public/Institutional 

Public and Private Schools Y C N N 

Hospitals and nursing homes Y C N N 

Places of public assembly, including places of worship Y C N N 

Auditoriums, and concert halls Y C C N 

Libraries Y C C N 

Outdoor music shells, amphitheaters Y N N N 

Recreational 

Outdoor sports arenas and spectator sports Y Y Y N 

Nature exhibits and zoos Y Y N N 

Amusements, parks, resorts and camps Y Y Y N 

Golf courses, riding stables, and water recreation Y Y Y Y 

Commercial 

Offices, business and professional, general retail Y Y Y Y 

Wholesale; retail building materials, hardware, farm equipment Y Y Y Y 

Industrial and Production 

Manufacturing Y Y Y Y 

Utilities Y Y Y Y 

Agriculture and forestry Y Y (b) Y (c) Y (c) 

Mining and fishing, resource production and extraction Y Y Y Y 

Notes: 

CNEL = Community Noise Equivalent Level, in A-weighted decibels. 

Y (Yes) = Land use and related structures compatible without restrictions. 

C (conditionally compatible) = Land use and related structures are permitted, provided that sound insulation is provided to reduce interior noise levels from exterior 
sources to  CNEL 45 dB or lower and that an avigation easement is granted to the City and County of San Francisco as operator of SFO. See Policy NP-3. 

N (No) = Land use and related structures are not compatible.. 

(a) Use is conditionally compatible only on an existing lot of record zoned only for residential use as of the effective date of the ALUCP.  Use must be sound- 
insulated to achieve an indoor noise level of CNEL 45 dB or less from exterior sources. The property owners shall grant an avigation easement to the City and 
County of San Francisco prior to issuance of a building permit for the proposed building or structure.  If the proposed development is not built, then, upon 
notice by the local permitting authority, SFO shall record a notice of termination of the avigation easement. 

(b) Residential buildings must be sound-insulated to achieve an indoor noise level of CNEL 45 dB or less from exterior sources. 

(c) Accessory dwelling units are not compatible. 

SOURCES:  Jacobs Consultancy Team 2010. Based on State of California General Plan Guidelines for noise elements of general plans; California Code of 
Regulations, Title 21, Division 2.5, Chapter 6, Section 5006; and 14 CFR Part 150, Appendix A, Table 1. 
PREPARED BY;    Ricondo & Associates, Inc., June 2012. 

[IV-18] 

Comprehensive Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan 

for the Environs of San Francisco International Airport 

Airport/Land Use Compatibility Policies 

Table IV-1 Noise/Land Use Compatibility Criteria 
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Comprehensive Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan 

for the Environs of San Francisco International Airport 

Airport/Land Use Compatibility Policies [IV-31] 

LAND USE CRITERIA 

Zone 1: Runway Protection Zone and Object Free Area (RPZ-OFA) 

Zone 2: Inner Approach/Departure Zone (IADZ) 

Zone 3: Inner Turning Zone (ITZ) 

Zone 4: Outer Approach/Departure Zone (OADZ) 

Zone 5: Sideline Zone (SZ) 

Children’s schools2/ --- 

Large child day care facilities and noncommercial 
employer-sponsored centers ancillary to a place 
of business 

Hospitals, nursing homes 

Hazardous uses2/
 

Critical public utilities2/ 

Stadiums, arenas 

Biosafety Level 3 and 4 facilities2/

Children’s schools 2/
 

Large child day care centers 2/

Hospitals, nursing homes 

Stadiums, arenas 

Hazardous uses other than 
Biosafety Level 3 and 4 
facilities 2/

Critical public utilities2/
 

Biosafety Level 3 and 4 facilities 2/

Children’s schools 2/
 

Large child day care centers 2/

Hospitals, nursing homes 

Stadiums, arenas 

Hazardous uses other than 
Biosafety Level 3 and 4 
facilities2/

 

Critical public utilities2/
 

Children’s schools2/ --- 

Large child day care centers and noncommercial 
employer-sponsored centers ancillary to a place 
of business2/

 

Hospitals, nursing homes 

Hazardous uses2/
 

Critical public utilities2/
 

Theaters, meeting halls, places of assembly seating 
more than 300 people 

Stadiums, arenas 

All new structures3/
 

Places of assembly not in structures 

Hazardous uses2/
 

Critical public utilities2/
 

Nonresidential uses except 
very low intensity uses4/ in 
the “controlled activity 
area.” 2/

 

ZONE INCOMPATIBLE1/ AVOID1/

Table IV-2 (1 of 2) Safety Compatibility Criteria 
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Notes: 

1/ Avoid: Use is not fully compatible and should not be permitted unless no feasible alternative is available. Where use is allowed, habitable structures shall be 
provided with at least 50 percent more exits than required by applicable codes. Where the 50-percent factor results in a fraction, the number of additional exits 
shall be rounded to the next highest whole number. 

Incompatible Use is not compatible in the indicated zones and cannot be permitted. 

2/ Definitions 

o Biosafety Level 3 and 4 facilities: Medical and biological research facilities involving the storage and processing of extremely toxic or infectious agents. 
See Policy SP-3 for additional detail. 

o Children’s schools:  Public and private schools serving preschool through grade 12, excluding commercial services. 

o Controlled Activity Area: The lateral edges of the RPZ, outside the Runway Safety Area (RSA) and the extension of the RSA, which extends to the outer edge of the 
RPZ.  See FAA Advisory Circular 150/5300-13, Airport Design, Section 212a.(1)(b). 

o Critical public utilities: Facilities that, if disabled by an aircraft accident, could lead to public safety or health emergencies. They include the following: 
electrical power generation plants, electrical substations, wastewater treatment plants, and public water treatment facilities. 

o Hazardous uses: Uses involving the manufacture, storage, or processing of flammable, explosive ,or toxic materials that would substantially aggravate 
the consequences of an aircraft accident. See Policy SP-3 for additional detail. 

o Large child day care centers: Commercial facilities defined in accordance with Health and Safety Code, Section 1596.70, et seq., and licensed to serve 15 
or more children. Family day care homes and noncommercial employer-sponsored facilities ancillary to place of business are allowed. 

3/ Structures serving specific aeronautical functions are allowed, in compliance with applicable FAA design standards. 

4/ Examples include parking lots and outdoor equipment storage. 

SOURCE:    Ricondo & Associates, Inc., June 2012. 
PREPARED BY:     Ricondo & Associates, Inc., June 2012. 

ZONE 2 -- INNER APPROACH/DEPARTURE ZONE (IADZ) 
In Zone 2, the IADZ, a variety of uses that involve hazardous materials, critical public utilities, theaters, meeting halls, 
places of assembly seating more than 300 people, stadiums, arenas, and those accommodating potentially vulnerable 
populations – such as children’s schools, child day care facilities, hospitals, and nursing homes – are incompatible. 

ZONE 3 -- INNER TURNING ZONE (ITZ) 
The compatibility criteria in Zone 3, the ITZ, are somewhat less restrictive than in Zone 2. This is because the area is 
subject to less accident risk by virtue of the lower density of overflights in this area. In Zone 3, stadiums, arenas, and 
uses accommodating potentially vulnerable populations are incompatible. Hazardous uses and critical public utilities are 
not incompatible in Zone 3, but are classified as uses to be avoided. This means that they should not be permitted 
unless no feasible alternative is available. 

ZONE 4 - OUTER APPROACH/DEPARTURE ZONE (OADZ) 
The compatibility criteria in Zone 4,the OADZ, are the same as in Zone 3. 

[IV-32] 

Comprehensive Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan 
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Airport/Land Use Compatibility Policies 

Table IV-2 (2 of 2) Safety Compatibility Criteria 
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Comprehensive Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan 

for the Environs of San Francisco International Airport 

Airport/Land Use Compatibility Policies [IV-33] 

ZONE 5 – SIDELINE ZONE (SZ) 
The compatibility criteria in Zone 5 are the same as those in Zone 2. 

SP-3 HAZARDOUS USES 
Hazardous uses, facilities involving the manufacture, processing, or storage of hazardous materials, can 
pose serious risks to the public in case of aircraft accidents.  Hazardous materials of particular concern 
in this ALUCP, and which are covered by the safety compatibility criteria in Table IV-2, are the 
following: 

A. Aboveground fuel storage — This includes storage tanks with capacities greater than 10,000 
gallons of any substance containing at least 5 percent petroleum.11 Project sponsors must provide 
evidence of compliance with all applicable regulations prior to the issuance of development permits. 

B. Facilities where toxic substances are manufactured, processed or stored — Proposed 
land use projects involving the manufacture or storage of toxic substances may be allowed if the 
amounts of the substances do not exceed the threshold planning quantities for hazardous and 
extremely hazardous substances specified by the EPA.12

 

C. Explosives and fireworks manufacturing and storage — Proposed land use projects 
involving the manufacture or storage of explosive materials may be allowed in safety zones only in 
compliance with the applicable regulations of the California Division of Occupational Safety and 
Health (Section 5252, Table EX-1). Project sponsors must provide evidence of compliance with 
applicable state regulations prior to the issuance of any development permits.13

 

D. Medical and biological research facilities handling highly toxic or infectious agents — 
These facilities are classified by “Biosafety Levels.” 14 Biosafety Level 1 does not involve hazardous 
materials and is not subject to the restrictions on hazardous uses in Table IV-2. Definitions of the 
other three biosafety levels are quoted from Biosafety in Microbiological and Biomedical Laboratories, 
below.15

 

a. Biosafety Level 2 practices, equipment, and facility design and construction are applicable
to clinical, diagnostic, teaching, and other laboratories in which work is done with the
broad spectrum of indigenous moderate-risk agents that are present in the community

11 State of California, California Health and Safety Code, Section 25270 (Aboveground Petroleum Storage Act). 

12 Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations Part 355, Subpart D, Appendices A & B. 

13  California Code of Regulations, Title 8, Subchapter 7 General Industry Safety Orders, Group 18 Explosives and Pyrotechnics, Article 114 Storage of 
Explosives. 

14 Biosafety in Microbiological and Biomedical Laboratories, 5th Edition, 2009, published by the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services in 
concert with the Public Health Service, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, and National Institutes of Health, or any successor 
publication. 

15 Biosafety in Microbiological and Biomedical Laboratories, 5th Edition, 2009, published by the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services in 
concert with the Public Health Service, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, and National Institutes of Health, pp. 25-26. 
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Zone Analysis

X Y Range Safety Zones
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June 14, 2022
TRANSMITTED VIA E-MAIL

kkalkin@smc.gov

Susy Kalkin
ALUC Staff
City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County
555 County Center, 5th Floor
Redwood City, California 94063

Subject: Application for Land Use Consistency Determination for the El Camino Mixed Use 
Project – 180 El Camino Real, South San Francisco

Dear Ms. Kalkin:

Thank you for notifying San Francisco International Airport (SFO or the Airport) of the Application for 
Land Use Consistency Determination filed with the Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) by Steelwave 
Development for its proposed El Camino Mixed Use Project – 180 El Camino Real (Project) within the 
City of South San Francisco (City). We appreciate this opportunity to coordinate with ALUC in 
considering and evaluating potential land use compatibility issues for the Project.

The 11.21-acre Project site is located approximately 1.1 miles northwest of Airport property, bounded by 
El Camino Real to the west, South Spruce Avenue to the north, and Huntington Avenue to the east. The 
Project includes demolition of existing on-site buildings and construction of a life sciences campus. Two
Site Plans are being considered for the Project. The Project’s Preferred Site Plan would include three, six-
story research and development (R&D) buildings, a seven-story parking structure, and a seven-story 
multi-family residential building. The Project’s Alternative Site Plan would replace the multi-family 
residential building with a six-story R&D building, add two additional levels to the parking structure, and 
reduce the other R&D buildings to five stories each. Based on the ALUCP Height Compliance Study
drawings provided by the developer that reflect revised elevations, the maximum elevations of the R&D 
buildings in the Preferred Site Plan, including all permanent rooftop protrusions (e.g., cooling towers, 
exhaust fans, and elevator overruns), range from 159 feet, 10 inches (Building 2) to 160 feet, 1 inch 
(Buildings 1 and 3) (expressed above the North American Vertical Datum of 1988 [NAD88]).1 The
parking structure and residential building are roughly 40 feet lower in elevation. In the Project’s 
Alternative Site Plan, the same R&D buildings would be one story lower and the R&D building replacing 
the residential building would be roughly 14 feet lower than the original three R&D buildings included in 
the Preferred Site Plan.

Updated the ALUCP Height Compliance Study drawings provided by SteelWave, dated June 8, 2022. This letter assumes that 
the nonconforming elevations submitted to the Federal Aviation Administration’s (FAA) Obstruction Evaluation/Airport 
Airspace Analysis (OE/AAA) on May 26, 2022 (specifically, airspace cases 2022-AWP-10485-OE through -10487-OE) have 
been superseded by the updated drawings and that the new elevations will be submitted to OE/AAA
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Noise Compatibility

As shown in the application, the Project site is located inside Airport Influence Area B as defined by the 
Comprehensive Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan for the Environs of San Francisco International 
Airport (ALUCP or SFO ALUCP), and most of the Project site is within the 70 decibel (dB) Community 
Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) contour with only a small corner of the proposed residential building 
being within the 65 dB CNEL. The SFO ALUCP noise contours are meant to minimize the exposure of 
residents and occupants of future noise-sensitive development to excessive noise. According to the 
ALUCP, commercial land uses, including office, business, and professional, and general retail uses, in 
addition to industrial and production uses, are considered compatible uses within the 65 - 75 dB CNEL 
areas. Under the Preferred Site Plan, most of the proposed multi-family residential building would be 
within the 70 dB CNEL contour. According to the ALUCP, this is an incompatible land use and would 
only be conditionally compatible on an existing lot of record zoned only for residential use as of the 
ALUCP’s effective date. We understand that when the current SFO ALUCP was adopted in November 
2012, the lot was zoned for commercial use; therefore, the proposed multi-family residential building 
would not comply with the SFO ALUCP Noise Compatibility Policies, creating an airport land use 
compatibility issue with respect to noise. Under the Alternative Site Plan, because the proposed 
development would include an R&D building in lieu of a residential building, it appears that the 
Alternative Site Plan would be consistent with the Noise Compatibility Policies.

Along with the Application for Land Use Consistency Determination, the City provided an environmental 
noise analysis prepared by Salter.2 In the Salter report, noise at the Project site is evaluated based on noise 
contours presented in the 2019 SFO Part 150 Noise Contour Map and also modeled based on 2021 
Quarter 3 data. The Salter report also presents monitoring data from nearby noise monitors for 2019, 
2020, and 2021. Based on this additional information, the City concludes that the Project is not 
incompatible with the ALUCP noise contours provided that the residential building is constructed to 
ensure that interior noise is less than 45 dB. The Airport disagrees with this assessment. Noise 
compatibility for a development project must be evaluated based on the SFO ALUCP as required by state 
law.3 Noise contours based on more recent data, such as used in the Salter report, do not fully reflect the 
future forecast for SFO operations and may underestimate noise impacts to development projects. As a 
prime example, the Q3 2021 noise contours cited in the noise analysis reflect an unprecedented and 
temporary decline in air traffic as the result of the COVID-19 pandemic, which is not a reliable source of 
data for future forecasts.

Additionally, the Salter report’s statement in Section 1.1 that “[p]er the South San Francisco Noise 
Element, the ALUC uses the ‘latest quarterly noise contour report’ to determine the compatibility of land 
use plans’” is misleading as that statement simply provides a narrative description of the ALUC’s process, 
which was superseded by the process detailed in the current (2012) SFO ALUCP. The South San 
Francisco Noise Element4 outlines other procedures that guide these compatibility determinations. For 
example, it states that “[a]ll location land use plans within the designated noise impact area (NEM 65 dB
CNEL contour) must receive explicit ALUC approval.” Finally, South San Francisco Noise Element 
Policy 9-1-10 explicitly states that “Airport Land Use Commission infill criteria” should exclude “new 
residential or noise sensitive development in 80 dB+ CNEL areas impacted by SFO operations.” Taken 
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together, the Noise Element’s policies regarding Airport noise clearly defer to the current ALUC 
procedures.

Safety Compatibility

The southwest portion of the Project is within Safety Compatibility Zone 4 (Outer Approach/Departure 
Zone). The ALUCP defines safety compatibility zones to protect public health and safety by minimizing 
the public’s exposure to the risk associated with potential aircraft accidents. In this zone, Biosafety Level 
3 and 4 facilities, children’s schools, large child day care centers, hospitals, nursing homes, stadiums, and 
arenas are considered incompatible and should not be permitted. Additionally, hazardous uses (other than 
Biosafety Level 3 and 4 facilities) and critical public utilities should be avoided unless no feasible 
alternative is available. 

The Preferred Site Plan and the Alternative Site Plan include three proposed R&D buildings slated for 
Biosafety Levels 1 and 2 that are fully or partially within Safety Compatibility Zone 4. Biosafety Level 2 
research is considered a hazardous use. Therefore, placement of such land use within Safety 
Compatibility Zone 4 should be avoided unless no feasible alternative is available. The City concluded 
that use of Biosafety Level 2 facilities is safe and should be considered non-hazardous given that 
Biosafety Level 2 facilities involve agents “that are already present in the community” and that “[w]ith 
good microbiological techniques, these agents can be used safely.”5 Additionally, the City justifies this 
finding by attaching a letter from Dr. Kinkead Reiling, owner of a local bioscience laboratory rental 
company, who states that risk levels of Biosafety Level 2 facilities are low, and generally on-par with 
those of Biosafety Level 1 facilities.6 Furthermore, the City finds that there is no feasible alternative for 
the Project. The letter supports this by stating that typical Bay Area laboratory users need the high-quality
laboratory space that Biosafety Level 2 allows and that in order to make the Project commercially feasible 
Biosafety Level 2 is needed. Therefore, given the justification, the R&D buildings for the Project appear 
to be consistent with the SFO ALUCP Safety Compatibility policies.

Critical Aeronautical Surfaces Compatibility

As depicted on Exhibit IV-17 of the SFO ALUCP (see Attachment), the critical aeronautical surfaces 
above the Project are at an elevation of between approximately 159 and 168 feet above mean sea level 
(AMSL) as defined from the origin of NAVD88. The estimated maximum elevations of the highest 
buildings of the Project’s Preferred Site Plan (ranging from 159 feet 10 inches to 160 feet one inch
NAVD88), including permanent rooftop protrusions, would be below the critical aeronautical surfaces 
and thus would appear to be consistent with the SFO ALUCP’s Airspace Compatibility Policies, subject 
to the issuance of a Determination of No Hazard from the FAA (see below) for any proposed structures 
and determinations from the ALUC.

Note that the height of a completed structure is measured to its highest point, which includes all parapets, 
elevator overruns, and other mechanical uses, none of which can extend beyond the roughly 160-foot to 
164-foot height limit that applies to the Project. The permanent rooftop protrusions atop Buildings 1, 2, 
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and 3 shown in the June 8, 2022 ALUCP Height Compliance Study drawings would be between one and 
two feet below the lowest critical airspace surface. The proposed design leaves little margin for error for 
surveying and construction, as the maximum elevations must not be exceeded. The Alternative Site Plan 
buildings are considerably lower than those proposed in the Preferred Site Plan and also appear to be 
consistent with the ALUCP Airspace Compatibility Policies.

This compatibility determination does not negate the requirement for the Project sponsor to undergo FAA
review as described in 14 Code of Federal Regulations Part 77 for both (1) the permanent structures and 
(2) any temporary cranes or other equipment taller than the permanent buildings that would be required 
for construction. Original Project elevations that reflected taller structures were submitted to FAA 
OE/AAA on May 18, 2022. We expect that the updated elevations provided in the ALUCP Height 
Compliance Study drawings dated on June 8, 2022 will be submitted to OE/AAA and will supersede the 
values submitted to the FAA on May 18, 2022 and to the ALUC as part of the May 27, 2022 Application 
for Land Use Consistency Determination.

Due to the proximity of the Project to the Airport, Airspace Protection Policies (AP1 through AP4) from 
the SFO ALUCP are enclosed as reminders of incompatible site characteristics that pose threats to safe 
aircraft operations – especially as it pertains to wildlife attractants, particularly large flocks of birds – and
building materials/features that reflect and create bright lights/glare.

* * *

The Airport appreciates your consideration of these comments. If I can be of assistance, please do not 
hesitate to contact me at (650) 821-6678 or at nupur.sinha@flysfo.com.

Sincerely, 

Nupur Sinha
Director of Planning and Environmental Affairs
San Francisco International Airport

Attachment

cc: Sean Charpentier, C/CAG
Audrey Park, SFO



THE C ITY/COUNTY ASSOCIATION OF  GOVERNMENTS  OF SAN MATEO COUNTY OCTOBER 2012  

Comprehensive Airport Land Use Compatibi l i ty Plan 

for the Environs of San Francisco International Airport 

[IV-34] Airport/Land Use Compatibi l i ty Policies 

and associated with human disease of varying severity. 

b. Biosafety Level 3 practices, safety equipment, and facility design and construction are
applicable to clinical, diagnostic, teaching, research, or production facilities in which work
is done with indigenous or exotic agents with a potential for respiratory transmission, and
which may cause serious and potentially lethal infection.

c. Biosafety Level 4 practices, safety equipment, and facility design and construction are
applicable for work with dangerous and exotic agents that pose a high individual risk of
life-threatening disease, which may be transmitted via the aerosol route and for which
there is no available vaccine or therapy.

4.5 Airspace Protection 

The compatibility of proposed land uses with respect to airspace protection shall be evaluated in accordance with the 
policies set forth in this section.  These policies are established with a twofold purpose: 

1. To protect the public health, safety, and welfare by minimizing the public’s exposure to potential safety
hazards that could be created through the construction of tall structures.   

2. To protect the public interest in providing for the orderly development of SFO by ensuring that new
development in the Airport environs avoids compromising the airspace in the Airport vicinity.  This avoids the 
degradation in the safety, utility, efficiency, and air service capability of the Airport that could be caused by the 
attendant need to raise visibility minimums, increase minimum rates of climb, or cancel, restrict, or redesign flight 
procedures. 

4.5.1 FEDERAL REGULATIONS REGARDING TALL STRUCTURES 

14 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 77, Safe, Efficient Use and Preservation of the Navigable Airspace, governs the 
FAA’s review of proposed construction exceeding certain height limits, defines airspace obstruction criteria, and 
provides for FAA aeronautical studies of proposed construction.  Appendix F describes the FAA airspace review 
process and the extent of FAA authority related to airspace protection.   

4.5.2 PART 77, SUBPART B, NOTIFICATION PROCESS 

Federal regulations require any person proposing to build a new structure or alter an existing structure with a height 
that would exceed the elevations described in CFR Part 77, Subpart B, Section 77.9, to prepare an FAA Form 7460-1, 
Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration, and submit the notice to the FAA.  The regulations apply to buildings and 
other structures or portions of structures, such as mechanical equipment, flag poles, and other projections that may 
exceed the aforementioned elevations. 
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Exhibit IV-10 depicts the approximate elevations at which the 14 CFR Part 77 notification requirements would be 
triggered; see Exhibit IV-11 for a close-up view of the northern half and Exhibit IV-12 for a close-up view of the 
southern half of the area.  These exhibits are provided for informational purposes only.  Official determinations of the 
areas and elevations within which the federal notification requirements apply are subject to the authority of the FAA. 
The FAA is empowered to require the filing of notices for proposed construction based on considerations other than 
height.  For example, in some areas of complex airspace and high air traffic volumes, the FAA may be concerned about 
the potential for new construction of any height to interfere with electronic navigation aids.  In these areas, the FAA 
will want to review all proposed construction projects.   

The FAA has developed an on-line tool for project sponsors to use in determining whether they are required to file a 
Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration.  Sponsors of proposed projects are urged to refer to this website to 
determine whether they are required to file Form 7460-1 with the FAA: 

https://oeaaa.faa.gov/oeaaa/external/gisTools/gisAction.jsp?action=showNoNoticeRequiredToolForm 

4.5.3  AIRSPACE MAPPING 

Part 77, Subpart C, establishes obstruction standards for the airspace around airports including approach zones, conical 
zones, transitional zones, and horizontal zones known as “imaginary surfaces.”  Exhibit IV-13 depicts the Part 77 Civil 
Airport Imaginary Surfaces at SFO.  The imaginary surfaces rise from the primary surface, which is at ground level 
immediately around the runways.  The surfaces rise gradually along the approach slopes associated with each runway 
end and somewhat more steeply off the sides of the runways.  The FAA considers any objects penetrating these 
surfaces, whether buildings, trees or vehicles travelling on roads and railroads, as obstructions to air navigation. 
Obstructions may occur without compromising safe air navigation, but they must be marked, lighted, and noted on 
aeronautical publications to ensure that pilots can see and avoid them. 

Close-up views of the north and south sides of the Part 77 surfaces are provided in Exhibit IV-14 and Exhibit IV-15, 
respectively.  Additionally, Exhibit IV-16 provides an illustration of the outer approach and transitional surfaces 
located on the southeast side of the Part 77 surfaces.   

Together with its tenant airlines, SFO has undertaken a mapping effort to illustrate the critical aeronautical surfaces 
that protect the airspace required for multiple types of flight procedures such as those typically factored into FAA 
aeronautical studies, as shown on Exhibit IV-17 and Exhibit IV-18.  These aeronautical surfaces include those 
established in accordance with FAA Order 8260.3B, U.S. Standard for Terminal  Instrument Procedures (TERPS), and a 
surface representing the airspace required for One-Engine Inoperative (OEI) departures from Runway 28L (to the west 
through the San Bruno Gap).16  The exhibits depict the lowest elevations from the combination of the OEI procedure 
surface and all TERPS surfaces.  The surfaces are defined with Required Obstacle Clearance (ROC) criteria to ensure 
safe separation of aircraft using the procedures from the underlying obstacles.  Any proposed structures penetrating 
these surfaces are likely to receive Determinations of Hazard (DOH) from the FAA through the 7460-1 aeronautical 
study process.  These surfaces indicate the maximum height at which structures can be considered compatible with 
Airport operations.  

16 See Appendix F, Section F.3.2 for a discussion of one-engine inoperative procedures. 
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Exhibit IV-19, which is provided for information purposes only, depicts a profile view of the lowest critical airspace 
surfaces along the extended centerline of Runway 10L-28R – the TERPS Obstacle Departure Procedure (ODP) surface, 
representing standard all-engines departures, and the approximate OEI surface developed by SFO through independent 
study in consultation with the airlines serving SFO.  The exhibit also shows the terrain elevation beneath the airspace 
surfaces and various aircraft approach and departure profiles, based on varying operating assumptions.  The exhibit 
illustrates a fundamental principle related to the design of airspace protection surfaces.  The surfaces are always 
designed below the actual aircraft flight profile which they are designed to protect, thus providing a margin of safety. 
Note that the ODP climb profile is above the ODP airspace surface, and the OEI climb profile is above the OEI 
airspace surface. 

4.5.4 AIRSPACE PROTECTION POLICIES 

The following airspace protection policies (AP) shall apply to the ALUCP. 

AP-1 COMPLIANCE WITH 14 CFR PART 77, SUBPART B, NOTICE OF PROPOSED 
CONSTRUCTION OR ALTERATION 

AP-1.1 Local Government Responsibility to Notify Project Sponsors 
Local governments should notify sponsors of proposed projects at the earliest opportunity to file Form 
7460-1, Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration, with the FAA for any proposed project that would 
exceed the FAA notification heights, as shown approximately on Exhibit IV-10.  Under Federal law, it is 
the responsibility of the project sponsor to comply with all notification and other requirements described 
in 14 CFR Part 77.  This requirement applies independent of this ALUCP.   

AP-1.2 FAA Aeronautical Study Findings Required Before Processing Development 
Application 

The sponsor of a proposed project that would exceed the FAA notification heights, as shown 
approximately on Exhibit IV-10, shall present to the local government permitting agency with his or her 
application for a development permit, a copy of the findings of the FAA’s aeronautical study, or evidence 
demonstrating that he or she is exempt from having to file an FAA Form 7460-1.  It is the responsibility of 
the local agency to consider the FAA determination study findings as part of its review and decision on 
the proposed project. 

AP-2 COMPLIANCE WITH FINDINGS OF FAA AERONAUTICAL STUDIES 
Project sponsors shall be required to comply with the findings of FAA aeronautical studies with respect to 
any recommended alterations in the building design and height and any recommended marking and lighting 
of their structures for their proposed projects to be deemed consistent with this ALUCP. 
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AP-3      MAXIMUM COMPATIBLE BUILDING HEIGHT 
In order to be deemed consistent with the ALUCP, the maximum height of a new building must be the 
lower of (1) the height shown on the SFO critical aeronautical surfaces map (Exhibits IV-17 and IV-18), or 
(2) the maximum height determined not to be a “hazard to air navigation” by the FAA in an aeronautical 
study prepared pursuant to the filing of Form 7460-1. 

For the vast majority of parcels, the height limits established in local zoning ordinances are lower than the 
critical airspace surfaces.  In those cases, the zoning district height regulations will control.  Compliance 
with the zoning district height and the SFO critical aeronautical surfaces map, however, does not relieve 
the construction sponsor of the obligation to file a FAA Form 7460-1 Notice of Proposed Construction or 
Alteration, if required, and to comply with the determinations resulting from the FAA’s aeronautical study. 

For a project to be consistent with this ALUCP, no local agency development permits shall be issued for 
any proposed structure that would penetrate the aeronautical surfaces shown on Exhibits IV-17 and IV-18 
or the construction of which has not received a Determination of No Hazard from the FAA, or which 
would cause the FAA to increase the minimum visibility requirements for any instrument approach or 
departure procedure at the Airport. 

AP-4  OTHER FLIGHT HAZARDS ARE INCOMPATIBLE 
Proposed land uses with characteristics that may cause visual, electronic, or wildlife hazards, particularly 
bird strike hazards, to aircraft taking off or landing at the Airport or in flight are incompatible in Area B of 
the Airport Influence Area.  They may be permitted only if the uses are consistent with FAA rules and 
regulations.  Proof of consistency with FAA rules and regulations and with any performance standards 
cited below must be provided to the Airport Land Use Commission (C/CAG Board) by the sponsor of 
the proposed land use action. 

Specific characteristics that may create hazards to aircraft in flight and which are incompatible include:  

(a) Sources of glare, such as highly reflective buildings or building features, or bright lights, including 
search lights or laser displays, which would interfere with the vision of pilots making approaches to 
the Airport. 

(b) Distracting lights that that could be mistaken by pilots on approach to the Airport for airport 
identification lighting, runway edge lighting, runway end identification lighting, or runway approach 
lighting. 

(c) Sources of dust, smoke, or water vapor that may impair the vision of pilots making approaches 
to the Airport.  

(d) Sources of electrical interference with aircraft or air traffic control communications or navigation 
equipment, including radar. 

(e) Land uses that, as a regular byproduct of their operations, produce thermal plumes with the 
potential to rise high enough and at sufficient velocities to interfere with the control of aircraft in 



THE C ITY/COUNTY ASSOCIATION OF  GOVERNMENTS  OF SAN MATEO COUNTY NOVEMBER 2012  

Comprehensive Airport Land Use Compatibi l i ty Plan 

for the Environs of San Francisco International Airport 

[IV-60] Airport/Land Use Compatibi l i ty Policies 

flight.  Upward velocities of 4.3 meters (14.1 feet) per second at altitudes above 200 feet above the 
ground shall be considered as potentially interfering with the control of aircraft in flight.17   

(f) Any use that creates an increased attraction for wildlife, particularly large flocks of birds, that is 
inconsistent with FAA rules and regulations, including, but not limited to, FAA Order 5200.5A, Waste 
Disposal Sites On or Near Airports, FAA Advisory Circular 150/5200-33B, Hazardous Wildlife Attractants 
On or Near Airports, and any successor or replacement orders or advisory circulars.  Exceptions to 
this policy are acceptable for wetlands or other environmental mitigation projects required by 
ordinance, statute, court order, or Record of Decision issued by a federal agency under the National 
Environmental Policy Act.    

4.5.5 iALP AIRSPACE TOOL 

In consultation with C/CAG, SFO developed the iALP Airspace Tool, a web-based, interactive tool to evaluate the 
relationship of proposed buildings with the Airport’s critical airspace surfaces.  The iALP Airspace Tool is designed to 
assist planners, developers, and other interested persons with the implementation of the airspace protection policies of 
the SFO ALUCP.   The tool helps users determine: (1) the maximum allowable building height at a given site, and/or (2) 
whether a building penetrates a critical airspace surface, and by how much, given the proposed building height. 

A more detailed description of the iALP Airspace Tool and a tutorial explaining how to use it is presented in 
Appendix J. Use of this tool, however, does not relieve a project sponsor of the duty to comply with all federal 
regulations, including the obligation to file Form 7460-1, Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration, with the FAA. 

17 This is a threshold established by the California Energy Commission in its review of power plant licensing applications.  See Blythe Solar Power Project: 

Supplemental Staff Assessment, Part 2,.  CEC-700-2010-004-REV1-SUP-PT2, July 2010.  California Energy Commission.  Docket Number 09-AFC-6, p. 

25. This criterion is based on guidance established by the Australian Government Civil Aviation Authority (Advisory Circular AC 139-05(0), June

2004).  The FAA’s Airport Obstructions Standards Committee (AOSC) is studying this matter but has not yet issued specific guidance.  
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