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July 7, 1991 


Mr. Bruce Boland 
Deputy Chief Administrative Office 
County of San Diego 
1600 Pacific Highway, Room 215 
~an Diego, CA 92101 


Dear Bruce: 


1000 POTOMAC STREET. NW 
SUITE 300 
WASHINGTON, DC 20007 
202/33 7-6363 
FAX: 202/333-0871 


Thank you for tne business and for an enjoyable two day's work in San 
Diego. Reviewing the results, the following thoughts popped into mind 
which I pass on in case they are of help to you. 


Creation of a new full service airport to serve the San Diego region will 
require three parallel lines of activity which clearly need to be 
coordinated. 


1. Site selection 


The task is nearing technical completion by SANDAG. 


2. Definition of an operating authority 


This authority should be structured to meet the needs of the San 
Diego region. The County's exploratory committee has been 
formed for this purpose. 


Inherent in this task is a financial feasibility study. Where 
will the revenue stream to sustain construction and operation of 
a new airport come from? What will be the future uses of 
Lindberg Field? Will it be left free to operate limited only by 
its natural restrictions, or will Lindberg operations be limited 
in some way in order to ensure a level of operation at the new 
faci 1 i ty? 


3. Creation of a regional consensus to move the project foward. 


A political environment needs to be created in which positive 
decisions can be made. A 11 Task Force .. could help achieve this 
goal. 


The political leadership will need support from a private sector 
task force embracing respected regional civic and business 
leadership. 
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Respected business leaders that support the overall economic 
development of the region should be approached to form this 
group. This Task Force would be a single-issue focus group. It 
will need to be visible and vocal. Its leaders should be 
willing to involve themselves in the public issue. Their role 
is to stake-out the high ground of the region•s future quality 
of life and continued economic prosperity. 


As a new group, the task force would carry no past baggage. As 
a single issue group it will have no conflicts with other 
issues~ tasks, or past positions. This group also would provide 
an independent view by which the parochial concerns of various 
elements can be measured by the public, the press, and the 
region as a whole. 


Please let me know if we can be of further assistance with tasks 2 and 3. 


Yours sincerely, 


Leo J. Schefer 


2413W 







Bruce, 


Some additional points. 


The County requested that SANDAG nominate a member of the exploratory 
committee at its July meeting. The County•s exploratory committee is 
already perceived as a 11 turf 11 or spoiling action. Could be countered 
perhaps by: · 


a) getting a group of 11 independent11 SANDAG Council members to 
move the resolution, and 


b) preceding the July SANDAG meeting with the announcement of 
other exploratory committee members. If (b) are people of 
recognized regional stature, it will help and leave SANDAG 
with the last place to fill, i.e., SANDAG can enfranchise 
or disenfranchise the remainder of their municTPal members. 


Membership of the exploratory committee might also serve the purpose of 
co-opting representatives from other 11 Stakeholders 11 (public and private} 
in the new airport. 


Action to give credibility to the exploratory committee is needed. In 
addition to appointments, the County could issue a draft scope of work, 
which more than any rhetoric could be used to demonstrate the need for 
the exploratory committee•s activity to precede in parallel with the 
final stages of the SANDAG site selection process. 


Collectively naming members to the committee and creating a scope of work 
could be used to generate some momentum and to dilute the dialogue on 
site selection by giving the press some other news to write about. 


I cannot stress enough the need for ·the three activities described in the 
attached letter to move forward in parallel. They are interlinked. Site 
selection without an agency to move the project forward is a fruitless 
exercise and neither can work without a regional consensus. 


An independent Task Force can take the high ground of economic prosperity 
for the region. Using that method, the mayoral candidates can react to 
the need rather than making it their own personal election platform. 
When politicians strongly endorse sensible regional initiatives, sensible 
things can happen. However, when the baby is conceived out of electoral 
politics, you can end up with a deformed child whose fatal flaws will dog 
the region for decades. 


The funding issue al~o is crucial. Airports are reasonably easy to 
finance given the strong revenue stream they usually produce. The U.S. 
is in for a wave of airport building, and the financial community is 
beginning to take serious interest. The way in which an airport 
authority is structured, its harmony with its local region, and its 
growth potential effect not only the ability to finance the project, but 
also the interest rate you can obtain for the bonds issued. Denver, for 
example, is suffering from a high, almost junk bond, interest rate, while 
Washington has an extremely low rate. 







Once a site selection is made, the project needs to move rapidly 
forward. Any delay in creating an authority, or wondering about 
fundability, will merely give opponents an opportunity to revisit site 
selection. A good way to beat the 11 problem for every solution 11 mentality 
is to act faster than others can dither, and to have an independent 
support group cheering you on. 


Whether deci s·i ons are seen as good or bad very often depends on the first 
comments made to the press. A task force provides a positive voice and 
approach which can be helpful in ensuring that decisions are seen as 
progress, and not just another round of political debate. 
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1.- PRESENT CONDITIONS (Figure 1) 


Tijuana's International Airport has only one runway to date, denominated 09-27, with 2,500 meters length (8197 feet) and 
44 meters (144 feet) width; located in the area's only existing plateau, with limited posibilities for expansion. 


The runway is equipped with one ILS device at end 09 (to the west), which allows instrument approaches, limited to the 
compliance of an Agreement with American airspace control centers. 


Due to limitations imposed by topographic conditions, the existing help at runway end 27 is a VOR/DME. More than 85 % 
of operations take place over threshold 27, due, basically, to dominant winds. 


The runway capacity is about 22 operations per hour, enough to satisfy current demand (16 operations per hour including 
general aviation). 


This capacity could be increased to 45 operations an hour, assuming the existence of new high speed exits and a parallel 
taxiway. 


Inside the Airport grounds, an area of 40 hectares has been granted to MATRIX, a firm developing a maintenance project 
for commercial aircraft, including B-747s. 







U I R A 10 AL DE TIJUANA, B.C. 
SUBDIRECCION DE CONSTRUCCION Y CONSERVACION 


1 
e1. SUPERFICIE TOTAL: 


380.0 ha. 


2. PISTA: 


Dcnominacil)n: 09- 27 
Longitud: 2.500 m. 
Ancho: 44 m. 
Capacidad: 22 op . I hora 
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2.- DEMAND (Figure 2} 


High figures are characteristics of Tijuana International Airport historic growth. Short term expected rates are to remain around 
an annual7%. In 1990 almost 2 million passengers were served and 2.4 million are estimated for 1994, a figure close to 8 
million is foreseen by year 2020. 


As a consequence of an oppening to trade activity within the Pacific Basin Region, an increase of operation to and from Far 
East points is expected. An initial demand in the range of 150 thousand passenger is expected in 1994. A figure of 700 
thousand could be reached by the year 2020. 


Operations from Tijuana to far eastern cities, will require extend the existing runway to a total length of 3,200 meters (10,500 
feet). 


To cope with an excess on demand at the already saturated San Diego's Airport, a 2 million additional passengers figure by 
1994 should be considered. Estimates by San Diego Authorities are in the range of 12 million for 2020. 


Combined demand (normal, Far Eastern and San Diego's excess) at Tijuana would become: 4.5 million passengers in 
1994, 8 million by year 2000 and 20 million by 2020. 


Hourly operations would increase from 29 operations an hour in 1994 and 36 in 2000, to 53 by year 2020, thus exceeding 
maximum possible capacity of the current runway (45 operations per hour) after year 2010. Then an increased airport 
capacity will be required by mean of a second runway. 


By complementing the current runway it is possible to serve around 15 million passengers per year, a figure to be met by 
year 201 0; In any case, a more flexible and secure operation will require a second runway to be completed some years 
in advance (around year 2000). 
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• - Demanda normal (tasa 7 %). 
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• Excedente de San Diego. 
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3.- PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT (Figures 3 and 4) 


Proposed development of the Airport includes the following actions: 


a) To extend 700 meters (2296 feet) the existing runway. This will enable operation for wide bodies aircrafts, thus 
allowing non-stop flights to far eastern cities. 


b) To increase operational capacity, by means of a parallel taxiway. 


c) To consider the possibility of a second parallel runway 3,200 meters (10,500 feet) lenght. 


d)To enlarge the current airport terminal to its maximum capacity, of around 8 million passengers per year. 


e) In the long term to develop, the general aviation zone. 


Several options have been considered to cope with San Diego's excess demand. Two of them are considered more 
adequate; both of them having similar features: 


OPTION A (Figure 3) 


This option would include development of a terminal building, new gates, a new platform and taxiways at Tijuana's Airport. 
Ground access and parking facilities would be developed in the U.S. side, together with a "welcome building" of minimal 
services, which would provide temporary reception of passengers, before the international crossing; finally, an international 
crossing system, provided by means of an underground passage linking both facilities. · 


OPTION B (Figure 4) 


This option is similar to option A, except for the main terminal building, which would be develop in U.S. territory. and not 
at Tijuana's Airport. The remaining facilites would be the same cosidered in option A, in the following way. Gates, platform 
and taxiways would be located at Tijuana's Airport. Ground access, automobile parking and terminal building, including 
all check-in services to be located In the U.S. side; An underground passage would link both facilities. 


... ... 
.. ... 
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4.- SCHEDULE {Figure) 


Within a National Program to Modernize Airport Facilities, Mexican Government has accomplished works to improve quality 
of Airport services, other works are scheduled, being some of this in progress. 


Already finished are: Enlarging of holds, installation of boarding gates a car parking building. 


In progress are: Enlargement of apron. Adaptations to the road system. In short, the building for Aircraft Maintenance 
(MATRIX) will get started and, in next November, the construction of runway extension and new taxiways will also be starting. 


In 1992, the expansion of the National Terminal and construction of General Aviation facilities will take place. 


Works aimed to give support to San Diego's air transportation demand, could be started early next year to be finished, at 
most, in the middle of 1993. 
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5.- CONCLUSIONS 


a) Tijuana's Airport offers great possibilities of accepting demand Increments, either national or international, since it has 
enough areas to expand the elements which configure the Airport. 


b) One of such areas will be occupied in short by the firm MATRIX for the construction of a maintenance facility for large 
aircraft. 


c) Within the program for Modernizing the Airport system, works have been accomplished during the present year in order 
to Improve the A:rport services including installation of telescopic passageways at the current terminal building; this works 
have been financeo with the Airport's internally generated assets; the car parking building, the expansion of the passenger 
terminal, and the improvement of roadways, have been funded through joint- ventures with the private sector. 


d) The Airport locatio·~ in relation to the U.S., offers the possibility of attending a part of the air transportation demand of 
southern California. There are several options for that purpose; two of them are presented in this document. 


e) Aloof from this possibilities, the Mexican Government will accomplish the actions needed for the Airport's development, 
starting this year with the expansion of platforms, the extentlon of runway and the contructlon of parallel taxiway; 
besides performing the activities aimed to count with the second parallel runway, in the Mure, when the conditions of 
demand determine its need. 








NOTES OF BOARD OF SUPERVISORS DISCUSSION JULY 24, 1991 


SANDAG - MATTERS RELATED TO THE AIR CARRIER AIRPORT SITE SELECTION 
STUDY - PRELIMINARY DRAFT RECOMMENDATIONS DATED JULY 26 1 1991 


A. REQUESTS FROM THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO. 


SANDAG RECOMMENDATION: "that the Board of Directors desi gnate 
Otay Mesa as an area suitable for aircraft carrier planning 
purposes, and support as a co-sponsor an application by the 
City of San Diego, as lead agency, to the Federal Aviation 
Administration for Otay Mesa air carrier airport master 
planning funds." 


BOARD DISCUSSION: Not to concur with SANDAG recommendation 
regarding the request from the City of San Diego. It is 
premature to designate any site at this time. The original 
charter to SANDAG was to plan for an airport site that would 
replace Lindbergh Field. This proposal, however, recommends 
a single runway site that would be complementary to Lindberg 
Field. There has not been any regional study of sites based 
on this new approach with new criteria. Additionally, it is 
premature because there are some military issues in Imperial 
Beach (Ream Field) which are to be settled and answered prior 
to the final decision on siting. The Board agreed that SANDAG 
should cooperate with Mexico in their efforts to site 
facilities. 


B. REQUEST FROM THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO. 


SANDAG RECOMMENDATION: "that the Board of 
undertake, as an initial element of the master 
analysis of the air carrier airport operation and 
issue as suggested by the County of San Diego." 


Directors 
plan, an 
authority 


BOARD DISCUSSION: Request SANDAG to continue to its next 
scheduled meeting the County's invitation to participate in 
a Regional Airport Authority Exploration Committee. The 
County's proposal for an Exploration Committee has apparently 
been incorrectly enmeshed with the siting issue. It is not 
a siting issue, but rather a policy issue concerning the 
correct authority to deal with future regional air 
transportation needs. 


C. ROLE OF THE SANDAG AIRPORT DELEGATION. 


SANDAG RECOMMENDATION: " that the Board of Directors of SANDAG 
authorize the membership of the SANDAG airport delegation to 
participate in the bilateral discussions regarding the use of 
Otay Mesa as an air carrier airport site and continue to 
advise the Board regarding all matters related to the air 
carrier site selection study." 







.. 


BOARD DISCUSSION: Not to concur with SANDAG recommendation. 
It is premature to make such a study at this time. Also, the 
current membership of the delegation is contrary to the 
original agreement which required that no substitutes be 
allowed. 


D. OTAY MESA AIR CARRIER AIRPORT GROUND ACCESS. 


SANDAG RECOMMENDATION: "that the Board authorize staff to 
initiate funding inquiries to the Department of Transportation 
and prepare a scope of work to adress a comprehensive review 
of the ground access issue to Otay Mesa." 


BOARD DISCUSSION: Not to concur with SANDAG recommendation. 
It is premature to make such a study at this time. 
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San Diego 
ASSOCL\ T IOX OF GOYERX:\lEXTS ns' wf 


BOARD OF DIRECTORS AGENDA 
First Interstate Plaza, Suite 800, 401 8 Street, San Diego, Californ ia (619) 595-5300 • Fax (619) 595-5305 


July 26, 1991 


The regularly scheduled meeting of the San Diego Association of Governments Board of Directors has been 
called by its Chainnan for Friday, July 26, 1991 , starting at 8:30A.M. in the Silver Room of the San Diego 
Convention and Performing Arts Center. Coffee will be served at 8:00A.M. 


SANDAG's agenda is arranged into three areas of responsibility: (1) Regional Planning and Growth 
Management Review Board , including the Integrated Waste Management Task Force- items marked RB; 
(2) the Association's Regular Agenda- items marked R; and (3) the San Diego County Regional Transportation 
Commission- items marked RC. 


Members of the public may speak to the Board on any item at the time the Board is considering the item. 
Please complete a Speaker's Slip which is located in the rear of the room and then present the slip to the 
Clerk of the Board. Also, members of the public are invited to address the Board on any issue under the 
Public Comments/Communications section. 


ITEM# 


RB-22 


REGIONAL GROWTH MANAGEMENT AGENDA 


a. MINUTES OF JUNE 28 , 1991 MEETING 


b . ADDmONS AND DELETIONS 


REPORTS 


INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT TASK FORCE: 
AUTIIORIZATION FOR EXECUTIVE COMMITrEE TO 
FORMULATE LEGISLATIVE POSmONS FOR 1HE TASK 
FORCE (County of San Diego Staff) 


The recommendation would apply SANDAG procedures for 
legislative positions to the Integrated Waste Management portion 
of the Board Agenda. 


+ next to an agenda item indicates a report is enclosed. 


RECOMMENDATION 


APPROVE 


APPROVE 


MEMBER AGENCI ES: Citi es of Carlsbad , Chula Vista,.Coronado, Del Mar, El Cajon , Encinitas, Escondido, Imperi al Beach, La Mesa. 
Lemon Grove, Nat iona l City, Oceanside, Poway, San Diego, San Marcos , Santee , Solana Beach , Vista , and County of San Dieg o. 


ADVISORY/ LIAISON MEMBERS: Ca l1fornia Department of Transportat ion , U.S. Department of Defense , and Tijuana/ Baja Cal ifo rnia 







ITEM:# 


+ Ad-18 


+ Ad-19 


REGULAR AGENDA 


+ a. :MINUTES OF JUNE 28, 1991 MEETING 


+ b. EXECUTIVE CO:MMIITEE ACTIONS 


c. ADDITIONS AND DELETIONS 


CONSENT ITEM(S) 


AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO 
INCREASE THE CONTRACT AMOUNT BY $884 FOR A 
SURVEY OF CITY OF POWAY HOUSEHOLDS (Resolution 
92-1) (Bob Parrott) 


At the September 1990 meeting, the Board authorized the 
Executive Director to enter into a contract with a survey research 
finn to conduct a telephone survey of City of Poway households 
concerning transit use. At that time, it was estimated that the 
contract amount would not exceed $20,000. However, the bid 
amount of the proposal that was selected was $20,884. Approval 
of this item would increase the authorized amount by $884. 


UPDATE: IMPLEMENTATION OF POUCY ON 
COMPENSATION AND PRODUCTIVITY (Ken Sulzer) 


This infonnation item describes the results of SANDAG's 
performance and productivity program for FY91. 


d. 


CHAIRMAN'S REPORT 


APPOINTMENT OF EXECUTIVE COM:MIITEE 
ALTERNATES (Chairman Doyle) 


Article IV, Section 3, of the SANDAG Bylaws requires that the 
Chairman nominate and the Board elect members to serve as 
Executive Committee alternates for the next year. 
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RECOMMENDATION 


APPROVE 


APPROVE 


APPROVE 


INFORMATION 


APPOINT 







+R-46 


+R-47 


+R-48 


+R-49 


REPORTS 


MAITERS RELATED TO TilE AIR CARRIER AIRPORT 
SITE SELECTION STUDY (Jack Koetper) 


A. CITY OF SAN DIEGO REQUEST 
B. COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO REQUEST 
C. ROLE OF SANDAG'S AIRPORT DELEGATION 
D. OTAY MESA AIR CARRIER GROUND ACCESS 


Board approval of this report would: (1) designate Otay Mesa 
for planning purposes and support, as a co-sponsor, an application 
by the City of San Diego for Otay Mesa aitport master planning 
funds; (2) include as an element of the master plan an analysis 
of the aitport operator/authority issue as suggested by the County 
of San Diego; (3) authorize the SANDAG Aitport Delegation 
to continue its work; and (4) direct the staff to initiate ground 
access work for the Otay Mesa site. 


REFERRAL FROM TilE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 
REGARDING AIR QUAilTY-REIATED LEGISLATION AND 
TIIE TRIP REDUCTION ELEMENT OF TIIE TRANSPORTA
TION CONTROL MEASURES PLAN (Lee Hultgren) 


This report responds to the Board's request, made at the June 
28 meeting, to discuss ways of reaching agreement on the trip 
reduction element of the Transportation Control Measures Plan. 


1991 SAN DIEGO REGION GROWTH MARKET MONITOR 
SURVEY RESULTS (Jeff Tayman) 


This report presents information from the 1991 San Diego Growth 
Market Monitor (GMM). The GMM is a survey of business 
leaders and the residents of the San Diego region focusing on 
issues related to growth and quality of life. 


FUTURE TRANSIT CORRIDORS EVALUATION/ 
PROGRESS REPORT (George Franck) 


Through the Future Transit Corridor Evaluation, SANDAG is 
developing a long-range transit system plan to serve the region 
through the year 2020. Information from the first phase of the 
study is presented to the Board of Directors for information and 
discussion. 
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APPROVE 


ACTION 


INFORMATION 


INFORMATION 







+ Ad-20 


ITEM# 


+ RC-29 


ADMINISTRATIVE ITEMS 


AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO 
EXTEND CONSULTANT SERVICES FOR ASSISTANCE ON 
1HE AIR CARRIER SITE SELECTION STUDY (Jack Koerper) 


Board action would authorize the Executive Director to extend 
the consultant contracts for the air carrier airport site selection 
study. 


PUBLIC COMMENTS/COl\.fMUNICATIONS 


Members of the public shall have the opportunity to address the 
Board on any issue within the jurisdiction of the Board. Anyone 
desiring to speak shall reserve time by filing a written request 
with the clerk prior to speaking. 


APPROVE 


REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION AGENDA 


+ a. MINUTES OF JUNE 28, 1991 MEETING 


b. ADDITIONS AND DELETIONS 


CONSENT ITEM(S) 


AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTION OF THE MASTER 
AGREEMENT AND PROGRAM SUPPLEMENTS FOR FIRST 
CYCLE SB300 STATE-LOCAL TRANSPORTATION PART
NERSIDP PROJECTS (Resolution RC92-2) (Eric Pahlke) 


Five TransNet Highway projects are included in the First Cycle 
of the SB300 Program. In order to receive funds, the Commis
sion must enter into a Master Agreement with CALTRANS, 
detailing administrative procedures. A separate Program 
Supplement is also required for each eligible project. 
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RECOMMENDATION 


APPROVE 


APPROVE 







---·------ ---- ---- - ---


RC-Ad-14 


RC-30 


RC-31 


AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO 
EXECUTE CONTRACTS FOR APPRAISAL SERVICES ON 
BEHALF OF CALTRANS TO ASSIST IN ACQUIRING 
RIGHT-OF-WAY FOR STATE ROUTE 52 (Resolution RC92-3) 
(Eric Pahlke) 


CALTRANS has requested that the Commission contract for 
appraisal services in order to facilitate the partial acquisition of 
a mobile home park for the State Route 52 freeway between 
Mission Gorge Road and proposed State Route 125. Adoption 
of the resolution would authorize the Executive Director to 
contract for these services in accordance with established 
procedures . 


REPORTS 


TRANSNET HIGHWAY PROGRAM PROGRESS REPORT 
FOR JUNE, 1991 (Eric Pahlke) 


This monthly report summarizes the progress of TransNet 
Highway Program activities during June, 1991. Construction 
contracts were awarded for the two SR 52 East projects between 
I-15 and Mission Gorge Road and for the SR 56 East project. 
The Groundbreaking ceremonies for both freeway routes will 
have taken place in July. Ten 3rd Cycle SB300 State-Local 
Transportation Partnership Program applications were submitted 
to CALTRANS. 


AUTHORIZING THE ISSUANCE OF THE 1991 SALES 
TAX COMMERCIAL PAPER NOTES (LIMITED TAX 
BONDS) (Resolution RC92-1) (Craig Scott) 


Approval of Resolution RC92-1 will result in the implementation 
of the commercial paper program, as recommended in the 1991 
TransNet Plan of Finance, in an amount not to exceed 
$135,000,000. The program is designed to provide additional 
flexibility in meeting the fmancing needs of the TransNet 
program. 
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APPROVE 


INFORMATION 


APPROVE 
(2/3 Vote) 







RC-32 


PUBLIC COMMENTS/COMMUNICATIONS 


Members of the public shall have the opportunity to address the 
Board on any issue within the jurisdiction of the Board. Anyone 
desiring to speak shall reseiVe time by filing a written request 
with the clerk prior to speaking. 


CLOSED SESSION- Pursuant to Government Code Section 
54956.9(b)(l) regarding litigation. Based on the advice of 
Counsel, there exists a significant exposure to litigation. 


ADJOURNMENT 
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San Diego Association or Governments 


BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
July 26, 1991 AGENDA REPORT No.: RB-a 


SAN DIEGO ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS SERVING AS THE 
REGIONAL PLANNING AND GROWTH MANAGEMENT REVIEW BOARD 


Minutes of Meeting Held on June 28 , 1991 


The meeting of the SANDAG Regional Planning and Growth Management Review Board was called 
to order by the Chairman. Attendance was as follows: 


Voting Members 


City of Carlsbad . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Bud Lewis, Mayor 
City of Chula Vista . . . . . . . . . . . . . Leonard Moore, Councilrnernber 
City of Coronado . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Michel Napolitano, Mayor Pro Tern 
City of Del Mar . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Rod Franklin, Councilrnernber 
City of El Cajon . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Mark Lewis, Councilrnernber 
City of Encinitas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Maura Wiegand, Deputy Mayor 
City of Escondido . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Jerry Harmon, Mayor 
City of Imperial Beach . . . . . . . . . . . Marti Goethe, Councilrnernber 
City of La Mesa . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Art Madrid, Mayor 
City of Lemon Grove . . . . . . . . . . . . Brian Cochran, Councilrnernber 
City of National City . . . . . . . . . . . . Jess VanDeventer, Councilrnernber 
City of Oceanside . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Nancy York, Councilrnernber 
City of Poway . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Jan Goldsmith, Mayor 
City of San Diego . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Judy McCarty, Councilrnernber 
City of San Marcos . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lee Thibadeau, Mayor 
City of Santee . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Jack Doyle, Mayor 
City of Solana Beach . . . . . . . . . . . . Richard Hendlin, Mayor 
City of Vista . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Bernie Rappaport, Mayor Pro Tern 
County of San Diego . . . . . . . . . . . . Brian Bilbray, Supervisor 


Advisory and Liaison Members 


Department of Transportation 


U.S. Department of Defense 


Tijuana/State of Baja California 


Port of San Diego 


Jesus Garcia, District Director 


Capt. Torn Crane, Commanding Officer, 
Officer, Southwest Division, Naval Facilities 
Engineering Command, San Diego 


Absent 


Absent 







a. MINUTES OF MAY 24, 1991 MEETING 


Action: Chula Vista - National City. The motion was made and seconded to approve 
the minutes of the May 24th meeting. Yes - 19. No- 0. 


b. MINUTES OF MAY 24, 1991 INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT TASK 
FORCE WORKSHOP 


Action: Chula Vista - National City. The motion was made and seconded to approve 
the minutes of the May 24th Integrated Waste Management Task Force Workshop. Yes 
- 19. No- 0. 


c. ADDITIONS AND DELETIONS 


RB-19 


RB-20 


None. 


TRANSPORTATION CONTROL MEASURES PLAN FOR AIR QUALITY: 
SANDAG REFERRAL TO THE CITIES AND COUNTY CONCERNING DECISION
MAKING RESPONSIBILITIES FOR THE REGIONAL TRIP REDUCTION 
PROGRAM 


Report & Discussion: Staff presented the report asking for approval of the TCM plan 
for air quality. Mayor Madrid (La Mesa) commented that if the Trip Reduction 
Program (TDM) is to succeed, business and other community members impacted by it 
should be involved in its administration. 


Action: Solana Beach - National City. The motion was made and seconded to approve 
the report concerning the responsibility for decision-making and administration of the 
Regional Trip Reduction Program. Motion carried. Yes - 19. No - 0. (Supervisor 
Bilbray 's vote was affirmative only for the first recommendation regarding the cities' 
involvement in policy-making and administration of the (TDM) program.) 


REGIONAL GROWTH MANAGEMENT STRATEGY CONSISTENCY CHECKLIST 


Report & Discussion: Staff presented the report on the consistency checklist which is 
to be used by local jurisdictions and affected regional agencies to determine the 
consistency of their general and community plans, policies and regulations/ordinances 
with the Regional Growth Management Strategy. The Board discussed the length of 
time allowed for "self-certification", and what would happen if a jurisdiction had to 
answer with a no, or opposed something in the Strategy. Supervisor Bilbray was 
concerned also with the absence of a recommendation regarding jobs/housing balance. 
The Board concluded that this subject should be included in the final checklist based on 
future recommendations which may be added to the Strategy. 


Action: San Diego -Escondido. The motion was made and seconded to approve the 
Consistency Checklist for inclusion in the Draft Regional Growth Management Strategy 
with the addition of references to community plans as well as general plans. Motion 
carried. Yes - 19. No- 0. 
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RB-21 


I. 
I 


I 


INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT TASK FORCE 


1. INTERIM POPULATION FORECASTS FOR USE IN INTEGRATED WASTE 
MANAGEMENT PLANNING 


Report & Discussion: Staff presented the report on interim forecasts. It had been 
reviewed by each local jurisdiction and recommended for use by the Regional Growth 
Management Strategy Technical Advisory Committee. 


Action: Coronado- Imperial Beach. The motion was made and seconded to authorize 
the use of the interim population forecasts for projecting waste generation in the San 
Diego County Integrated Waste Management Plan. Motion carried. Yes- 19. No -0. 


2. REPORT TO THE STATE ON SOURCE REDUCTION AND RECYCLING 
AND HOUSEHOLD HAZARDOUS WASTE ELEMENTS OF THE INTE
GRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN, AND LETTER REGARDING 
CEQA REQUIREMENTS 


Report & Discussion: County staff presented the report. There was no discussion on 
the item. 


Action: National City- Chula Vista. The motion was made and seconded to send the 
status report and CEQA response letter to the California Integrated Waste Management 
Board. Motion carried. Yes- 19. No- 0. 


3. ADVISORY COMMITTEES' RECOMMENDED LEGISLATIVE POSITIONS 


Report & Discussion: County staff presented the report and the recommended 
legislative positions from the Citizen's Advisory Committee and the Technical Advisory 
Committee. Discussion focused on SB 1238 (Royce), recommended for opposition. 
Board members objected to a state mandate on variable rates for trash containers. 
Board discussion concluded that a variable can rate would be difficult to enforce and 
would be an extra burden on the trash haulers. Illegal dumping was another concern 
of various board members regarding a state mandated variable can rate. 


Action: Chula Vista- National City. The motion was made and seconded to support 
AB 750 (Margolin), AB 1423 (Gotch), and SB 235 (Hart), and to oppose SB 1238 
(Royce). Motion carried. Yes- 18. No- 0. Absent- Solana Beach. 


4. STATUS REPORT ON ITEMS FROM THE MAY 24, 1991 JOINT MEETING 


Report & Discussion: County staff presented a brief status report on the three items 
discussed at the task force workshop. The Off-Site Mitigation Fee Policy for Regional 
Solid Waste Facilities will go before the Board of Supervisors at its July 30, 1991 
meeting. The Committees are preparing a Solid Waste Stream Control and organiza
tional proposal which is to be brought back to the Task Force within 90 days. The San 
Marcos Landfill Contingency Plan/Mandatory Recycling Program, which was adopted 
by the Board of Supervisors on June 11, 1991, has had two significant changes since 
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None. 


Secretary 


the ordinance was reviewed at the joint meeting. The start of the North County single
family residences program has been moved up from September 1, 1991 to August 1, 
1991, and an exemption provision was added which would remove the applicability of 
fmes for a city operating a recycling program contained in a California Integrated Waste 
Management Board-approved Plan. 


Staff responded to questions from the Board regarding the involvement of the waste 
haulers and indicated that there have been meetings with them and the date that has been 
set for the yard recycling portion of the mandatory program was one agreed to by the 
haulers. 


PUBLIC COMMENTS/COMMUNICATIONS 
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San Diego Association of Governments 


BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
July 26, 1991 


INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT TASK 
FORCE: AUTHORIZATION FOR EXECUTIVE 
COMMITTEE TO FORMULATE LEGISLATIVE 
POSITIONS FOR THE TASK FORCE 


Introduction 


AGENDA REPORT No.: RB-22 


Under existing SANDAG procedures, the Executive Committee is empowered to formulate 
legislative positions. This procedure provides for a more timely response to developments in 
Sacramento. A similar procedure could be used for Integrated Waste Management Task Force 
legislative positions. Using this procedure, legislative recommendations from the Citizen and 
Technical Advisory Committees would go directly to the Executive Committee for action, 
subject to the Board's ratification. It is 


RECOMMENDED 


that the Board of Directors, acting as the County of San Diego Integrated Waste Management 
Task Force, authorize the SANDAG Executive Committee to formulate legislative positions, 
subject to ratification of the Board. 








BOARD OF PORT COMMISSIONERS 


CnAIRtv~Ai'. Oi=' THE BOARD 


John MacDonald, Chairman 
Board of Superviso:::-s 


July 10, :99::.. 


1600 Pacific Hwy. - Room 335 
San Diego, CA 92101 


Dear Chairman MacDonald: 


San Diego Re0ional Airport 
Autho:::-it-v Exoloration Co<r.:u.:.t~ee 


This is to acknowledge your rec2:1t lette::: 
inviting the Po~t to participate 0:1 t~e Explc~atio:J. 
Corru:·,i ttee. Yet;.::- offer to include tte Per-:: .:s 
s~ncerely appreciated. 


The Port will be pleased to serve on the 
Explc~ation Co~ittee, since ca~eful study of 
reglo~al airpc~t issues s~oulc be a be:1s=it to the 
eE·c2.re cor.muni -::y. Howe·.,rer, :;: <vva:--.-:: it -::c be c}.ea_ 
tho. "C. ou.r partic:_pat:.io:l as a membe:: cf t:.'- cor:u~=- t.tee 
QCes not imply endorse~ent of t~e conce~t tha-:: a 
regio:1a: autho~ity is necessary, and shot;.l~ not be 
const~ued as s~ppcrt for the propoaa: a~ ~~esent. 


'=he Board cf Port C-:)rn:niss:.onc:::- 2 :..c.:;J~~ £ori:.1 2..2:'d 
to working with you on this .:mpc:::-tant ~:::-cjcc~. 


. ? : lc ·. 


Respect:.:\.:.:l~"', 


DR. _ O:SER':' PE~ •:-:s:;:< 
c::.a i rma:r_ 








( PHONE CALL ) 


___ TIME __ _ 


M--~~~~~~-4~~-~~~~---------T~------~ 


OF __ ~~~--~~~~~~~~~------~~~~~~ 








The Honorable Leon Williams 
Supervisor, 4th District 
County of San Diego 
1600 Pacific Highway, Room 335 
San Diego, CA 921 01 


Dear Supervisor Williams: 


0 s- U3q8. 30 011. 02-1] 


CllY OF 
CHULA VISTA 


OFFICE OF THE CITY COUNCIL 


FEB-
February 6, 1992 


On February 4, 1992, the Chula Vista City Council unanimously took action to hold an advisory 
referendum in June on our City ballot regarding the proposal to build a binational airport on Otay Mesa. 
It is our belief that a project with such enormous environmental implications and economic costs should 
be subject to a vote of the people before further tax dollars are spent. Studies over the last two decades 
have established the inadvisability of an airport on Otay Mesa. The "Twinports• proposal has raised 
objections from the U.S. Department of Interior, and it appears highly unlikely these objections could be 
satisfactorily met. The objections include disruption of a National Wildlife Refuge in the Tijuana River 
Estuary and destruction of habitat for threatened species. While a SANDAG staff report on binational 
airport has indicated that the "Twinports• proposal does not require a DOT Act Section 4-F finding from 
the federal government, recent court cases indicate otherwise. The likelihood of this project being 
permissible under federal laws designed to protect the habitat of species and the quality of our air 
appears extremely remote. Even if the project were deemed feasible, the ultimate cost to the public would 
be many billions of dollars in construction costs alone and an estimated additional 500 million dollars to 
build transit infrastructure in what would probably be a vain attempt to mitigate the traffic and air quality 
impacts of the binational airport. Such enormous resources could surely be better used, and a 
commitment to spend them should not be made without a vote of the people. 


It is the purpose of this letter, written with the unanimous backing of our City Council, to request that you 
p!ace a referendum on the County ballot as soon as possible to determine the feelings of the c:t:zens as 
to whether, in light of the facts known at this time, there should be further expenditures on a proposal 
which will ultimately cost billions and will have irreversible environmental consequences. A County 
referenda is the only way to enfranchise all citizens in San Diego County who would be affected, and 
would avoid the need for duplicative referenda in each incorporated jurisdiction. 


I look forward to hearing your response on this matter. Thank you for your consideration. ~---


Sincerely, 


TN:dv 
twnprt 


... C:, ~-
Tim Nader 
Mayor 


276 FOURTH AVENUE/CHULA VISTA, CALIFORNIA 91910/ (619) 691-5044 
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Notional & State Boards: 


Notional Association of 
Counties 


County Supervisors Association 
of California 


Southern California Hozordous 
Waste Management Authori ty 


Southern Ccl ifcrnio Reoionol 
Associa tion of Ccu;ties 


DATE: July 24, 1991 


LEON L. WILLIAMS 
SUPERVISOR 


FOURTH DISTRICT 


TO: Board of Supervisors 


SUBJECT: SANDAG Airport Study Recommendations 


SUMMARY: 


Issue: 


Regional s.,crds : 


Metropolitan Transit 
Development Bcod 


Son Diego Reg ional Wo ter 
Reclomcr ion Ager.cy 


City /County Re investr.:ent 
Task Force 


Reg ional Toslc Force o., 
The Hcrr:e less 


Shall the Board of Supervisors approve the SANDAG Board Agenda 
#R-46 supporting the SANDAG Airport Study Recommendations? 


Recommendation: 


Supervisor Williams: 


Approve the attached SANDAG Board Agenda Item R-46 with 
appropriate modifications. 


1600 PACIFIC HIGHWAY • S.L\N DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92101 • (619) 531-5544 


r 







July 24, 1991 


TO: 


FROM: 


Leon L. Williams, Supervisor 
Second District 


Bruce R. Boland 
Deputy Chief A~~inistrative Officer 


SJU~AG - MATTERS RELATED TO THE AIR C~~IER AIRPORT ?ITE SELECTION 
STUDY - PRELIMINARY DRAFT DATED JULY 26, 1991 


Follmving are recommended actions you might wish to consider in 
response to the above cited SANDAG draft report: 


A. REQUESTS FROM THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO. Concur. However, it 
should be noted for the record that the original charter to 
SANDAG was to plan for an airport site that would replace 
Lindberg Field. This proposal, hm-1ever, recoiWuends a site 
that would be complementary to Lindberg Field. Thus, the 
wording of SANDAG 1 s reco~uendation should not be construed to 
mean that no further alternative site selection planning can 
be authorized or pursued. 


Furthermore, the Board should consider requesting the County 
of San Diego be listed as a co-sponsor of the grant 
application to the Federal Aviation Administration because of 
its responsibilities in the environmental regulatory 
processes, i.e., Air Pollution Control District. The Board 
should note, however, co-sponsorship could be cons~rued as 
active support for an Otay-Mesa site. 


B. REQUEST FROH THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO. Request SANDAG to 
continue to its next scheduled meeting the County 1 s invitation 
to participate in a Regional Airport Authority Exploration 
Cmtrr,1i ttee. The County 1 s proposal for an Exploratory Committee 
has apparently been incorrectly enmeshed with the siting 
issue. It is not a siting issue, but rather a policy issue 
concerning the correct authority to deal with future regional 
air transportation needs. 







Supervisor Leon L. Williams 
Page 2 
July 24, 1991 


C. ROLE OF THE SANDAG AIRPORT DELEGATION. Vote for approval. 
The Board should note that the Bilateral Work Group will be 
in a lead role and the SAJIDAG Airport Delegation will only be 
a supportive participant. 


D. OTAY MESA AIR CARRIER AIRPORT GROUND ACCESS. Concur and vote 
approval. 


Very respectfully submitted, 


BRUCE R. BOLAND 







COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 


INTER-DEPARTME NTAL CORRESPONDENCE 


March 15, 1990 


TO: Board of Supervisors 


FROM: County Counsel 


RE: Method of Creating Regional Airport Authority 


We enclose a copy of our February 14, 1990 advice regarding 
creation of a Regional Airport Authority. Such advice discusses 
the joint exercise of powers approach as well as special 
legislation consideration. Should you have any questions 
concerning this subject, please contact me. 


LMH:bf 
Enc. 


STOCK ;t75- 334 4 


D M. HARMON, JR. 
County Counsel 







National & S:ate Boards: 


Na:ional Association of 
Counties 


County Supervisors Association 
of California 


Southern California Haz::Jrdous 
Waste Management Authority 


Southern Cclifcrnia Reg ional 
Associa tion of Counties 


DATE: July 24, 1991 


LEON L. WILLIAMS 
SUPERVISOR 


FOURTH DISTRICT 


TO: Board of Supervisors 


SUBJECT: SANDAG Airport Study Recommendations 


SUMMARY: 


Issue: 


Regional B~ords: 


Metropolitan ironsit 
Development Boar::i 


Son Diego Regional W::.te r 
Reclama tion Agency 


City /County Re irwes:r:-.ent 
Task Force 


Reg ional Task Force on 
The Homeless 


Shall the Board of Supervisors approve the SANDAG Board Agenda 
#R-46 supporting the SANDAG Airport Study Recommendations? 


Recommendation: 


Supervisor Williams: 


Approve the attached SANDAG Board Agenda Item R-46 with 
appropriate modifications. 


1600 PACIFIC HIGHWAY • S.A.N DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92101 • (619) 531-5544 
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July 24, 1991 


TO: 


FROM: 


Leon L. Williams, Supervisor 
Second District 


Bruce R. Boland 
Deputy Chief A~~inistrative Officer 


S~~AG - !L~TTERS RELATED TO THE AIR CAJL~IER AIRPORT ~ITE SELECTION 
STUDY - PRELIMINARY DRAFT DATED JULY 26, 1991 


Follmving are recommended actions you might wish to consider in 
response to the above cited SANDAG draft report: 


A. REQUESTS FROM THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO. Concur. However, it 
should be noted for the record that the original charter to 
SANDAG was to plan for an airport site that would replace 
Lindberg Field. This proposal, hmvever, reco:nuuends a site 
that would be complementary to Lindberg Field. Thus, the 
wording of SANDAG 1 s reco:nu~endation should not be construed to 
mean that no further alternative site selection planning can 
be authorized or pursued. 


~ Furthermore, the Board should consider requesting the County 
r..~)>& of San Diego be listed as a co-sponsor of the grant 
P application to the Federal Aviation Administration because of 


B. 


its responsibilities in the environmental regulatory 
processes, i.e., Air Pollution Control District. The Board 
should note, however, co-sponsorship could be cons~rued as 
active support for an Otay-Mesa site. 


REQUEST FROM THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO. Request SANDAG to 
continue to its next scheduled meeting the County 1 s invitation 
to participate in a Regional Airport Authority Exploration 
Com:mi ttee. The County 1 s proposal for an Exploratory Committee 
has apparently been incorrectly enmeshed with the siting 
issue. It is not a siting issue, but rather a policy issue 
concerning the correct authority to deal with future regional 
air transportation needs. 







Supervisor Leon L. Williams 
Page 2 
July 24, 1991 


C. ROLE OF THE SANDAG AIRPORT DELEGATION. Vote for approval. 
The Board should note that the Bilateral Work Group will be 
in a lead role and the SAllDAG Airport Delegation will only be 
a supportive participant. 


D. OTAY MESA AIR CARRIER AIRPORT GROUND ACCESS. Concur and vote 
approval. 


Very respectfully submitted, 


BRUCE R. BOLAND 
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This advisory report reflects the general consensus of the San Diego County Department 
of Transborder Affairs Advisory Board. Individual members do not necessarily subscribe 
to every specific recommendation, nor does the report necessarily reflect the view of the 
institutions these individuals represent. 
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COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO TRANSBORDER AFFAIRS ADVISORY BOARD 


MEMBERS REPRESENTING 


Sue Stephens Cox, Chairperson San Diego Convention & Visitors Bureau 


Cathryn L Thorup, Vice Chairperson Center for U.S./Mexican Studies, 
University of California, San Diego 


Gloria Carranza 


Jose R. de Ia Garza 


Robert L Dowell 


Rudy Fernandez 


Unda Fogerson 


Nancy Fuller-Jacobs 


Dr. Paul Ganster 


Paul Jones (Resigned) 


Uvalde Martinez (Resigned) 


Ramon E. Moncada, M.D. 


Douglas Scutchfield, M.D . 


Dan Torres 


Myrna Zambrano 


County of San Diego Human Relations 
Commission 


County of San Diego International Trade 
Commission 


Board of Supervisors, District Three 


County of San Diego International Trade 
Commission 


Graduate School of International Relations and 
Pacific Studies, University of California, San 
Diego 


San Diego County Bar Association 


Institute for Regional Studies of the Californias, 
San Diego State University 


Board of Supervisors, District Two 


Board of Supervisors, District Four 


San Diego Medical Society 


U.S./Mexico Border Health Association 


Board of Supervisors, District Five 


Board of Supervisors, District One 
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FIGURE 7: DIAGRAM, LAYOUT OF EUROAIRPORT 
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CROSS BORDER CONCERNS IN THE SAN DIEGO REGION: 


ISSUE: PROSPECTS FOR A BINATIONAL AIRPORT • 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


• With some regularity San Diego debates its future needs for a regional airport. As these 
discussions have recurred over the decades they have produced little more than a 
recognition of diminishing options. 


Standing in the way is a dispute of what really constitutes the region, a blurred vision of 
• what the Mure of this region should be, entrenched political positions, and territorial 


quarrels - in short, a lack of consensus and political will. 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


The most recent rounds of discussions have brought greater attention to the border area 
and the possibility of a binational airport serving the region's needs . 


To assess the prospects of a binational airport, the San Diego County Transborder Affairs 
Advisory Board organized a series of panel discussions during 1991 with area experts 
from both sides of the border. 


The purpose of these discussions was to address the practical aspects of building, 
managing, and using a binational airport - thus testing the premise that transborder ISsues 
of such significance must be dealt with in a transborder forum. The merits and location 
of a regional/binational facility were only of secondary concern. Numerous interest 
groups have confronted those issues . 


Predictably, the discussions disclosed that a regional/binational airport would have 
significant positive as well as negative impacts on a region that extends well south of the 
border. While some cross-border consultations among interested parties have occurred, 
they have not been adequate; more often occurring as an afterthought or through 
improper channels . 


A search for models of binational airports revealed that only one such example exists. 
"EuroAirport Basei-Mulhouse-Freiburg" is managed and operated jointly by France and 
Switzerland and although located entirely on French soil, has served the needs of the two 
countries for over forty years. Since 1987 it has also served German needs in the region . 


The report concludes that transborder interdependence is very real and growing. 
Management of this relationship should be delegated in part to a transborder entity to 
ensure practical representation of local perspectives and expertise. The proposed 
binational airport proposal should be deliberated in such a forum, representing as it does 
both the failures of the past and the prospects for the future. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS- SUMMARIZED 


Overall 


Convene a binational working group to discuss the concept of a binational airport. There 
should be equal representation from both sides of the border. The County of San Diego 


• 


• 


should initiate the meeting along with other agencies from both the U.S. and Mexico • 
willing to share such responsibilities (page 35). 


Specific 


The following issues should be included in the deliberations: 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 
·a 
0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Definition of the region (page 35). 
Vision for the Mure of this region (page 35). 
Regional air travel patterns (page 35). 
Market for air travel (page 35). 
Location of regional airport (page 35). 
Future status of Undbergh Field (page 35). 
Use of Rodriguez International Airport (page 35). 
Conflicts with the Regional Growth Management Strategy (page 35). 
Land use plans for the unincorporated portion of Otay Mesa (page 36). 
Impact on the Tijuana River Estuary (page 36). 
Mexican participant for the Tijuana River National Estuarine Research Reserve 
(page 36). 
Conflicts with the California Clean Air Act (page 36). 
Practical aspects of running a binational airport (page 36). 
Costs of servicing a binational airport (page 36). 
Applicable components of "EuroAirport" (page 36). 
International Airport Authority fTransborder Entity (page 36). 
Rodriguez International Airport's potential for becoming the region's binational 
airport, costs and benefits, ancillary services on the U.S. side (page 36). 
Relationship of proposed "TwinPorts" to Rodriguez International Airport (page 36). 
Prospects for consensus (page 36). 
Provisions for amicable dissolution of transborder collaboration in case of failure 
(page 36). 
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• 
INTRODUCTION 


• The Department of Transborder Affairs was established by the San Diego County Board 
of Supervisors in August 1987. The basic purpose of this Department is to help 
coordinate the growing number of activities conducted by the County of San Diego 
relating to the U.S. -Mexican border and the Pacific Basin. 


• The Transborder Affairs Advisory Board was created in April 1988, to monitor the work 
of the Department of Transborder Affairs. In the spring of 1990, the Advisory Board 
initiated a series of in-depth examinations of key border issues in order to develop policy 
options for the County Board of Supervisors. 


• This is the third major issue addressed by the San Diego County Transborder Affairs 
Advisory Board and the Department of Transborder Affairs. In January 1991, a report 
entitled ''The Cost and Benefits of Immigration in the San Diego Region: The Need for 
a Local Response", was published. It was followed by "Cross Border Concerns in the 
San Diego Region: The Need for New Border Crossings", published in January 1992 . 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


QUALIFIER 


This repq_rt does not intend to take sides in the debate over the merits and location of a 
binational airport. Rather, it attempts . to look at some practical aspects, discussing 
community and regional impacts as well as the •nuts and bolts" of building, maintaining, 
managing, and using such a facility. 


"Binational Airport", as the term is used in this report, means a jointly managed facility 
serving the needs of both sides of the border, whether located on one side or on both. 
If located entirely on one side it would be in close proximity to the border and accessed 
by a road from the other side constructed exclusively for airport use, where there would 
be no customs or immigration inspections. ~winPorts", described later, is included in this 
definition . 


The bulk of the material for this report was generated as a result of discussions with area 
experts and community leaders during the time period April-October 1991 . 
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PREMISE 


The premise of this report is based on that of the previous report ("Cross Border 
Concerns in the San Diego Region: The Need for New Border Crossings") which called 
for the establishment of a transborder authority (or consortium) composed of 
representatives from both sides of the border of similar status and responsibilities. 


This body would provide some local control in dealing with certain specific issues within 
a clearly defined border area, issues which typically have the greatest impact on this area, 
but which are controlled by our respective distant capitals. 


The proposal would incorporate appropriate concepts of other successful transborder 
collaborations, such as the International Boundary and Water Commission, the European 
Common Market, and the ."Euregio Oberrhein" (a.k.a. "Regia Basiliensis"), between 
Switzerland, France, and Germany for the region where these three countries converge. 


Specifically, for purposes of the proposed binational airport, the proposition is that San 
·Diego and Tijuana are part of the same region, and that a regional airport must be 
discussed jointly, in a transborder fashion, if it is to be a binational venture. 


Fundamental to this proposition is the need to begin to view San Diego and Tijuana as 
interdependent units where duplication of systems and facilities no longer makes 
economic sense. While constitutional, cultural, and political obstacles to this premise 
abound, it recognizes that growing global interdependence requires a new way of 
thinking. 


The premise does not call for a sacrifice of national sovereignty or cultural heritage; rather 
it challenges us to assimilate an added dimension ("I am a U.S. or Mexican citizen and 
a resident of the San Diego-Tijuana border region"). 


The premise is that a transborder body, as described, should first consider what is so far 
generally accepted, i.e., that there is a long term need for expanded airport services both 
for San Diego and Tijuana; that Rodriguez International Airport in Tijuana is being 
expanded; and that the "TwinPorts" proposal, if accepted, would integrate operations 
north and south of the border and serve the Mure demands of the region. Against this 
background, and from a truly regional perspective, the transborder body should devise 
a solution that makes the most sense for the entire region. 


11 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 







• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


CROSS BORDER CONCERNS IN THE SAN DIEGO REGION: 
ISSUE: PROSPECTS FOR A BINATIONAL AIRPORT 


RIVERSIDE COUNTY 


I 


~a Roof< . ~ 
e PENDLETON ~ 


\ . \ 
OCEANSIDE ,.,. 


-~'· PALOMAR 


1. HAS MIRAMAR ALTERNATIVE A 
2. HAS MIRAMAR ALTERNATIVE 8 
3. EAST HAS MIRAMAR 
4. OTAY MESAALTERNATIVEA 
5. OTAY MESA ALTERNATIVE 8 
6. RODRIGUEZ INTERNATJOHAL 


RAMONA • 


• BORREGO VALLEY 


OCOTILLO WELLS • 


AGUA CAUENTE. 


County of S.n Diogo 


MEXICO 


Figure 1 


JACUMBA .-
e MIUTARY 


• pUBUC 


San Diego Airports/Regional Airport Candidate Sites 


PROBLEM STATEMENT 


The San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) projects that San Diego will 
generate air travel demand of up to 40 million passengers some time during the next 
century. There are presently no existing facilities or approved plans to meet that demand . 


Twelve general aviation airports serve a local population of 2.5 million and their visitors. 
It is not enough. Undbergh Field, our major airport, is expected to reach its current 
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design capacity of 16 million annual passengers by the year 2005. Expansion prospects 
are somewhat limited by natural and manmade constraints in the area. 


Tijuana, immediately to the south, has one airport, Abelardo Rodriguez International, 
which serves a population of between 850,000 and 1.5 million. It handled nearly two 
million passengers last year and is now undergoing substantial expansion to meet future 
needs. 


Some argue that San Diego and Tijuana form a subregion perfectly positioned on the 
Pacific Rim to capitalize on the pending North American Free Trade Agreement. To 
enhance this advantage, the two should join forces in a binational airport. 


Others suggest that our needs can be equally well served by utilizing existing and planned 
facilities elsewhere, saving our community millions of dollars by avoiding an unnecessary 
duplication of efforts. 


Perhaps the most significant problem is lack of consensus and political intransigence. 
There is no common vision for the future of the region. There is no agreement on 
whether a new international airport is needed to serve that vision; and if so, where such 
a facility should be located. There is dissension among our elected officials both locally 
as well as at the state and federal levels. And, as the airport deliberations have ebbed 
and flowed over the years, positions have become so entrenched that any satisfactory 
solution or compromise has become increasingly elusive. 


The airport debate is not new. Almost from its construction in the mid-1920's Undbergh 
Field was found to be inadequate. Periodic studies since that time have produced a 
series of stalemates, achieving only a reduction of available options. 


The most recent round of discussions was initiated in 1987 when the San Diego City 
Council requested SAN DAG to undertake an evaluation of potential alternatives to 
Undbergh Field as the region's major airport. 


That request produced the "San Diego Air Carrier Airport Site Selection Study" which 
evaluated thirteen alternatives at ten different sites. Five finalist sites were selected: Naval 
Air Station {NAS) Miramar {alternatives A and B), East NAS Miramar, and Otay Mesa 
(alternatives A and B). 


Given the U.S. Navy's opposition to commercial use of NAS Miramar and development 
to the east, attention shifted to Otay Mesa. Early concepts to possibly link Brown Field 
with Rodriguez International in Tijuana would have consumed large amounts of land 
designated for industrial and commercial use. As a consequence, some political- and 
local business interests joined forces to promote a newer concept, subsequently known 
as ''TwinPorts", which called for a runway just north of the border, parallel to Rodriguez 
and connected by a transborder taxi-way (see pages 19 and 20). 
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To protect that area from potentially competing development, the San Diego City Council 
has placed a number of moratoria on building activity which opponents claim have 
produced a detrimental economic impact. 


Safety and design considerations, environmental issues, infrastructure impacts, and the 
costs and concerns of federal law enforcement agencies, are among the major obstacles 
to the "TwinPorts" proposal. In addition, the position of the Mexican government, 
including the sharing of air space, remains unclear. Multiple efforts to resolve this 
situation have not yet produced definite results. This has become a fundamental issue 
in the debate over the airport. 


More recently, a Bilateral Working Group comprised of representatives from both sides 
of the border has been meeting to seek a possible compromise between the two major 
proposal now under consideration: "TwinPorts" (City of San Diego) and the expansion of 
Rodriguez International Airport (Tijuana). In the meanwhile, the San Diego Dialogue, a 
local civic organization, has recommended that a joint powers authority be created, with 
representatives from the federal, state, and local levels in the U.S. to negotiate the 
proposed binational airport . 


PROCEDURE 


Eight panel discussions were held with area experts from both sides of the border to help 
generate comprehensive and balanced information on the prospects for a binational 
airport and to suggest constructive policy options for the County of San Diego. 


The following is an alphabetical listing of the panel participants: 


Ross F. Aimer 


Brian Bilbray 


Steve Castaneda 


Lawrence Herzog, Ph.D. 


Felipe Baril Horen 


Paul Jorgensen 


"Bud" McDonald 


Airline Pilots Association 


Supervisor, San Diego County, District 1 


Administrative Aide to San Diego City 
Councilmember Ron Roberts 


Department of Mexican-American Studies, San 
Diego State University 


Manager, Abelardo Rodriguez International 
Airport, Tijuana, Mexico 


Manager, Tijuana River National Estuarine 
Research Reserve 


Manager, Undbergh Field International Airport 
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Tim Nader 


Dan Pegg 


Ruth J. Schneider 


Mike Strode 


Carmen Tagle 


Mayor, City of Chula Vista 


President, San Diego County Economic 
Development Corporation 


President, Otay Mesa/Nestor Community Council 


President, Pacific Unk Development Services; 
Director, Otay Mesa Chamber of Commerce 


Manager, International Department, Cardin Travel 


In addition, telephone interviews were conducted with individuals unable to attend the 
panel discussions. These included: 


Guillermo Caballero 


Victor Castillo 


Laura Durazo 


Charles B. Kurth 


Kathy Ward 


Centro de Estudios del Desarrollo Urbano de 
Tijuana 


Universidad Autonoma de Baja California 


Proyecto Fronterizo de Educacion Ambiental 


Aviation Marketing & Management Consultant 


Air New Zealand 


The panelists were asked to discuss some of the issues that should be considered in the 
event a binational airport were to be built in the Otay Mesa/Mesa de Otay area, including: 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


How should such a facility be managed? 
What would be the impact on the community? 
How would such an airport affect your activities? 
What is the Mexican perspective on these issues? 
How can we improve the process of making recommendations and decisions on 
common (San Diego-Tijuana) border issues? 
How can the County of San Diego contribute to a satisfactory resolution of the 
binational airport issue? 


FINDINGS 


The panel discussions and associated studies yielded a large amount of information 
already brought up in the many preceding debates on this topic held by SANDAG, the 
San Diego City Council, and the San Diego Dialogue. This information was not conclusive 
as far as the merits or location of a binational airport are concerned, although it did 
provide a list of issues to be considered in the event such a facility is built. Only on one 
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point did there seem to be consensus: the need for closer cooperation with Mexico 
should a binational facility be contemplated. 


The information is presented as follows: Rrst. an overview of existing facilities and 
proposed expansion plans is given. The "TwinPorts• proposal is included here. Then, 
some of the issues regarding the viability of a binational airport are discussed. This 
information has been organized as: 


o impacts on the community and the region, which includes economic, land use, 
environmental, and infrastructure considerations; 


o management considerations, which include an examination of other models . 


The section concludes with remarks about the concept of a transborder entity. 


1. EXISTING FACILITIES 


Lindbergh Field International Airport 


----
Figure 2 


Undbergh Field: Existing Facilities/Immediate Action Program • 
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Undbergh Field is the major airport in the San Diego region. It is located on 
approximately 480 acres of reclaimed tidelands, about one mile northwest of downtown 
San Diego. It is owned and operated by the San Diego Unified Port District. The airfield 
consists of two runways, 9,400 feet long by 200 feet wide, and 4,400 feet long by 75 feet 
wide. On the south side are two passenger terminals with 30 jet gates and 5 commuter 
gates, air cargo terminals, fuel storage and parking facilities. 


According to the airport manager, Undbergh Field served approximately 11.4 million 
passengers in 1991 (132,381 air carrier operations), projected to reach 12 million in 1992 
and its designed maximum capacity of 16 million shortly after the turn of the century, at 
which point it will begin to experience serious delays and congestion. 


The airport is constrained by topography. (to the east) and urban development on all 
sides. The predominant east to west approach is a steep 4 1 /2 degrees (the preferre~ 
is 3 degrees) further compounded by obstructions; For these reasons it is considered 
a "Special Airport", requiring special training of all pilots. Forty-three thousand people 
(21 ,750 dwelling units) are located within the so-called Airport Influence Area, which 
represents the 2. 7 square miles subjected to noise levels requiring noise attenuation 
measures (65 CNEL = Community Noise Equivalent Level). 


In the summer of 1992 the Port District initiated an $88 million Immediate Action Program 
for Undbergh Field, to address the most pressing concerns. These included expanding 
the west terminal to 19 gates, remodeling both the east and west terminals, and replacing 
taxi-ways and parking areas around the east terminal (Figure 2). 


In addition, the Port District's Airport Development Study for Undbergh Field has identified 
two expansion alternatives, known respectively as Plan 2D-2 and Plan 20-3. These 
alternatives call for the construction of a new passenger terminal (25-27 gates), with an 
accompanying new car parking structure and direct access to Interstate 5, a new 4 million 
gallon fuel storage facility, a new cargo and mail terminal with replacement maintenance 
hangar, and general improvements to an on- and off-site transportation system. The cost 
would range from $290 million to $385 million. These expansions will not increase the 
maximum capacity of the airport, but rather help to reach that capacity more comfortably. 


On the other hand, in a report by P&D Technologies, a consulting firm hired by the City 
of San Diego, it was estimated that Undbergh Field could accommodate up to 24 million 
airline passengers per year through certain expansion scenarios, including acquisition of 
the Marine Corps Recruit Depot (MCRD). MCRD was considered for base closure in 
1991 and may again be so considered, given the on-going budget constraints. 
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Brown Field 


Rgure 3 
Brown Reid: Existing Facilities/Immediate Action Program • 


Brown Field is located approximately 15 miles southeast of downtown San Diego and 
about 4 miles northwest of the Otay Mesa border crossing to Mexico. This is a former 
Naval Station now owned and operated by the City of San Diego. The airport serves the 
general aviation needs of the south county and is also used for military training practices. 


It has two parallel runways, the longest, located to the north is approximately 8,000 feet 
long while the shorter southern runway is about 3,500 feet long. It is constrained by the 
Otay and San Ysidro Mountains to the east, the Ream Reid Naval Station to the west, and 
the Tijuana International Airport to the south . 


Urban development near the airport is so far limited to industrial and commercial use. 
Considerably more activity is planned, including residential development to the west and 
industrial/commercial to the east and south. 


Expansion of Brown Reid, detailed in the Airport Master Plan, was initially intended to 
serve the planned development. It included replacing the shorter runway with a longer 
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one, improvements to the taxi-way and road circulation systems, removal of old Navy 
buildings, and expansion of the fixed-base operator areas. 


These plans were subsequently set aside when SANDAG's "San Diego Air Carrier Airport . 
Site Selection Study" (June 1990) iqentified two alternatives for Otay Mesa (both involving 
Brown Field) among the finalists for the new regional airport. To provide improvements 
critical to safe operations, an Immediate Action Program was adopted which included 
runway and taxiway improvements, an instrument landing system (IL.S), and fuel storage 
relocation (Figure 3). 


Alternative A of the •san Diego Air Carrier Airport Site Selection Study" called for three 
parallel runways to be constructed in a northwesterly - southeasterly configuration, 
essentially between Brown Reid and Tijuana International Airport, along with another 
north/south trending runway. The intent was to avoid the potential hazard of the 
mountains to the east and to connect the two airports. The existing runways at the two 
airports would remain (Appendix A, page 39). 


Alternative B proposed three north/south trending runways between the two airports and 
retention of. the existing ones (Appendix A). 


Given the extensive impact these two alternatives would have on expensive land targeted 
for industrial/commercial development between Brown Field and the border, several 
political leaders and business groups united to propose a. new concept, known as 
"TwinPorts".-


"Twin Ports" 


RWY9(1.7 
(paar.allel to existing Tijuana runway) 


MESA DE OTAY 
TIJUANA, MEXICO 


Rgure 4 
"TwinPorts", Proposed Concept 
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"TwinPorts" is a proposed binational airport which would replace the Brown Reid facility 
with one located immediately north of the border, adjacent to the Tijuana International 
Airport. A 12,000 foot runway would be constructed on the U.S. side parallel to the 
Tijuana runway (alignment 9/27, Figure 4). The two would be connected by a taxi-way 
crossing the border, creating an •H• configuration. 


There would be one jointly operated tower and separate passenger terminals and 
customs facilities on each side of the border. P&D Technologies, a consulting firm hired 
by the City of San Diego to develop this concept, estimates that "TwinPorts• could serve 
24 million annual passengers (MAP) which, when combined with Undbergh Field's 
designed maximum capacity, could meet both San Diego's and Tijuana's long term 
needs . 


The primary concerns of this proposal relate to safety /design considerations, the position 
of the Mexican government, pending development of the area, environmental impacts, 
access, local politics and community attitudes. 


More recent proposals have been developed to address some of the problems related 
to safety and environmental impacts. These entail rotating the runway .1 0 degrees 
(alignment 10/28) and 20 degrees (alignment 11/29, Appendix B, page 40) to the north. 
However, as the alignment is rotated in this manner it on one hand improves the safety 
of the approach and the ability to use instrument landing systems, while on the other it 
increasingly infringes on Mexican airspace. Cost estimates (1991) for these various 
alternatives range from $1.8 billion to $2.3 billion, according to the City consultants. 


Abelardo Rodriguez International Airport. Tijuana 


Figure 5 
Abelardo Rodriguez International Airport: Existing Facilities/Proposed Expansion-
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• 
Tijuana's International Airport is located immediately south of the international border just 
a few miles west of the Otay Mesa border crossing. It has one runway, 8,197 feet long 
and 144 feet wide. It served nearly 2 million passengers in 1990, growing from the 14th • 
to the 4th largest airport in Mexico during the past three years. 


Mexican authorities estimate that annual passenger traffic will increase to 4.5 million by 
1994, 8 million by the turn of the century, and 20 million by the year 2020 when factoring 
in increased trade with the Pacific Rim and spill-over demand from San Diego's Undbergh • 
Field. 


Mexico is currently upgrading Tijuana's International Airport to meet immediate needs, 
thus implementing plans approved long before the present binational airport debate was 
initiated. This includes: building a new multi-level parking structure, constructing a bridge • 
from the parking structure to the terminal, painting, re-paving, and making needed repairs. 
These improvements have been completed. In addition, the runway is being extended 
to approximately 10,000 feet. Completion is scheduled for late 1992, early 1993. 
Construction has also begun on "Matrix\ the repair facility intended to handle all jets up 
to an including wide bodied aircraft such as the B-7 4 7. This was initially a tri-national • 
collaboration between Mexico, Great Britain, and China. The continued participation of 
the latter is, however, now in question. The first phase of this project is scheduled for 


. completion in late 1993, early 1994. 


Longer range plans prepared to accommodate San Diego's spill-over demand include a • 
further extension of the existing- runway to 12,000 feet, the possible construction of a 
second runway, parallel to the south, a new international terminal, new gates, platforms 
and taxi-ways. Ground access and parking could be provided on the . U.S. side; 
un'derground passage across the border would provide the necessary linkage. The final 
location and configuration of these facilities have yet to be decided, depending in part on 
the outcome of the binational airport negotiations. • 


While the immediate need improvements are funded primarily by the Mexican government, 
longer range plan implementation may be privatized. 


2. WHAT IMPACT WOULD A BINATIONAL AIRPORT HAVE ON THE 
COMMUNITY /REGION? 


Major airports usually stimulate urban development and economic activity that have both 
positive and negative consequences. This is a highly controversial land use issue that 
simultaneously evokes images of prosperity and "not in my backyard" reactions. 


Fundamental to the airport debate in San Diego is the vision of the region's Mure. Part 
of the problem is that this vision has so far not been well articulated. Proponents of a 
binational facility see our area as a major player in the global economy, as the "gateway" 
to the Pacific Rim and to the interiors of both the U.S. and Mexico. Opponents often fear 
the adverse consequences of growth, the detrimental urbanization of the region, and favor 
maintaining the present atmosphere. 
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Also unclear is our definition of the region. Does it encompass the County of San Diego 
only or does it extend south into Tijuana, and if so, how far? The latter definition would 
suggest that a binational airport on Otay Mesa would be suitably (centrally) located within 
the region; this would not be the case if we accept the former definition. 


One clear benefit of a binational airport would be its symbolic value; a demonstration of 
successful transborder collaboration which could serve as a model for much needed 
cooperation on other issues and in other areas along the border. 


The panel discussions produced information relative to community and regional impacts 
that can be classified as economic, land use, environmental, and infrastructural. 


Economic 


Advantages: 


Location benefrts: Proponents of the binational airport state that it will energize the South 
Bay and revitalize its sagging economy. A report prepared by P&D Technologies, 
assessing the positive economic impacts of a binational airport (or "TwinPorts") lists its 
advantages as: location in a commercial/industrial area with large supplies of vacant, 
developable land; proximity to maquiladora operations; access to low cost labor (about 
one tenth of U.S. labor costs); proximity to U.S. markets; proximity to Pacific Rim markets; 
local manufacturing base which is heavily reliant on air transportation; location in a 1,415 
acre Free Trade Zone; access to international ports in the United States and Mexico; and 
the North American Free Trade Agreement (futl implementation of NAFT A is projected to 
increase trade between the U.S. and Mexico by the year 2040 by nearly 6% -$252 billion 
[1990 dollars]- over trade levels without NAFTA, according to P&D Technologies) . 


Jobs. revenue: P&D Technologies' report estimates that "Twin Ports" could provide 40,400 
additional jobs by the year 2040, along with $840 million additional earnings, $2.5 billion 
more in gross regional (San Diego) product, and $277 million more in sales tax revenue. 
The construction of the facility by itself would also create many jobs, at least in the short
term . 


Tijuana: Tijuana will reap early economic benefrts from the expansion of the Rodriguez 
International Airport already underway. The new facilities will enhance the city's ability 
to capitalize on NAFT A and on its strategic location on the Pacific Rim, all made possible 
by its recent economic recovery. Tijuana will also benefit from providing needed airport 


e services for San Diego, at least until San Diego improves its own service capability. 


• 


• 


These benefits are likely to increase if a binational facility is built, regardless of its 
configuration. 


Disadvantages: 


Loss of land, jobs: Critics of the proposed binational airport point out that it will consume 
at least 3,000 acres of land, causing a direct loss of jobs (as many as 150,000) and 
economic activity. Some local community groups also predict that "TwinPorts" could 
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cause a further influx of undocumented immigrants because of the added economic 
activity it would stimulate. 


Market considerations: From a market standpoint, opponents claim that relocating the 
region's major airport to the south does not make sense when 75% of its users live north 
of Interstate 8 and 30% north of Solana Beach. The north county is the fastest growing 
in the region. Potential airport clients from this area, both passengers and commercial 
users, may consider going north to Orange County or LAX instead. To illustrate this 
point, they note various travel distances from Oceanside: to LAX - 85 miles, to John 
Wayne (Orange County) - 45 miles, to Miramar - 28 miles, to Undbergh - 38 miles, to 
"TwinPorts• - 55 miles. Although travel distance does not necessarily equate travel time, 
it is an important consideration. 


Additionally, some opponents state that Undbergh Field's inadequacies are exaggerated; 
that in fact passenger traffic over the last five years has levelled off. The following table 
shows Undbergh Field air carrier traffic since 1985. Each take-off or landing counts as 
one operation. 


Year Passengers Operations 


1985 7.9 million 101,544 
1986 9.0 116,677 
1987 10.1 127,723 
1988 . 10.7 134,095 
1989 11.1 133,060 
1990 11.2 132,561 
1991 11.4 132,381 


No increase in air carrier traffic is projected for 1992. 
(Source: San Diego Tribune, 8/15/91; Undbergh Field Manager's office) 


This claim is further bolstered by those who maintain that major airlines would not be 
interested in one more principal airport in this area; they are opposed to split operations 
which would mean costly duplication of infrastructure, services, and probable higher 
landing fees. The landing fees at Undbergh Field are low ($0.89 per 1,000 lbs) because 
the land there was •inherited" from the Port District. Of course, closure of Undberg Field 
would negate this argument, however, this is not a serious consideration at the present 
time. 


Furthermore, San DiegojUndbergh Field is already located between major facilities in Los 
Angeles {LAX) and Tijuana (Rodriguez International), and lagging in the competition with 
other west coast cities better positioned and more advanced in their quest for improved 
airport facilities. "Hubbing• does not make sense here, given our location and 
circumstances. Taking advantage of major facilities already existing may save millions of 
dollars in new land acquisition and construction costs. 
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A new airport by itself does not create demand. Opponents argue that a new airport 
would require more airlines, and that there is no proven market. A comprehensive study 
would be helpful to determine the current and projected air travel patterns of the region. 
The example of British Airways (B.A.) is cited. B.A. discontinued its services from San 
Diego to London after attracting only 55-70 passengers per day. The bulk of the 
passengers were picked up in Los Angeles . 


Lawsuits and moratoria: Other economic considerations include financial loss resulting 
from a continued building moratorium on Otay Mesa while studies continue, and lawsuits 
threatened by South Bay officials in the event a binational airport is built, because of noise 
and air pollution issues. These are discussed in greater detail below . 


Land Use 


Advantages: 


Regional perspective: A binational airport located ·near to - or straddling - the border will 
give added credence to the transborder interdependence that exists and the need to 
improve the way we manage this relationship, including how we plan for our common 
regional future. It would force us to redefine the region and to reevaluate the Regional 
Growth Management Strategy. 


This Strategy is being developed as a consequence of Propos~ion C, the "Regional 
Planning and Growth Control Initiative", passed by the voters of San Diego in 1988. It 
currently defines the region as coinciding with the boundaries of the County of San Diego. 


San Diego experienced high growth rates in the early- and mid-1980's, causing traffic 
congestion, loss of open space, crowded parks and beaches, and a heavy strain on all 
public services. Efforts to combat these impacts were frustrated by a lack of coordination 
among the region's 19 jurisdictions, most of which had separate General Plans and 
growth management strategies. 


Proposition C called for a regional approach to growth management, that is, that local 
governments jointly prepare a regional plan for such "quality of life" issues as air, water, 
transportation, and waste management. Sewage treatment, sensitive lands preservation 
and open space protection, hazardous waste management, housing, and economic 
prosperity were subsequently added to this list. 


Leaving Tijuana out of this regional approach fails to realize today's reality . 


Plan implementation. coordination with Mexico: A binational airport will help implement 
some of the planned land uses in the South Bay, although others will have to be modified. 
However, such modifications would likely be made in coordination with Mexican land use 
plans and thus foster more binational collaboration in these matters than so far has been 
the case. 
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Disadvantages: 


Growth management conflicts: Among the adverse consequence of locating a principal 
airport at the extreme southern end of the county is the conflict this would have with the 
Regional Growth Management Strategy as it now is being prepared. 


Among the goals of the Strategy is the reduction of travel times and trip lengths for the 
region's residents. A binational airport would substantially increase the travel distance 
(and probably travel time) for the majority of the San Diego county users, and could 
instead cause them to travel to out-of-county facilities to the north. 


Local plan conflicts: The proposal also conflicts with the Otay Mesa Community Plan, 
adopted by the City of San Diego in April 1981. after a lengthy planning process. That 
plan in turn led to the County's revisions of its Otay Subregional Plan, subjected to 
additional controversial public hearings. A total of about 15,000 acres are thus directly 
affected by the proposed airport. 


The City of San Diego placed a moratorium on development activity for its portion of Otay 
Mesa in November 1988. That moratorium has been extended repeatedly, most recently 
on May 12, 1992, for another year or until the "TwinPorts" proposal is resolved one way 
or another. Development of the County's portion of Otay Mesa has been on hold since 
the Otay Subregional Plan was amended (1983, 1984, 1988) in order to resolve 
infrastructure issues and complete the preparation of a specific plan. 


Additionally, there is the 22,000 acre Otay Ranch, immediately to the north, which could 
be moderately to significantly affected depending on the ultimate configuration of the 
proposed runway. 


Undesired uses: Another adverse consequence is the alleged "dumping" of undesirable 
land uses in the South Bay. Residents there already complain about prison facilities, 
sewage treatment plants, landfills, a proposed racetrack, and unattractive industrial 
activity. They claim to already have their share and by an overwhelming majority oppose 
the binational airport. An advisory vote in the City of Chula Vista in June 1992, showed 
fully 85% against locating the airport on Otay Mesa. 


Tijuana: land uses south of the border would initially not be significantly affected by a 
binational facility since expansion of Rodriguez International Airport is occurring under any 
circumstances. However, should a binational airport such as "TwinPorts" be built, and 
with the favored 11/29 configuration, this would necessitate rotating the runway at 
Rodriguez International 20 degrees to the north. This could have a severe land use 
impact on Tijuana, and may in fact be precluded by development anticipated to occur 
around the present runway alignment over the next 20 years. 
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Environmental 


• Advantages: 


U.S. control: There will be adverse environmental impacts even without a binational 
airport on the U.S. side. The expanded Rodriguez International Airport will generate more 
noise, more traffic, and more pollution over which the U.S. has no control. However, with 


e a binational airport the U.S. will have some say in alleviating detrimental impacts. 
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Disadvantages: 


Noise. traffic. etc.: The environmental impacts of a binational airport will be more severe 
than those from Rodriguez International alone. Additional commuter trips will consume 
time, energy, and pollute the air. This would conflict with the California Clean Air Act 
which mandates an actual reduction in air pollutants. The new airport would have both 
direct impacts from its specific operations; it would also have indirect growth inducement 
impacts from related activities . 


Tijuana River Estuary: A binational airport, some have suggested, could also have a 
significant impact on the Tijuana River National Estuarine Research Reserve which is a 
State Park recognized nationally as the best wetland left in Southern California. This is 
a wildlife refuge that is home to 378 different species. The Tijuana River originates some 
60 n:!_iles to the east in Baja California and becomes increasingly polluted as it reaches the _ _ 
coast. 


While the area already experiences noise and air pollution impacts from the Navy's Ream 
Field operations and air traffic from Rodriguez International Airport, car traffic and sewage 
impacts will increase should a binational airport be built. Migratory birds, using the 
estuary as a final destination or resting stop would be more disturbed than they already 
are. Geese have been observed at altitudes of 20,000 feet. Obviously this would 
represent a problem with increased air traffic in the area. 


Regional Park: Another concern relating to the Tijuana River Estuary is the $10 million 
allocated by the County of San Diego from Proposition 70 funds to develop a regional 
park in this area. Adverse environmental impacts from increased air traffic overhead will 
be detrimental to the proposed park. However, these negative affects would also occur 
without a binational airport, albeit to a lesser degree. 


Lawsuits: The City of Chula Vista and the community of Otay-Nestor have threatened to 
file lawsuits based in large measure on anticipated adverse environmental impacts. This 
would prolong the process substantially and would add significantly to the costs. This is, 
however, not unique to the proposed facility; a spate of lawsuits frequently accompany 
new airports . 
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Infrastructure 


Advantages: 


Binational coordination: A binayonal facility would provide critical impetus for expansion 
of the regional infrastructure, especially the mass transit systems, and promote binational 
coordination in these matters. This relates directly to the proposed reexamination of the 
Regional Growth Management Strategy discussed above, suggesting that lijuana be 
included. 


Disadvantages: 


Growth inducing: A binational airport would place a heavy strain on the infrastructure in 
terms of additional car trips, more sewage and a higher demand for water, power, and 
other associated services. It would also by its very . nature induce additional growth 
thereby compounding infrastructure demands. 


Growth management conflicts: The proposal conflicts with the infrastructure provisions 
of the pending Regional Growth Management Strategy. This Strategy does not 
contemplate such a major use facility in the extreme corner of the region, as currently 
defined. 


The Regional Public Facilities Financing Plan is a Component of the Regional Growth 
-Management Strategy. The draft Financing Plan finds that the San Diego region is 
experiencing difficulties in maintaining its existing infrastructure and providing for Mure 
needs, even without the further complications Om balance) of a binational airport. 


For example, the Financing Plan estimates that it will cost $465.6 million annually over the 
next twenty years to maintain current service levels for transportation, justice facilities, 
regional parks, and health and social services. Annual revenues from San Diego 
taxpayers ($111.3 million) and anticipated state and federal funding ($135.9 million) will 
total only $247.2 million annually, leaving a shortfall of $218.4 million. 


This shortfall is the result of declining state and federal funding, increased costs, and 
limitations imposed by Proposition 13. To fund it, the draft Facilities Plan suggests either 
a tax increase or a regional development impact fee, neither one popular with the 
business or development community, nor with the public at large. Failure to generate 
additional funding for regional needs would cause a decline in regional services and 
facilities, and hence in our •quality of lite•. 


3. HOW SHOULD A BINATIONAL AIRPORT BE MANAGED? 


Managing airports is a complex matter even under the simplest of circumstances, 
involving a number of different entities. Undbergh Field, for instance, has an airport 
manager responsible for running the terminal building and managing the basic 
infrastructure, security, and emergency services. Space is rented out to the . different 
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airlines which control their own operations, including ticketing and baggage handling. 
Space is likewise rented to concessionaires, such as restaurants, bars, auto rental, gift 
shops, and the like. The Federal Aviation Authority {FAA) is responsible for the tower and 
all air traffic control procedures. 


Additionally, airports processing international traffic are responsible for checking proper 
international travel documentation {such as passports, visas, etc., handled by the 
Immigration and Naturalization Service), checking luggage for compliance with 
import/export regulations {Customs), drug interdiction {Drug Enforcement Agency), and 
added security {local police, FBI, etc). 


The management of a binational airport for the San Diego-Tijuana region depends on 
whether it is located entirely on one side of the border, or on both, but will at the very 
least involve the agencies listed above and their Mexican counterparts. These activities 
are difficult enough to coordinate on one side of the border; in a transborder context it 
could become a very difficult challenge. 


The Transborder Affairs panel discussions raised a number of concerns that must be 
resolved if a binational airport is to be built: 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Control: This is perhaps the most sensitive issue regarding such operations and 
relates directly to the question of sovereignty. How do we assure that control of 


. the management and operation of a binational airport is equitably resolved? 
Underlying the "TwinPorts" proposal may oe a reluctance to relinquish control fo 
Mexico. Conversely, fears of U.S. dominance may motivate Mexico's own 
proposals, such as the expansion of Tijuana's international airport. 


Binational Coordination: Fair binational negotiations and coordination are essential 
to resolving the control issue and all the other aspects of binational airport 
management. This means identifying the proper authorities on both sides of the 
border and dealing with them equitably. 


Airspace Management: Presently, Mexico is by agreement allowed to infringe on 
U.S. airspace because of the proximity of its runways to the border. Expansion 
of Rodriguez International Airport will place a greater demand on this airspace and 
could be restricted if the U.S. chooses to curtail this airspace use. Under existing 
law, U.S. air traffic has first priority. 


Air Traffic Control Procedures: There are international procedures in place for the 
operation of international airports. However, it would have to be decided who 
would run the air control tower in case of a joint operation. 


Safety: This is a primary concern of airline pilots. They are less interested in the 
location of an airport as long as it is safe and has room for expansion. They also 
worry about noise attenuation measures that may jeopardize air travel safety. For 
Otay Mesa a major concern is the Otay and San Ysidro mountains to the east. 
Earlier studies conducted on behalf of SAN DAG had ruled out placing a regional 
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airport there for this reason. However, current efforts to locate a 
regional/binational airport on Otay Mesa have so far not identified "fatal flaws• in 
any of the three alignments ident.ified for further study. 


Emergency Response: Who has responsibility in the event of a crash? What 
about fires, earthquakes, health emergencies? There are a number of reciprocal, 
mutual aid agreements already in place that may be incorporated in a binational 
management agreement. 


Security: Planning major facilities {or events) near international borders usually 
raises concerns about security, criminal activity, and terrorism. In addition, both 
U.S. and Mexican citizens are apprehensive about personal safety and the 
protection of their belongings in foreign or unfamiliar settings. Regardless of the 
merits of such sentiments, they must be addressed. 


Customs, Immigration: A binational facility would need both U.S. and Mexican 
customs and immigration services. How and where these services would be 
provided depends on the location of the airport. 


Design: Airports must be designed to be safe, to be compatible with the 
surrounding area, to accommodate the many different activities they encompass 
and, in the case of a binational airport, to incorporate any additional spedal needs 
that such a facility entails. 


Access and Ground Transportation: Access and ground transportation must be 
carefully coordinated and will again be dictated by location. Whether the expanded 
Rodriguez Airport ultimately becomes the major airport for the region or the first 
phase of a "TwinPorts"-type binational airport, the Transborder Affairs Advisory 
Board considers it logical to pursue the construction of a border crossing dose to 
the main entry to Rodriguez. This crossing should be for airport traffic only and 
would thus eliminate time consuming crossings at the Otay Mesa or San Ysidro 
ports of entry. Mass transit and terminal fadlities could be constructed on the 
north side of the border. 


Wage Differences: The management of the Rodriguez International Airport 
suggests that a jointly operated facility would be complicated by the wage 
differences between the two countries. Baggage handlers, for instance, earn a 
minimum wage of $4.30 per day in Mexico, $4.25 per hour in the U.S. The 
implication is that equal work should warrant equal pay. On the other hand, it is 
this same wage difference which makes the maquiladora industry so attractive to 
investors. 


Communications: Mexican law presently requires that all communications on the 
Mexican side be handled by Mexicans. However, the proposed North American 
Free Trade Agreement may change this situation. 
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0 Ejoaocjog: There are a number of different methods available to finance a facility 


of this nature, including governmental grants, special assessments, and user fees. 
Most important is the determination of how these costs are to be shared by the 
two countries, which again depends on the ultimate location and configuration of 
the airport. 


Many of the concerns listed above are addressed in the "TwinPorts• proposal. While this 
e proposal has significant merits in the eyes of many, it has also been criticized for having 


negative regional impacts and lacking adequate input from appropriate Mexican 
authorities. 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


4 . EXAMPLES OF BINATIONAL AIRPORTS 


Models for binational airports are scarce. Efforts to build facilities of this kind have usually 
foundered, primarily on the. question of control and sovereignty . 


One such example is the experience of Brazil and Paraguay. Brazil operates an 
international airport at Foz de lguacu, close to the border with Paraguay. This ·is a 


. popular tourist spot (near lguacu Falls) with potential for economic development. · Early 
thoughts of converting this to a binational airport, taking advantage of the proximity to 
Paraguay, failed to materialize for nationalistic reasons. Instead, Paraguay is now 
·planning to build its own airport in Ciudad del Este (formerly Ciudad Presidente Stroesser) 
near the border with Brazil. 


The airport in Geneva is frequently described as binational. While it is true it serves both 
Switzerland and France, it is managed and operated exclusively by the Swiss and thus 
not "binational" as defined in this report . 


Yet, there is one positive example of international cooperation: the EuroAirport Basel· 
Mulhouse-Freiburg . 


EuroAirport Basei-Mulhouse-Freiburg 


The Basei-Mulhouse Intercontinental Airport, as it was originally known, is the only 
successful binational airport in the world, according to the airport management. Located 
entirely within French territory, less than two miles (three kilometers from the Swiss 
border) it was originally intended to serve Swiss national air traffic, French national air 
traffic, as well as the international air traffic of both. More recently (1987) it has become 
known as "EuroAirport Basei-Mulhouse-Freiburg" reflecting closer European collaboration 
through the European Common Market and the airport's growing service also to 
Germany . 
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Figure 6 
Location of EuroAirport Basei-Mulhouse-Freiburg 


The airport was built in 1946, shortly after the end of World War II. It operated initially 
according to French regulations until the agreement between the two countries was drawn 
in December 1949, and finalized the following November. Known as "Convention Franco
Suisse relative a Ia construction eta !'exploitation de l'aeroport de Bale-Mulhouse du 22 
decembre 1949" (Franco-Swiss Convention Relative to the Construction and Operation 
of the Basei-Mulhouse Airport}, it contains specific provisions for running a facility of this 
nature. Appendix C contains more detailed information on this Convention. 


Among the key provisions of this binational Convention was the establishment of a joint 
Franco-Swiss public entity known as the Aeroport de Bale-Mulhouse/Fiughafen Basei
Mulhouse (Basei-Mulhouse Airport). The airport is managed by a board of directors, a 
general manager, an airport commander, and supporting staff. 


The Board of Directors is comprised of 16 members, half French and half Swiss. A 
President and Vice-President are elected from this board membership, subject to approval 
by the civil aviation authorities of the two countries. The two positions cannot be filled by 
the same nation. Members of the Board also form two commissions dealing with 
technical and financial affairs respectively. 
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The Board appoints the General Manager and a Deputy. The General Manger also 
serves as the Executive Officer of the Board and is primarily responsible for commercial 
matters. 


According to the Convention, the President of the Board and the General Manager of the 
airport cannot be of the same nationality. Thus, since its inception, organizational 
responsibilities for the airport have been divided between a French President of the 
Board, a Swiss Vice President, a Swiss General Manager, and a French Deputy. 


All air traffic control services, induding communications and weather services, are the 
responsibility of the Airport Commander. The Commander is always a French official 
(since the facility is located entirely on French soil) whose appointment is based on 
recommendations by the Board of Directors . 


The airport is divided into three sectors, one handling customs inspections and security 
for the French using French staff and French laws, one handling the same for the Swiss 
with Swiss personnel and laws, and one encompassing all the other general airport 
services for passengers and commerce, known as "the international sector". French laws 
apply here unless otherwise specified in the Convention. 


Airport infrastructure, including roads, railroad, electricity and telephone, is shared by the 
two countries, with each paying for the infrastructure components located within its 
sector . 


Access from the Swiss border is provided by a road built exclusively for this purpose. 
This is an "in bond" road without customs or immigration controls. 


This more than forty year collaboration is particularly remarkable considering that the two 
countries have quite different political systems. In a situation not entirely unlike the U.S. 
and Mexico, Switzerland is decentralized with more local control, whereas France has a 
centralized form of government with most control exercised from Paris. The Swiss federal 
government delegated much of its share of the responsibility for constructing and 
operating the airport to the provincial council of Basel-Ville (Canton Bale-Bille) . 


Although "EuroAirport" represents an ideal model for transborder collaboration, it may not 
be appropriate for the San Diego-Tijuana border region because of our many differences: 
stages of economic development, political systems, institutions, cultures, and priorities. 
On the other hand, there may be components of the "EuroAirport• model that could be 
applicable here . 
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Figure 7 
Layout of EuroAirport Basei-Mulhouse-Freiburg 


5. TRANSBORDER ENTITY 


While there are a some good examples of successful transborder cooperation, more will 
be needed as global integration increases. Several local scholars are dealing with this 
subject. 
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Lawrence A. Herzog, Ph.D. is professor of Mexican-American studies and coordinator of 
U.S.-Mexico Border Studies at San Diego State University. Dr. Herzog observes how 
international boundaries have evolved from being remote, sparsely developed fringe areas 
with little political and economic activity, a place where territorial conflicts were settled, -
to an area more porous in nature, where cross border economic and social interaction 
is encouraged, where the problems and opportunities are shared. This change became 
noticeable following World War II and can be attributed in part to new technologies, the 
possibility of global warfare, satellite communications and air transport. 


The U.S.-Mexico border, he notes, exemplifies this change and is now undergoing very 
rapid urbanization. He advocates more comprehensive planning for this area and a better 
integrated management system . 


Peter H. Smith, Ph.D., professor of political science and Latin American studies at the 
University of California, San Diego, several years ago staffed the Bilateral Commission on 
the Future of United States-Mexican Relations. This was a group of private citizens from 
the United States and Mexico which met over a two year period to examine the binational 
relationship and to make recommendations for public authorities and private leaders from 
both countries. 


The Bilateral Commission made two fundamental observations. First, that bilateral 
problems require bilateral approaches, and second, that the relationship between the two 
countries is becoming increasingly complex and therefore requires ski~l management. 


Among the Commission's recommendations was the creation of a binational authority 
which " .. in keeping with the exercise of national sovereignty, ... could assume regulatory 
responsibility for matters of common concern and undertake the management of carefully 
specified activities (such as environment, customs, and transborder infrastructure 
projects)." 


Cathryn Thorup is director of Studies and Programs at the Center for U.S.-Mexican 
Studies at the University of California, San Diego. She supports the creation of a 
binational border authority for the San Diego-Tijuana region, which would provide a joint 
mechanism for discussing and managing common issues and projects. 


This entity would provide more local control, which so far has rested with our federal 
governments, it would deal with problems that transcend the border and should not be 
handled unilaterally, and it would harness the energy of citizens from both sides of the 
border who now increasingly join forces around issues, rather than on the basis of 
nationality. 


While this entity ultimately could become an umbrella for most border related activities, 
a clearinghouse to avoid duplication and overlap, it should initially be tested on a trial 
basis, starting small with the focus perhaps initially on only one issue, involving 
representatives from both sides of the border from the very beginning, attempting to stay 
as non-partisan as possible. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 


Past history of transborder relations, the issues raised in the panel discussions, and the 
experiences of ·EuroAirport", lead to the following recommendations; 


Overall 


Convene a binational working group to discuss the concept of a binational airport. There 
should be equal representation from both sides of the border. The County of San Diego. 
should initiate the meeting along with other agencies from the U.S. and Mexico willing to 
share such responsibilities. 


These discussions should also consider the prospects for establishing a transborder 
entity which would address other significant border issues. In addition to examining 
existing examples, such as the •Euregio Oberrhein•, the International Boundary and Water 
Commission, and the European Common Market, the works of local scholars should also 
be considered (Smith, Herzog, Thorup). 


Specific 


The following questions should be addressed by the working group: 


1. How do we define our region? Does it co~ncide with the county boundaries, or _ 
does it extend south into Mexico? 


2. What is our vision for the future of this region? 


3. What are the regional air travel patterns (presentjprojected)? 


4. Will there be a market for air travel by the middle of the next century, as 
anticipated? 


5. Should a regional airport be located farther to the south if the center of gravity 
has shifted to the north? 


6. Will Undbergh Field remain open if a binational airport is built? If so, will this lead 
to split operations, i.e., airlines having to duplicate services now provided at 
Undbergh Field? What will be their position? Can they still make a profit? 


7. Will airlines prefer to use the Rodriguez International Airport if the landing fees there 
are lower? 


8. How do we resolve potential conflicts with the Regional Growth Management 
Strategy? 
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9. Should the land use plan for the unincorpor ed portion of Otay 
Otay Mesa border crossing) be modified to accommoda e a bina · 
is th consensus of future binational deliberations? 


10. How do we mitigate Impacts on the lijuana River Estuary, both from 
of Rodriguez International Airport and from a possible Mure bi 
located on the U.S. side? 


11. Can we Identify a Mexican participant for the lljuana River NationaJ Estu . 
Research Reserve? 


12. How do we resolve conflicts with the California Clean Air Act? 


13. How do we resolve practical aspects of running a binational airport, such as: 
sharing of management and operations ("controt• issue), airspace, air traffic 
control, safety, emergencies, security, customs, immigration, design, access, 
infrastructure, wage differences, communications, and financing? 


14. Will there be additional costs to servicing a binational airport? If so. are we ·mng 
to pay additional taxes or a regional development impact fee? 


15. Which components of ·euroAirporr- may be applicable to the San o·ego-Tijuana 
border region? 


16. Does it make sense to create an International Airport Authority, simi ar to the Po 
District and/or a Transborder Entity? If so, how ·u sovereignty concerns be 
resolved? 


17. Does Rodriguez International Airport have the po entiat for becom·ng the r ion's 
binational airport? What would be the costs and benefits? If this op ·an s chosen 
which ancillary services should be provided on the U.S. side (e.g., terminal 
gates, parking, border crossing excluslvely for airport use1 e c.)? 


18. Does the current expansion of Rodriguez lntema ·anal Airport perm incorporation 
of "T nPorts• at a future stage? 


19. can re ch a b'national consensus on e co cep of a binational airport, 
e er tt be Rodriguez lntema 'onal only or a Mure · corpora: ·an o , "T · Ports , 


e o h e can mo fo d · e ecessary steps? 


20 o do e pro · e for am· cab e disso ·on o e proposed transborder 
colla ra · n ·n e en ese efforts · 1 
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SUMMARY /CONCLUSIONS 


Depending on how one defines the region and views its future, San Diego may be facing 
an impending airport shortage of some magnitude. Up until the present time we have 
been notoriously deficient in addressing this situation, accomplishing little more than 
eliminating potential options as we continue to grow. 


With the possibility of a North American Free Trade Agreement and with the increased 
recognition of our interdependence with Tijuana and Baja California, attention has recently 
shifted to the U.S.-Mexican border region and to the prospects for a binational airport. 


The panel discussions convened by the Transborder Affairs Advisory Board for this 
purpose considered primarily the practical aspects of running and using a binational 
airport, recognizing that others had focused specifically on the meritorious and locational 
aspects of such a facility. 


With the many divergent viewpoints presented during these discussions, it was not 
surprising that they would produce more questions than answers. Only on a few points 
did there seem to be agr.eement: the growing interdependence between the two sides 
of the border, past failures to adequately recognize and manage this transborder 
relationship, and the need now to do so fairly and effectively. 


The Advisory Board concluded that the proposed binational airport was a perfect example 
of both the problems and opportunities in this relationship. Mexico has not beeri properly 
consulted so far, despite well-intended efforts. Still, there may be yet an opportunity to 
do so, and thereby creating a mechanism for dealing with future sensitive border issues. 


The premise of the need for a transborder entity to manage border related issues was 
strongly supported by the panel discussions and the Advisory Board. There already exist 
models for such collaboration, further supported by creative minds and scholarly writings. 


To begin, we should bring together like-minded individuals from both sides of the border 
to determine if there is agreement on the need to explore the possibility of closer 
transborder collaboration. It is imperative that this concept be formulated jointly. If there 
is agreement, the binational airport could serve as a focus. EuroAirport Basei-Mulhouse
Freiburg should be examined for applicable components, the questions posed in this 
study could be addressed, existing trans-national entities, such as the "Euregio Oberrhein" 
and the International Boundary and Water Commission should be studied, and the works 
and proposals of a variety of scholars and practitioners should be examined. 


While the County of San Diego could help initiate this effort, it ought not to claim the 
ultimate leadership role. To the extent that these efforts can evolve without jurisdictional, 
political, or national "ownership", they will stand a better chance to succeed. 
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HISTORY 


From Blotzheim to the EuroAirport 


Euroffi\o((port~ 
Basel Mulhouse Freiburg 


The Aeroport de BAle-Mulhouse, to give it its legal name, was 
established in 1946 and inaugurated on 8 May 1946 after only two 
months' construction time - a feat that earned it the name "Le 
Miracle de Blotzheim". 


But to go back to the beginning .... 
International air traffic began in Basel in the twenties, 
specifically with the opening of the London-Paris-Basel-Zurich 
services in 1923 and Basel-Mannheim in 1925. Before the Second 
World War about a third of Swiss air traffic was handled via the 
Sternenfeld aerodrome in Basel, which went into operation in 1920 
as the first fully equipped commercia 1 airfield. Immediate 1 y 
prior to the war 13 airlines ran regular services calling at 
Sternenfeld. It was decided to move the airfield in 1935, when 
it became known that the port facilities in Birsfelden were to 
be expanded and that their high buildings would make it impossi
ble to continue operations at Sternenfeld airfield. 


The Government Counci 1 of Basel City therefore requested the 
Swiss Federal Counc-il in 1936 to ente-r into negotiations with 
France. Agreement was reached on the present site near Blotzheim 
and on the principle that France should provide the land and 
Switzerland the buildings. It ~ai in autumn 1945 that a project 
was born that received the name of Basel-Mulhouse. 


In January 1946 it was decided in Paris to establish a temporary 
airfield with a metal runway 1'200 min length, a taxiway 400 m 
long, a wooden control tower and hutments for passenger handling, 
administration and a restaurant. In 1947 two further hangars on 
the Sternenfeld airfield were dismantled and re-erected at the 
new site. 


Meanwhile negotiations for a treaty between France and Switzer
land were continued. They were successfully concluded in Paris 
in July 1948 but the actual treaty was not signed in Bern until 
4 July 1949. 


After the Franco-Swiss treaty, the Swiss customs-free road was 
built during the years 1951/52, the east-west runway with a 
length of 1'600 m was completed in December 1952 and, one year 
later, the main and instrument landing runway with a length of 
2'370 m running in a north-south direction became operational. 


Priority was given to runway and air traffic facilities indis
pensable for flying operations, and on their completion, the 
airport bui 1 dings had to be constructed. Work began on the 
present main terminal building in 1963. The hangars with 
workshops and office wing were completed in 1966, and the air 
cargo halls with office block could be occupied in May 1970. 
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27 June 1970 was the date on which the airport in its final form 
was inaugurated. In 1972 a duty-free warehouse was added to the 
air cargo centre. In 1977/78 the north-south runway could be 
extended to 3'900 m. 


At present air traffic is in a dynamic phase of development. And 
the Basel-Mulhouse airport is no exception. In 1987 it acquired 
the official name of EuroAirport Basel-Mulhouse-Freiburg. Most 
recently the air parks were extended, a five-storey building for 
in-flight catering and offices was put up, and a workshop for the 
upkeep of runway vehicles was constructed, the capacity of the 
air cargo hall was increased, and the terminal b·uilding extended 
to handle 1,8 to 2 million passengers. 


Other extensions are scheduled, for it is the EuroAirport's 
policy to adjust its infrastructure to modern and future needs . 


March 1992/•g 
010.3 I PR 
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Basel Mulhouse Freiburg ------- • 


STRUCTURE 


Basel-Mulhouse - The world's only binational airport 


Basel-Mul house airport has the legal form of a public 
incorporated under international law based in France. Its 
is the "Convention Franco-Su i sse", the treaty between 
switzerland that was signed on 4 July 1949 by Federal 
Petit~ierre and the French ambassador Hoppenot. 


corporation 
legal basis 
France and 
Councillor 


Contrary to a widely held be i ief, the treaty has not been concluded 
for a specific period (e.g. 90 years), but does contain provisions 
for i ts termination at short notice with appropriate compensation 
rules for the investments made. Under the treaty, France undertook 
to provide the necessary land and to grant Swiss civil aircraft the 
same commercial rights as at a Swiss airport. In return, Switzerland 
was to bear the costs of investments in infrastructure, a rule which 
it followed up to and i ncluding the lengthening of the runway. As the 
purpose of the airport, the treaty stipulates that it i s to be a 
French airport for France, a Swiss airport for Switzerland, and a 
joint airport for the common interests of both countries. 


For the first time in the history of the airport,- France granted a 
subsidy for the en 1 argement of the termi na 1 bui 1 ding in 1989, and 
the town of Mulhouse and the General Council of the Department of 
Haut-Rhin and the Alsace Region also made a contribution although 
this is no~ provided for in the airport t~eaty. No such payments can 
be expected from Switzerland for the time being, since there is no 
longer any legal foundation for airport subsidies (a fact that also 
applies to Zurich and Geneva). A Swiss study group appointed by 
Federal Councillor Ogi, acting under the aegis of the Federal Civil 
Aviation Office in Berne, now has the task of investigating if and to 
what extent this situation necessitates a revision of the treaty 
between the two countries. 


However, as an aid in closing the gap that now exists between them 
and Zurich the Federal Council has made low-interest loan facilities 
available to the Geneva and Basle airports for investments on which 
construction work must start by the end of 1995. Both airports have 
taken advantage of this possibility. For us the Canton of Basel-City 
applied for a loan of approximately 400 million Swiss francs which was 
approved by the Federal houses of parliament in the autumn of 1990. 
This sum is for 23 approved investment plans up to around the year 
2000. However, the federal loans cover no more than 20 % of the costs 
of the individual projects, so that our airport must still meet a very 
large part of the total. 


In 1991 we were able to finance 46 % of our investments out of our 
own resources (of which 38 % were airport fees, 42 % commercial 
revenue and 20 % rents) and 5~ % by means of loans. 
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The projects included in the loan application for our airport include 
not only expansion measures to meet future growth in traffic, but also 
comprise many maintenance projects and investments to preserve the 
value of the installations. The airfield area, runways and taxiways, 
the terminal building, freight installations, roads, waste water 
treatment facilities etc., which are 20 to 30 years old, will absorb 
just under half of the allocated resources: 


- 48% (196 million) for the envisaged expansion 
- 32% (132 million) for the already necessary adaptation to the 


growth of traffic 
- 12 % ( 50 million) for updating and maintenance investments 


8% ( 30 million) for environmental protection and safety measures 


It must be clearly stated that these are not just prestige investments 
or investments aimed at progress for its own sake. As a commercial 
undertaking the airport can achieve profitability only with an optimum 
rate of self-financing, and for this it requires economic development 
and a reasonable growth in traffic and income. The alternative would 
be the fami 1 iar phenomenon of stagnation with all its negative 
consequences. Finally it would become a burden upon the State (which 
one?) or be forced to close. 


The airport is headed by a board of directors consisting of eight 
members from eacrr- -country, - plus one financial controller from each 
country and one secretary from each country. The two states delegate 
their representatives to the board of directors and appoint the other 
members. An equality clause stipulates that the chairman and 
vice-chairman, the manager and vice-manager, and also the chairman and 
manager, may not be of the same nationality. The internal organisati
on, with four departments (operation, technical services, financial 
and personnel, commercial services) and various staff positions, is 
comparable with the structure of a private company. 


In contrast to Zurich and Geneva airports, the third Swiss airport 
does not operate on the basis of a lice~ce granted by the Confede
ration but on that of an international treaty. This means that in 
the event of a fa i 1 u re to reach agreement within the board of 
directors (a very rare occurrence) official diplomatic steps must be 
taken. 


Every airport in France has an officer-in-charge, and in Basel-Mul
house he is at the same time the deputy to the manager. ·As a French 
government official, he is responsible for the services falling within 
the scope of the French civil aviation authority (DGAC), i.e. air 
traffic control, telecommunications and meteorological services, since 
these responsibilities are within French territory and French air 
space . 
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The Swiss police is responsible for passport and identity control at 
the frontier crossing between France and Switzerland. However, the 
French authorities are also 
general policing including 
security. 


res pons i b 1 e in 
the maintenance 


the 
of 


Swiss 
public 


sector 
order 


for 
and 


This task is shared by the Gendarmerie and the Police de l'Air et 
des Frontieres (P.A.F.). The Swiss authorities have full responsi
bility for customs matters, since according to the international 
treaty the Swiss sector belongs to the Swiss customs zone. The French 
customs authorities are responsible only for the surveillance of the 
zone between the Swiss sector and the aircraft. In the "common" sector 
the Swiss customs authorities are entitled to check aircraft 
travelling to or from Switzerland. 


At present Basel-Mulhouse is still the world's only binational 
airport. 


Supervision of the airport is exercised by both states. With the aim 
of placing the Canton of Basel-City in a situation comparable to that 
of the airport cantons of Zurich and Geneva, the Confederation has 
delegated certain rights and obligations to the Canton of Basel-City 
under terms regulated by an internal treaty. This explains why 
Basel-City has had to accept the obligation to finance the airport 
bu i 1 dings which is entered into under the i nternat ion a 1 treaty, 
insofar as they are not covered by federal subsidies, and why the 
voters of Basel have had to decide on proposals relating to the 
airport in the past and may also have to do so in future. 


The question for the future is whether a legally binational airport 
with a trinational transport function should be solely dependent on 
the city canton and the goodwill of its voters. In view of the 
supraregional importance of this airport, the answer cannot be an 
unreserved yes unless this canton and the majority of its population 
give their airport their full backing. 


In order to deepen and broaden relations ' between the airport and the 
German users in the catchment area of southern Baden, in September 
1987 - and this must be regarded as a very important step for the 
future - a consultative committee was set up consisting of 6 persons 
from the political and business sphere in southern Baden and three 
representatives of each country from the binational board of 
directors. Its purpose is to deal with matters of practical concern 
and to strengthen the links between the southern Baden region and the 
airport without having to raise the matter of trinational legal status 
which falls within the sphere of international politics. 
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In this world, things that are out of the ordinary constantly have 
to reassert themselves in order not to be measured by 'normal' 
standards and run the risk of losing their special advantages. In 
some respects Basel-Mulhouse airport is such an unusual entity that 
it can only survive if this exceptional status is accepted and 
promoted . 


June 1992/mg 
020 . 3 I PR 
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FRANCO-SWISS AGREEMENT RELATIVE TO 
THE CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATION OF THE BASEL-MULHOUSE AIRPORT 


The original agreement contained the following documents: 


0 two federal decrees dated December 21 and 22, 1949, ratifying the Franco-Swiss 
Agreement of July 4, 1949 regarding the construction and operation of the Basei
Mulhouse airport; 


o the actual Franco-Swiss Agreement of July 4, 1949; 


0 Annex 1: the Statutes outlining responsibilities; 


0 Annex 2: Specifications for work, general plan, operations, 
taxes and rent; 


0 Annex 3: Initial work plan and cost estimates. 


These documents have been modified numerous times over the years (1961, 1965, 1971 ). 


The actual Franco-Swiss Agreement contains 21 articles, summarized below: 


Article 1: 


Article 2: 


Article 3: 


Article 4: 


Article 5: 


Article 6: 


Formal Creation of the Franco-Swiss Public Entity. 


Layout of the Airport; the airport is to be located entirely within French 
territory; it is to be divided into three sectors (one dealing with servicing 
passengers and goods to and from France, one providing the same 
services for Switzerland, and one for all other general airport operations); 
provisions for infrastructure (to be combined for airport use, but each 
country to pay for components located within its territory). 


Organizational Matters; the airport is to be managed by a Board of 
Directors with daily operations handled by a General Manager, an Airport 
Commander and assistants, whose responsibilities are detailed in a 
separate set of statutes (Annex 1 ). 


Responsibilities for Actual Construction; most of the work is to be shared 
by the two countries, however, the French are to be specifically responsible 
for radio-electric services and runway navigation. 


Operational Costs and Revenues; each country is responsible for providing 
its own customs, police, and health services. This article also describes 
disbursement of profit or loss in the event the Agreement is dissolved. 


Applicable Legislation: only French laws and regulations apply to the airport 
facilities, unless otherwise specified in the Agreement and its Annexes. 
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Article 7: 


Article 8: 


Article 9: 


Customs Road; the airport is to be connected to the Franco-Swiss border 
by a road constructed exclusively for airport traffic. Neither police nor 
customs control is to be exercised on this road unless necessary, in which 
case it will be shared by Swiss and French authorities. 


Swiss Sector within Airport: as stipulated in Article 2, one sector within the 
airport is set aside exclusively for service to and from and within 
Switzerland. Only Swiss laws apply to this sector, relative to entry and 
departure of passengers and merchandize. 


Transit Visa: no French visum is required of foreign transit passengers not 
leaving the airport, or of those travelling to or from Switzerland . 


Article 10: Customs Exemptions; certain raw materials intended for assembly or 
equipment are exempted from customs. 


Article 11 : Grounds Security; Security of the airport is guaranteed by guards from both 
countries, placed under direct control of the Airport Commander. Only the 
French guards will be authorized to issue tickets/warrants. 


Article 12: Customs Control in the General Sector: Swiss customs officials are 
responsible for traffic to and from Switzerland within the General Sector. 
When customs regulation require seizure of merchandize, the laws of the 
exporting country will apply. 


Article 13: Joint Franco-Swiss Customs Commission; a permanent Franco-Swiss 
Customs Commission is established, made up of three members from each 
country, with a president elected alternatively from each country. The 
purpose of the Commission is to resolve differences, take necessary steps 
when needed (e.g., in case of emergencies), prepare customs related 
notices, and so forth. 


Article 14: Airspace Rules: all air traffic is subject to French regulations since the 
airport is located entirely within French territory . 


Article 15: Civilian (non-commercial) Use of Airport; all civilian aircraft are permitted 
general access to the airport if authorized by France or Switzerland. 
Military use of the airport is not authorized . 


Article 16: Commercial Laws; Swiss civilian aircraft are subject to Swiss commercial 
laws. 


Article 17: Dissolution of the Public Entity; the public entity can be dissolved by friendly 
agreement between the two countries or by unilateral denouncement of the 
Agreement by one of the parties. 
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Article 18: Suspension of the Agreement: In case of war, siege, or other national 
emergency the French government may suspend the Agreement by means 
of written notice to the Swiss federal council. All airport maintenance cost 
during this suspension period will be borne by the French government. 


Article 19: Revision of the Statutes (Annex 1) and the Specifications (Annex 2); 
requires two-thirds majority of the administrative council and is effectuated 
by the two governments. 


Article 20: Arbitration: all disagreements in the interpretation or implementation of this 
Agreement that cannot be resolved by the parties themselves may be 
submitted to the International Court of Justice ~n the Hague) at the request 
of either of the two governments. 


Article 21 : Ratification and Implementation of the Agreement; calls for ratification of all 
pertinent documents at the earliest possible date. 
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COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 


INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE 


February 14, 1990 


TO: Airport Task Force 


FROM: County Counsel (A12) 


RE: Method of creating Regional Airport Authority 


You have asked our office to report on the methods of 
creating a regional airport authority ("Authority'') either by 
joint exercise of powers agreement (JPA) or by special 
legislation such as that creating the San Diego County Flood 
Control District or the Unified Port District. These two methods 
each may be used to accomplish essentially the same purpose. The 
following is an outline of the procedures which would be 
necessary to create the Authority pursuant to these methods with 
some comments as to the desirability of each method. 


1. Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement 


a. Basic Provisions of Law 


California law authorizes two or more public agencies, such 
as a city or a county, by agreement, to jointly exercise any 
power common to the contracting parties (Gov.Code § 6502) 1


• It 
is not necessary that the power common to the contracting powers 
be exercisable by each contracting party with respect to the 
geographical area in which such powers are to be jointly 
exercised (§ 6502). Since both counties and cities may own and 
operate airports (§§ 26026, 50470), the County and one or more 
cities could use the provisions of the Joint Exercise of Powers 
Act to establish an airport authority. The Authority may be 
established as a separate entity whose debts are not the debts, 
liabilities and obligations .of the parties to the agreement 
(§ 6507, 6508.1). The agre~ment establishing the Authority must, 
of course, set forth the powers of the Authority and its method 
of operation. Further, the power of the Authority is subject to 
the restrictions upon the manner of exercising the power which 
generally apply to one of the parties which must be designated in 
the agreement (§ 6509). The parties to the agreement may make 
contributions to the Authority or make advances to the Authority 
to be repaid as provided in the agreement. (§ 6504) The 
governing body of the authority may be composed exclusively of 
elected officials or may be made up of persons appointed to the 


Hereinafter, all section references are to the Government 
Code unless otherwise stated. 
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Authority board by the governing boards of the parties to the 
agreement (§ 6508). The agreement must provide for strict 
accountability of all funds and report of all receipts and 
disbursements (§ 6505). In addition, if a separate authority is 
created the agreement must designate the treasurer of one of the 
contracting parties or, in lieu thereof, the county treasurer or 
a certified public accountant to be the depositary and have 
custody of all the money of the Authority. The officer 
performing the functions of auditor and controller must be of the 
same public agency as the treasurer designated depositary except 
that where a certified public accountant has been designated as 
treasurer, the auditor of any of the contracting parties may be 
designated as auditor of the entity. 


If the Authority is not one or more parties to the agreement 
but is a separate public entity, it may be authorized to make and 
enter into contracts, to employ agents and employees, to acquire, 
construct, manage, or maintain or operate any buildings, works or 
improvements, to acquire, hold, or dispose property, or incur 
debts, liabilities or obligations, and to be sued and to sue in 
its own name (§ 6508). These are traditionally the kinds of 
powers exercised by a government agency, furthermore, the 
agreement should specify that the Authority may exercise the 
power of condemnation. The Joint Exercise of Powers Act also 
contains a provision for the i~ance of revenue bonds b a '21 t 
powers authority and one of the projects for_ which bo~ can be 
issued 1s the operation of commercial or general aviation 
airports (§ 6546k). ~ 


It appears that the Burbank-Pasadena-Glendale Airport is 
operated under a joint exercise of powers agreement between the 
cities of Burbank, Pasadena, and Glendale (65 Ops. Cal.Atty.Gen. 
618 (1982)). 


b. Advantages and Disadvantages 


Certain advantages of establishing an airport authority by 
joint powers agreement are: 1) it would involve only local 
government agencies without the need for special legislation; 2) 
the agreement could be tailored to meet the needs of each agency 
and could provide flexible conditions with regard to membership 
and withdrawal from membership; and 3) no further legislation is 
needed to authorize the issuance of bonds as that is already 
provided for by law and could be authorized in the joint powers 
agreement. 


A possible negative aspect to a joint powers agreement is 
that the Authority must be subject to the law generally 
applicable to one of the members; for example, since competitive 
bidding law~ for public works apply both to cities and counties, 
the Authority will be required to use competitive bidding. This 
would not necessarily be true in the case of a special district 
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established by legislation. Furthermore, the process of 
developing an agreement and getting it approved by the necessary 
public agencies could be somewhat burdensome, although getting 
support for legislation could be equally so. Further, under the 
California Tort Claims Act, the parties to the agreement may be 
jointly and severally liable for the negligent actions of the 
Authority despite the language found in Section 6508.1 (§ 395 et 
seq.) 


2. Special Legislation 


Another method of establishing the Authority would be the 
enactment of a special statute applicable only to San Diego 
County forming the Authority. Examples of this type of 
legislation are the San Diego County Flood Control District Act 
(West's Water Code Appendix lOS) and the San Diego Uni£ied Port 
District Act (West's Harbor Navigation Code Appendix 1). The 
~egislation wo~d need to provide the authority with the same 
powers as would be granted by agreement to a joint powers 
Authority, that is, the power to sue and be sued, to own and 
operate airports, to hire staff, to contract, to acquire 
property, and to issue bonds or to use other methods of 
financing. The legislation would also have to provide for the 
composition ot the governing board. 


An advantage of legislation is that theoretically, it can be 
adopted by the Legislature without agreement of any of the local 
agencies involved, although, as a practical matter we understand 
this would be very difficult. Further, any liability would lie 
solely with the Authority. However, with legislation it would be 
necessary to have the statute amended should changes be needed, 
whereas a joint powers agreement can be amended by the agreement 
of all of the parties to the agreement. 


If you have any questions, please contact the undersigned at 
(Loc.Code 730) 531-5848. 


WDS:vf 
90-00142 


LLOYD 


By 


M. HARMON, JR., County Counsel 


~ · ·/l,l ~:1;~-~)La~t ~~-«·J 
WILLIAM DEAN SMITH, Deputy 





















DATE: 


. TO: 


FROM: 


SUBJECT: 


city of Ban Diego 
Position paper 


July 16, 1991 


u.s. Delegation Bilateral Working Group 


Mayor O'Connor, Councilman Roberts, Jack St. John 


July 17 Meetinc:J 


This position paper outlines the gameplan for how we might best 
proceed at tomorrow's meeting with Mexican airports officials at 
what will be the first "working" meeting of the Bilateral Working 
Group on airport development on Otay Mesa/Mesa de Otay. 


This paper is for the internal use of the U.S . delegation members 
only and confidentiality is requested. 


First w'll be a quick overview of what we may hope to accomplish 
at the meeting and overall in the working group process. 


To the latter point: The U.S. delegation's goal iand hopefully, 
the Bilateral Working Group's), it seems, is to reach a conceptual 
agreement with our Mexican counterparts on development of a safe, 
modern, state of the art airport with sufficient capacity to 
handle both-San Diego and Tijuana's needs through the mid 21st 
Century in a way that maximizes the benefits and minimizes the 
drawbacks to citizens of both nations . 


Now to Wednesday's meeting. It achieves two immediate purposes 
just by taking place and being properly attended: 


1. It allows us to show the Mexican government that there is 
interest in this issue on our state and national levels. This is 
not just a local concern. The representatives of our federal and 
state governments help us out just by showing up. Just having you 
there makes a difference! 


. 
2. '£he meeting also allows us to get all of our "markers" on the 
table, whether the Mexican delegation a grees with our views or 
not, we need to place on the record how we view this ~ssue, and 
how we think we should proceed. 


3. The third and related fourth purposes will be more difficult to 
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accomplish, and we should not be distressed if we do not 
accomplish them at this meeting. 


3. We want agreement upon a scope of work that focuses the 
Bilateral Working Groups efforts on those topics that will reveal 
the need for bilateral airport development on Otay MesajMesa de 
Otay as opposed to the go-it-alone Mexican approach. 


4. We want to see the Mexican delegation broadened to include, in 
particular, Mexico's Comme~e and Tourism ministries but also the 
Secretariat for Urban Development and Ecology (SEDUE), Servicios 
en El Espacio Aereo Mexicano (SENEAM), and possibly also Gov. 
Ruffo's office. 


The following proposal for how we proceed is directed at achieving 
the third and fourth goals: 


I. WELCOME & INTRODUCTIONS: 


Mayor O'Connor will make a brief welcoming statement thanking 
members of bo~h delegations for coming, and underlining the 
importance of the working group process, hopes for a 
solution beneficial to both nations and her belief that 
not·.:ng could be more positive proof that we can work 
together than to cooperate on a major development like an 
airport on our shared border. · 


She should note that the meeting would not have been possible 
without the interest of President Salinas and the support of 
the United States federal government. She will then ask 
Councilman Roberts to introduce the u.s. representatives and 
staff present. Ron will then return the floor to Mayor 
O'Connor who will offer the Mexican delegation a chance to 
respond to the welcome and introduce its members. 


The chair (Mayor O'Connor, or in her absence Councilman 
Roberts) will move on with the next points on the agenda (A 
copy of the agenda will be provided to each member) . 


I' APROVAL OF AGENDA: 


We hope the Mexican delegatjon will approve the agenda for 
this meeting that we, as hosts, have sugested. They are under 
no obligation to do so, however, and it is not unusual for 
international negotiations to open with a hassle over the 
agenda. 
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An agenda fight, should one occur, will force us to focus on 
our ultimate objectives; we can accept any agenda that 
provides an adequate vehicle for achieving them. Conversely, 
we must resist any agenda that risks blocking their 
accomplishment. 


Fallback Position: In the event that the Mexican delegation 
argues that the broad or comprehensive statements of each 
side's vision for the region is beyond the internal limits 
placed on its authori~y, or that the scope of work is 
automatically defined by the Mexican delegation's own 
internal terms of reference., we should: 


a. Acknowledge the Mexican delegation's terms of reference 
and the constraints this may place on its ability to 
respond to us .during the meeting; 


b. Note that our own terms of reference are much broader; and 
state that we don't see how a productive dialogue will be 
possible unless all relevant issues are examined by the 
the Bilateral Working Group, and that we hope that 
the Mexican delegation will be appropriately constituted 
and authorized for the future meetings of the Bilateral 
Working Group. 


c. state that in order to have as productive -a meeting as we 
can, the u.s. delegation will proceed as planned (i.e. 
opening vision statement, proposed scope of work, 
presentation of TwinPorts propo·sal) even while reluctantly 
accepting that the Mexican delegation may not be 
authorized at this time to enter into a full dialogue. 


II. OPENING STATEMENT: 


A: United states statement (A copy will be presented to the 
Mexican delegation): 


The opening statement will raise the following points:· 


* At issue is more than runways and control towers but a 
vision for the region. Will San Diego and Tijuana reach 
out to each other so that they can better reach out to the 
Pacific Rim? ~ 


* An airport properly developed and coordinated on the 
border at San Diego-Tijuana could turn the region into a 
major gateway to Asia for the North American Free Trade 
area (i.e. the United States, Mexico and Canada). The 
airport could be a magnet for industrial and economic 
development, including tourism and trade. 
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* Both San Diego and Tijuana are well located to take 
advantage of the new era being brought forth by Presidents 
Salinas and Bush via the FTA -- a new era that replaces 
the unilateral past with a bilateral future. 


* To world markets the two cities represent one destination 
of great allure. 


* Nothing would do mQre to enable both cities to capitalize 
on their border location than for them to join in the 
development of a safe, modern, state-of-the-art air 
facility. 


* The converse also is true. Nothing would hurt the 
emergence of the new era more than if the those charged 
with planning for the future of the most populous region 
on the United States-Mexico border fail to work together 
toward a mutually beneficial solution. 


* We can no~ develop a showpiece of a new era or, by 
failing, show the persistence of old negative ways of 
thinking. 


* Just as important is the question of the border, and 
how it is viewed. Too often the focus, perticularly in the 
media, has been negative, when the border is discussed. A 
joint development of an airport would signal that 
the two nations, the two states and cities view their 
proximity as a marked advantage. It would be a tangible 
demonstration of improved bilateral relations and change, 
for ·the better, _the way the region is viewed from afar and 
from within by its own citizens. 


* Airport development in Mexico is primarily a federal 
matter. In the United States, at least in the initial and 
final phases, the reverse is true. At the beginning local 
authorities plan and petition for federal funding for a 
new airport. Once developed, local authorities operate the 
airport, though the FAA traditionally manages the 
airspace, customs and immigration operate their facilities 
and other federal and state agencies may have important 
roles. · 


* San Diego appreciates that the Mexican government 
understands the primary role that local officials in the 
United States play. 


-· ~ 
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* We are also grateful to the United states Government and 
to Governor Wilson for their participation in the working 
group and their support of our efforts. This participation 
and support demonstrates that though a local matter, this 
is an issue of national concern. 


* President Salinas and Secretary Caso both emphasized that 
Mexico would decid~ what to do about airport operations on 
Otay MesajMesa de 6tay based on an evaluation of the 
benefits to Mexico. This Working Group must, therefore, 
give priority attention to this question. 


* Two proposals are on the table, the TwinPorts proposal and 
the proposal presented by Secretary Caso. These 
proposals must be evaluated comparatively within the 
context of benefits to both nations. There are positive 
aspects to both plans for both nations and the talks 
should elicit what those positives are, as well as the 
drawbacks •. President Salinas, Secretary Caso and Lie. de 
oteyza ha~e said our talks may produce a "third option" 
and we should approach the talks without preconceptions 
~~out the solution . 


*We feel that the main issues that must be' discussed in 
terms of benefits fall into three main categories: 
technical and safety; environmental; and trade and 
economic development. 


We have on our delegation members of our 
federal agencies that grapple not only with airport ground 
development but also air space; evironmental matters; and 
economics in addition to our local officials competent to 
discuss infrastructure development and finance. We should 
not forget that this is a political matter as well. 


Our delegation has representation of the u.s. 
Commerce Department; FAA airports and air space management 
officials; as well as a representative of California's 
Governor and a Member of Congress. At some point experts 
in privatization of airport functions may be asked for 
advice, should that beco~e an issue . 


We feel it only expedite the discussions if the 
Mexican delegation were to be expanded to include 
representatives of the competant agencies: Commerce; 
Tourism; SEDUE and SENEAM. 







' . 


. , 
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* At some other point other agencies must be involved to 
discuss other issues including security, immigration and 
customs, and other matters that may come up. 


SUMMATION: 


san Diego and Tijuana have lonq demonstrated good will towards 
each other and a traditionpf good relations. Recent advances on 
development of a joint sewage plant, work toward a desalination 
plant, cooperation between our law enforcement agencies and 
regular meetings between the Cabildo and the City Council, 
underline the advances of just the recent few years. We must build 
upon this base, takinq direction from the new cours -- signaled 
by our Presidents -- toward a Free Trade Agreement. 


The mere fact tbat the bilateral talks have begun is evidence that 
leaders in both nations understand what ia at stake. But the talks 
themselves are not enough. They must bo successful, and it is with 
the confidence tha,t they will })e successful that ve proceedo 


B.: The Mexican delegation will now have the opportunity to make 
its opening statement . 
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III. SCOPE OF WORK: 


This is probably the most important part of this meeting. the u.s. 
delgation will present and seek agreement on a proposal for Scope 
of Work and Objectives. The objective we propose for the Bilateral 
Working Group will be precisely the same as the u.s. delegation's 
own objective, as stated in the introductory remarks of this 
position paper and below. 1 


It seems probable that the Mexican delegation will not be willing 
or able to agree to this formulation, since it implies 
considerably more agreement on a joint airport than we believe 
exists at this point. For this reason, we will have prepared a 
more neutral formulation as a fallback. 


A. The u.s. spokesperson will outline the goal of the 
Bilateral Working Group, as the u.s. delegation sees it 
and proposed objectives designed to accomplish this goal. 
Attachment. A will be passed out, it contains the goal and 
lists the ·objectives. 


The u.s. spokesperson will ask for agreement . 


2. First Fallback: To accept Mexican changes that leave 
unimpaired our ability in future meetings to examine 
and discuss all pertinent issue, hopefully with more a 
more broadly constituted Mexican delegation . 
. 


3. In the event that the Mexicans balk at the above, 
the u.s. spokesperson will present a list of hopefully 
uncontroversial objectives for the Bilateral Working 
Group and seek agreement from the Mexicans. The 
Mexicans will receive this as Attachment B. 


4. Second Fallback: If agreement remains impossible, we 
can leave this item open (i.e., either 
not bilaterally agreed to or only agreed to in part) 
which leaves both sides free either to proceed as they 
originally planned or to re-examine their positions at 
a later date. -. 


B. The u.s. spokesperson will state our view that the 
Bilateral Working Group, as currently constituted, 
should not be seen as a decision-making panel, but 
should refer its work, where appropriate, to the 
cabinets of both nations. This could change if the 
Mexican delegation expands its membership so that 
issues are being addressed by the competant agencies. 
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c. Priorities: Our spokesperson Mill contend that the 
first issues to be addressed should be those relevant 
to the charge given the working group by President 
Salinas and Secretary Caso, i.e. benefits. 


Once a decision is rendered on what kind of 
facility would best serve both nations then it 
will be time to enter a second stage in which 
Customs and Immigration and other issues will be 
decided alqng with negotiations about joint 
control of airspace, crash and rescue protocols 
and other issues. 


Fallback: We could accept parallel discusions, if 
the Mexicans insist. 


~ The Mexican delegation will now be given a chance to 
offer its views of the Scope of Work and related 
issues . 


IV. PRESENTATION OF PROPOSALS: Each side will have the 
opportunity to describe in detail its proposal. 


The Mexican delegation will receive an attachment which 
outlines the TwinPorts proposal. · , 


V. I NITIAL REACTIONS TO THE PRESENTATIONS: 


We wil~ highlight what we see are the major differences 
between the SCT proposal and TwinPorts -- most notably 
reference to a border crossing. We will not clobber the 
Mexicans with criticism, but we will signal some of our 
concerns, saving detailed criticism for later meetings. 


VI. SET DATE AND LOCATION OF NEXT MEETING, and tour of Otay 
Mesa/Mesa de otay . 


Agenda; 
u.s. Delegation Position Paper; 
Attachment A: First proposal on Scope of Work and Objectives; 
Attachment B: Second proposal on~Scope of Work and Objectives; 
Copy of TwinPorts proposal. 







Annotated Agenda 
Bilateral Working Group 


I. WELCOME by Mayor O'Connor and Councilman Roberts and 
Introduction of Delegation Members. 


II. OPENING STATEMENTS: Each side will be afforded the 
opportunity to set out their respective visions of the future 
of the San Diego-Tijuana region and the ro le of international 
air transportation and necessary infrastructure to support 
it. Each side can make reference to the potential impact of 
the proposals to be e»amined by the Bilateral Working Group 
and the role, objectives and scope of work for the Bilateral 
Working Group. 


III. fCOPE Ql WORK: The delegations may discuss and, if possible, 
agree upon the objectives of the Bilateral Working Group, and 
the topics to be examined during its existence and set a 
target date for completion of work. 


IV. PRESENTATION Q[ PROPOSALS: Each side will have the 
opportunity to describe in detail its proposal. 


V. INITIAL REACTIONS IQ ~ PRESENTATIONS: Although the 
dele~ations will want to study each other's proposal at 
len~ ~, and examine both in detail in the course of future 
meetings of the Bilateral Working Group, they may wish to 
express briefly their initial, tentative reactions to each 
other's presentations at this time. 


VI ~ ~ AHQ LQCATION Q[ HEXl MEETING and tour of Otay Mesa/ 
Mesa de Otay. 







I " • 
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OPENING STATEMENT: 
u.s. Delegation Bilateral Working Group 
Meeting of July 17 


·. 


* At issue is more than runways and control towers but a 
vision for the region. Will San Diego and Tijuana reach 
out to each other so that they can better reach out to the 
Pacific Rim? 


* An airport properly developed and coordinated on the 
border at san Diego-Tijuana could turn the region into a 
major gateway to A~a for the North American Free Trade 
area (i.e. the United States, Mexico and canada). The 
airport could be a magnet for industrial and economic 
development, including tourism and trade. 


* Both San Diego and Tijuana are well located to take 
advantage of the new era being brought forth by Presidents 
Salinas and Bush via the FTA -- a new era that replaces 
t he unilateral past with a bilateral future. 


* To world markets the two cities represent ~ destination 
of great a·llure. 


* Nothing would do more to enable both cities to capital ize 
on their border location than for them to join in the 
development of a safe, modern, state-of-the-art air 
facility. : ' 


* The converse also is true. Nothing would hurt the 
emergence of the new era more than if the those charged 
with- planning for the future of the most populous region 
on the United States-Mexico border fail to work together 
t oward a mutually beneficial solution. 


* We can now develop a showpiece of a new era or, by 
failing, show the persistence of old negative ways of 
thinking. 


* Just as important is the question of the border, and 
how it is viewed. Too often the focus, particularly in the 
media, has been negative, when the border is discussed. A 
joint development of an airport would signal that 
the two nations, the two ~states and cities view t heir 
proximity as a marked advantage. It would be a tangible 
demonstration of improved bilateral relations and change, 
f or the better, the way the region is viewed from afar a nd 
from within by its own citizens. 
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* Airport development in Mexico· is primarily a federal 
matter. In the United States, at least in the initial and 
final phases, the reverse is true . At the beginning local 
authorities plan and petition for federal funding for a 
new airport. once developed, local authorities operate the 
airport, though the FAA traditionally manages the 
airspace, customs and immigration operate their facilities 
and other federal and state agencies may have important 


* 


* 


* 


* 


r oles. • 
San Diego appreciates that the Mexican government 
understands the primary role that local officials in the 
United States play. 


We are also grateful to the United States Government and 
to Governor Wilson for their participation in the working 
group and their support of our efforts. This participation 
and support demonstrates that though a local matter, this 
is an issue of national concern. 


President Salinas and Secretary Caso both emphasized that 
Mexico would decide what to do about airport operations on 
otay Mesa/Mesa de Otay based on an evaluation of the 
benefits to Mexico . This Working Group must, therefore, 
give priority attention to this questio~. 


Two proposals are on the table, the TwinPorts proposal and 
the proposal presented by Secretary Caso. These 
proposals must be evaluated comparatively within the 
context of benefits to both nations. There are positive 
aspects to both plans for both nations and the talks 
should elicit what those positives are, as well as the 
drawbacks. President Salinas, Secretary Caso and Lie. de 
Oteyza have said our talks may produce a "third option" 
and we should approach the talks without preconceptions 
about the solution. 


* We feel that the main issues that must be discussed in 
terms of benefits fall into three main categories : 
technical and safety; environmental; and trade and 
economic development. 


We have on our delegation members of our 
federal agencies that grapple not only with airport ground 
development but also air space; evironmental matters; and 
economics in addition to our local officials competent to 
d iscuss infrastructure development and finance. We shou ld 
not forget that this is a political matter as well. 
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our delegation has representa_tion of the u.s. 
Commerce Department; FAA airports and air space management 
officials ; as well as a representatLve of California's 
Governor and a Member of Congress. At some point experts 
in privatization of airport functions may be asked for 
advice, should that become an issue. 


We feel it only expedite the discussions if the 
Mexican delegation were to be expanded to include 
representatives of ~he competant agencies: Commerce; 
Tourism; SEDUE and SENEAM. 


At some other point other agencies must be involved to 
discuss other issues including security, immigration and 
customs, and other matters that may come up. 


SUMMATION: 


san Diego and Tijuana bav• lonq demonstrated qood will towards 
each other and a tradition of good relations. Recent advances on 
development of a joint sewage plant, work toward a desalination 
plant, cooper tion·· betve n our law enforcement agencies and 
reqular meetings between the Cabildo and the city council, 
underlin£ t h advances of just tho recent few ye rs. we must build 
upon this bas , taking direction from th new cours -- signaled 
by our Pr sidents -- tow rd a Free Trade Aqresment. 


The mere fact that the bilateral talks have bequn is evidence that 
leaders in both nations understand what is at stake. But the talks 
themselves ar not enough. They must be successful, and it is with 
the confidenc that they will be successful that ve proceed. 







ATTACHMENT A: 
Scope of Work and Objectives 


Key Objective: The goal of the Bilateral Working Group is to reach 
conceptual agreement on development of a safe, 
modern, state of the art airport with sufficient 
capacity to handle both San Diego and Tijuana's 
needs through the mid 21st Century in a way that 
maximizes the benefits and minimizes the drawbacks 
to the citizens of both nations. 


Procedure : The Bilateral Working Group, in accordance with 
the test laid down by President Salinas must focus 
on the issue of comparative benefits. The group's 
analysis should compare the two options, TwinPorts 
the proposal submitted by Secretary Caso, 
evaluating a number of issues, perhaps in 
subcommittees, including but not limited to: 


Technical aspects: 


* Safety; 
* Capacity; 
* Efficiency of Operations; 
* Room for future expansion. 


Economi~s: 


* the airport as a magnet for 
industry; 


-- tourism; 
-- infrastructure development outside the 


airport; 
* Trade between the North American Free Trade 


zone and Asia; 
* financing including privatization 


opportunities; 
* ability of airport to attract the airlines 


and passengers. 


Environmental impacts: 
·;, 


We need to look at the environmental impacts of 
a Tijuana-only airport and compare it to 
TwinPorts, particularly noise. 
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4. Other issues that must be addr~ssed by the Bilateral 
Working Group: 


* Airspace management; 
* Air traffic control procedures; 
* Airport management; 
* Bilateral coordination; 
* Security; ~ 
* Immigration~; 
* Customs; 
* Other issues that may emerge as relevant. 
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SUBJECT: Meeting on Dialogue's proposal to establish a non-site 
specific regional airport commission as a joint powers 
authority (JPA); at 8 am on 7/15 


1. Limitations of current airport planning process 


2. General features of JPA approach; its advantages and 
disadvantages 


3. Process to establish JPA; Dialogue's role 


4. Advice sought from Supervisor Williams in defining 


• Mission of JP A 
• Membership in JPA; County's role 
• Scope of Work 
• Sunset Clause 
• Appointment process 
• Process to establish JPA 
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DATE: 


FROM: 


COON aR ROM ROBERTS 
City ot san Diego 


Memo n4um. 


July 24, 1991 


Staff of Councilmember Ron Roberts and 
city of San Dieqo Airports Division 


SUBJECT: Report on July 17 Bilateral Working Group Meeting 


The first working meeting of the Bilateral Working Group was very 
productive. A more detailed discussion of the meeting will be 
contained in the minutes, which will be attached , but this report 
will serve as a summary of the crucial points touched upon, as 
well as provide a listing ot the participants. 


1. Most of the session was dedicated to discussion of the actual 
proposals for future airport development on Otay Mes a/Mesa de 
otay, i.e. San Diego's TWinPorts and secretariat of 
Communications and Transportation's (SCT) own proposal. Just as 
importantly, was discussion of the assumptions that underline 
each of the proposals. 


2. A serious businesslike tone prevailed and agreement was quickly 
reached on procedural issues, allowing the following business 
to be completed: 


It was agreed to establish three subcommitees to review 
econgmic, technical and enyirgnmental matters. The Mexican 
side noted that the Mexican Secretariats of Commerce and 
Industry (SECOFI); Tourism; Urban Development and Ecology 
(SEDUE); and the Mexican agency that is in charge of air 
space management, Servicios en el Espacio Aereo Mexicano 
{SENEAM), wold participate in the subcommittee meetings; 


The next meeting of the Bilateral Working Group will take 
place in Mexico between the middle of September and the 
beginning of October. At that meetinq the Bilateral Working 
Group will hear reports from the subco:mmittees, which will 
hold meetings in the interim. 


Several items were referred to the subcommittees: 


• Airspace management; 
* Air traffic control procedures; 
· ·Airport manqament; 
• Flight tracks; 
* The future or Ream Fiold and Brown Field; 
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* Need for a category III landing system; 
• San Dieqo airport capacity assumptions; 
* Planning horizons; 
• Safety; 
* Efficiency of operations; 
* Room for future expansion; 
* The airport as a magnet for industry, tourism, 


infrastructure development outside the airport; 
* Trade between the North American Free Trade area and 


qlobal markets; 
• Financing, including privatization opportunities; 
• Ability of the airport to attract airlines and passengers , 
• Environmental impacts, particularly noise; 
* Bilateral coordination; 
• security; 
* Immigration; 
• Customs; 
• Other issues that may emerqe as relevant. 


Referrinq to the two proposals from which the 
discussions are parting, Ingeniero Jorge de la Madrid 
Virgen, who served as chairman of the Mexican deleqation for 
the meeting, summed up how subcommittees should approach 
their work. The subcommitees would be "taking tha best from 
the two (proposals)" in elaboration of a third, better 
option. 


3. The meeting also served to allow clarifications: 


san Diego clarified that its TwinPorts proposal calls for 
joint management of the air traffic control tower, whereas 
Inq. de la Madrid had believed that San Diego had proposed 
FAA management of the control tower. 


San Diego clarified that the TwinPorts proposal envisions 
that Lindbergh Field would remain open. 


On the merits of the two proposals, it became apparent that 
different planning horizons and assumptions about long-term 
and short-term capacity shortfalls in San Diego underline 
the different approaches elaborated by the two sides. A 
better understanding of the assumptions may have already 
produced a better undarstanding between the two delegations: 


• The Mexican delegation indicated that it was planning for 
the year 2020 tor the Tijuana airport to handle 20 million 
pa~senqers annually (20 M.A.P.). operating under the 
assumption that Lindb~rqh Field QQUld not be expanded at 
all, it was planninq on accomodating 12 M.A.P. from San 
Diego within this time frame. 
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* Meanwhile the San Diego delegation noted that immediate 
plans call for Lindbergh's capacity to be expanded to 
15 M.A.P. (last year it serviced 11.3 M.A.P) by 1995, and 
that long range expansion is possible to 24 M.A.P., enough 
to meet the region's needs through 2010. What San 
Diego is hoping for, it was clarified, is development of 
40 M.A.P. in airport capacity by the year 2050. 


I. TIME OF THE TALKS: 


The Bilateral working Group convened shortly after 10 a.m. and 
adjourned shortly after 2 p.m. There was a break for lunch, 
although the talks resumed over lunch. 


II. PARTICIPANTS: 


A. The Mexican delegation was headed up by Xnqeniero Jorqe de 
la Ka4ri4 VirqeD, Subdirector de Construccion and 
Conservacion of Aeropuartos y Servicios Auxiliares (ASA). 


Also present were: 


sitting to Ing. de la Madrid's right was xng. xanuel R. 
Angulo s., Gerente General ot Informatica Construceion 
Administracion, s.A. de c.v., a Mexico city consulting firm; 


sitting to Ing. de la Madrid's left, was Xnq. xavier Ramos 
corona, Gerente de Proyectos, for ASA; The five other 
members of the Mexican delegation were: 


Arquitecto Alvaro Hernandez Caba4a, Director General of 
Enmosur Inmobilaria Del Sur, S.A., a Mexico city firm; 


Inq. Fernando 4e Jesus Gomez Jar4on, Gerente de Proyecto, 
Desarrollo y Sistemas, s.A., of Mexico city; 


lnq. Octavio del Con4e Arton, Director General, Desarrollo y 
Sistemas, s.A., of Mexico city; 


Cap. Erhesto Bentley Tellez, Jefe de Relaciones Publicas, 
ASA-Aeropuerto Internacional Abelardo L. Rodriguez; 


Inq. Luis Peras Abreu, Gerente General, Sistemas de 
In9enieria en Vias Terrestres Y Terminales de Transportea 
S.A. de c.v. of Mexico city. 


B. The San Diego delegation was headed up hy San Diego Mayor 
Maureen O'Connor and san Diego City Couacilmembar aon 
Roberts. Joining them were: Santee xayor Jaek Doyle, 
chairman of the san Diego Association of Governments; San 
Diego Port commia•ioner Xilror4 Portwood; san Diego oounty 
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supervisor Leon Willi&mA: Hr. Karl Hiqqins, Chief of Staff, 
u.s. Rep. Bill Lowery · . ~ranoisc~ Barrera, Gov. Wilson's 
director of - nternati Relations; Kr. Paul Kline, of the 
u.s. consul- ~e in Ti j h .J ; Hr. Carl SchalleDbarq, Reqional 
Administrator of the Feder~ , Aviation Administrator; and 
Mr. cliff woo4wa_ of the U. . Department of Transportation. 


Also present were: 


Ms. Fannie Rivera, Deputy Administrator, FAA; Mr. Howard 
Yo•hioka, Reqional Office Airports Division, FAA; Hr. Robart 
vauqhn, Manager San Diego TRACON, FAA; Ha. sandra Raynes 1 


u.s. consulate, Tijuana; San Diego City Manager Jack 
MoGrory; Ks. Elsa saxo4, Director of Gov. Wilson's Office of 
california-Mexico Affairs; xr. xauuel Aceves, Port of San 
Diego Deputy Director in charge of Engineering and 
Development; Kr. Ja=k Koarper, SANDAG, Special Projects 
Director; and xr. John J. st. John, SANDAG consultant on 
Mexican affairs; Hr. Geoff Boqart, City of San Dieqo 
Binational Affairs Director; Hr. Terry Plynn , Director, city 
of san Dieqo General Services; xr. Peter Soder ~iat, 
Airports Division, Deputy Director, City of Se. Diego 
General Services Department, Mr. Don Abel, . f f to county 
Board of Supervisors; Mr. Ron Ahlfeldt, P&D :hnologies, 
consultant to City of san Diego; xr. Sal Giamatta, Mayor 
O'Connor's staff; and Hr. Michael Abrams, councilmember 
Roberts' staff. 


During the introductionQ, Councilmember Roberts said that 
Mr. Richar4 Kiy, special assistant for border issues to the 
EPA Director of International Affairs; and Mr. Roqar 
Wallace, Deputy Under secretary of Commerce for 
International Trade are expected to be participatinq in 
future meetinqs. 


DOT's Cliff Woodward also announced that officials of the 
u.s. Travel an4 Tourism Aqency would also be participating 
in the Bilateral Workinq Group. 


During the session Couneilmember Roberts pointed out that in the 
case of DOT; FAA; the u.s. Consulate and Gov. Wilson's office the 
representation was ~echnically as observers, but that their status 
will shift to participants after the San Diego Association of 
Governments concurs with the City cf San Diego's request to 
designate Otay Mesa as an airport planning area. This i5 expected 
to occur on July 26. 
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ATTACHMENT 2 


THE CITY OF 


SAN DIEGO 
CITY ADMINISTRATION BUILDIN G • 202 C STREET • SAN DIEGO, CALIF. 92101 


OFFICE OF THE 
CITY MANAGER 


Kenneth Sulzer 
Executive Director 
SANDAG 
1st Interstate Bank 
401 B St., Ste. 800 
San Diego, CA 92101 


Dear Mr. Sulzer: · 


June 7, 1991 


At the Hay 28, 1991 meeting of the San Diego City Council, 
Resolution No. R-278003 (attached) was passed which served to state 
San Diego's preferred option for a new airport is embodied in the 
TwinPorts Concept, as described in the "Otay Mesa Dual Airport 
Study". 


The resolution further "requests that SANDAG concur in the 
designation of Otay Mesa as the preferred airport site insofar as 
the concept pursued is an airport designed to complement Lindbergh 
Field and not replace it." 


By this letter and attached resolution, I respectfully ask that you 
bring this request before the SANDAG Board. Hopefully with their 
endorsement, we will be one. ··step closer. to meeting the growing 
aviation needs of our region. 


JM:TF:PS:ch 


Attachment 


~ft-<~ 
JACK McGRORY 
CITY MANAGER 







(R-91-2034 REV.1) 


RESOLUTION NUMB,t. ~:8003 
ADOPTED ON AY 2 ... 1991 


WHEREAS, San Diego Association of Governments (SANOAG), as 


the regional planning body respo~sible for creating an airport 


systems plan for San Diego, has identified Otay Mesa as a 


technically feasible site for a regional commercial airport; and 


WHEREAS, the City council and the Planning ·commission 


conducted a joint workshop on May 2, 1991, in regard to the 


matter of an airport in the Otay Mesa area; and 


WHEREAS, the City Council has considered several airport 


options for Otay Mesa including the TwinPort Concept as described 


by the otay Mesa Chamber of Commerce in their presentation at the 


May 2 Joint Workshop and as more specifically described in the 


technical report of P&D Technologies entitled "Otay Mesa Dual 


Airport Study"; NOW, THEREFORE, 


BE IT RESOLVED, by the Council of The City of San Diego, 


that The city of San Diego's preferred option for a new airport 


is embodied in the TwinPort Concept, as described in the "Otay 


Mesa Dual Airport Study." 


BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that The City of San Diego hereby 


requests that SANDAG concur in the designation of Otay Mesa as 


the preferred airport site insofar as the concept pursued is an 


~irport designed to complement Lindbergh Field and not replace 


it. 


BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that The city of San Diego will 
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encouraqe Mexico's participation in the TwinPort planning 


includinq the facilitation of any Rodriquez Airport expansion 


opportunities that miqht require City of San Dieqo land use 


support. 


BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that it is the intent of the City 


council to request from the United States Government, 


particularly the Department of Transportation ~nd the Federal 


Aviation Administration, (1) the fundinq of t~ose studies 
. . 


necessary to develop an airport master plan based on the TwinPort 


Concept and (2) appropriate United States Government 


consultations with the Mexican Federal Government. 


BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that City staff is directed to 


explore funding mechanisms for land acquisition and the 


possibility of the Unified Port Authority actinq as the airport 


operator. 


APPROVED: JOHN W. WITT, City Attorney 


By~ rrederiCkC:COni' 
~ Chief Deputy City Att~rn~y . 


FCC:lc:HOV:ps 
05/21/91 
05/30/91 REV.l 
or.Oept.Plan. 
R-91-2034 
Form•r-t 
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ATTACHMENT l 


73 
DATE: June 11, 1991 


'lOI Board of supervisors 


SODJBCT: san Diego County Regional ·Airport Authority 
Exploration Committee 


S tTJ:OiltBX i 


USlTE: 


Should the county, {as the regional qovernme~ representing all 
eighteen cities and the unincorporated area, establish a eeven 
member San Diego County Regional Airport Au ority Exploration 
Committee to identify and recommend the most appropriate 
organizational structure for a · San Oie90 County Reqional 
Airport Authority which would be charged with the respon-
,sibility to provide for the region's integrated air transport 
needs? 


\ JUN 1 \991 


BECOMHBNPATIONCSlt 
SUPERVISOR WILLIAKS: 


1) Approve the establishment of a San Dieqo County Regional 
Airpo~ Authority Exploration Committee to determine the 
most appropriate organizational structure and financing 
mechanism !or the establiahment of a San Oieqo county 
Regional Airport Authority, and to identify and make 
recommendations on other issues surrounding the creation 
of such an authority. 


2) Authorize the Chairman of the Board o! supervisors to 
invite the other agencies in San Diego County which are 
involved in the operation or plannin~ o! airports (these 
include the Unit'ied :port District, the City of San Diego, 
the City of Oceanside and san oieqo Association of 
Governments) to participate in the establishment ot' such 
a committee. 


3) Direct the CAO to investiqate staffing needs and evaluate 
appropriate funding sources, including the availability 
of Airport Enterprise Funds, necessary to establish a San 
Diego county Regional Airport Authority Exploration 
committee. Approve in concept the County's commitment 
to fund up to $100,000 to aupport the staffing, opera
tions and necessary consultant services !or the San Diego 
county Regional Airport Authority Exploration committee. 







73 
SVBJECTs San Diego county Regional Airport Authority Exploration 


Committee 


ADVISORY STATBMEFT 


No advisory statements or. recommendations have been received 
relative to this action. 


FISCAL IMPACT 


By approving these recommendations, the Board is approving in 
concept the expenditure of up· to $100,000 towards the 
staffing, operations and necQssary consultant services tor the 
San Diego County Regional Airport Authority Exploration 
committee. No expenditures will be made before sta~t returns 
to the Board during budget deliberations with final recommen
dations. 


BACl!;GROUNp: 


THE NEED 70R EXPANDED AIR TRANSPORT 7ACILITIES 


Although San Diego International Airport-Lindbergh Field is 
centrally located and generates an operating profit, the San 
Diego rQgion needs to expand its air transport facilities for 
many reasons. Predictions are that in a short time, auto 
traffic coincident to Lindberqh Field will become so severe 
that g~tting to and from the airport may take longer than many 
flights. Additionally, air tratfic operations are becoming 
increasingly congested. In 1989, there were more than 200,000 
take-offs and landinQs at Lindbergh Field and that number is 
expected to grow 2\ annually. The pasu;enger load is projected 
to increase 460,000 annually, and by 1999 the - average take
o~f- delay for an afternoon -departure will be 74 minutes. 


There is concern that Lindbergh Field 1 e inadequate size will 
adversely atfect the economic health of the San Diego region 
and its ability to compete within the emerging Pacific Rim 
market. Economists have estimated that without additional air 
carrier capacity there will be a loss of "economic oppor
tunity" in the range of $33 to $55 billion between now and the 
year 2050. 


2 
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S08JECT: San Diego County Regional Airport Authority Exploration 
Committee 


THE SITING OF A NEW AIRPORT 


'l'he 'search for a new airport to replace Lindbergh Field has 
been a recurrinq issue for the region since world War II. In 
the event that a new airport is sited in the region, there 
needs to be an authority in place which can acquire, plan tor, 
build, tinance, operate, maintain and administer the new 
facility. 


lNTZR-AG&HCY COOPZRATION 


Presently, there are four agencies which operate airports in 
the county ot san Diego and one that serves as the primary 
transportation pl·anning agency: 


l) The county of San Diego operates McClellan-Palomar FiQld, 
Gillespie Field, Ramona Airport, Borrego Valley Airport, 
Aqua CaliGnte Springs Airstrip, Ocotillo Wells Airport, 
Jacumba Airport and Fallbrook Community Airpark. 


2) The Unified Port District operates Lindbergh Field. 


J) The City of san Diego operates Brown Field and Montgomery 
Field. 


4) The City of Oceaside operates Oceanside Municipal 
Airport. 


S) SANOAG is designated by the State of California on behalf 
of the Federal Department of Transportation es the 
"Metropolitan Planning orqanization" and serves as the 
regional transportation planning agency · in San Diego 
county. SANDAG has t~ken a lead role in studying where 
a new internationa~ airport should be sited. 


Clearly, these agencies, as the airport operators and planners 
in the region, all have a vested interest in airport develop
ment in the raqion and should be invited to participate in a 
San Oieqo county Regional Airport Authority Exploration 
Committee to determine the organizational structure most 
suitable tor a san Oiago San Diego County Reqional Airport 
Authority. 


Working together, these agencies ehould examine the issues 
surroundinq the creation of such an authority in order to form 
a mutually beneficial agreement which will serve the best 
interests of all citizens ·in the county of san Diego. ~he 
committee would be charged with identifying and recommending 
the most appropriate orqanizational .structure tor a san Diego 
county Regional Airport Authority with responsibility to 
provide for the re9ion•s inaeqrated air transport needs. 







?3 
SUBJECT: San Diego County Regional Airport Authority Exploration 


Committee 


It is in the best interest o! s~n Dieqo county and its 
residents for the county to continue its active participation 
in airport issues: · 


• The County serves as the only reqional ~overnment, with 
its elected officials representing citizens of all 18 
cities and the unincorporated area. 


• SANDAG has recognized the County's planning and land use 
responsibilities in airport siting. 


• The County has shared responsibilities for coordinating 
and/or providing road/rail access to and from the 
proposed airports. 


• The county owns and operates ei~ht airports in the region 
and has extensive experience in airport management. 


The County is the state appointed responsible aqency for 
issues relatinq to noise problems surroundinq airports 
and has the authority to designate "noise problem" 
airports County-wide. 


• There is precedence for County participation in incor- -
porated area-based pUblic agencies, including: 


1) Metropolitan Transit Development Board, regional 
surtace transportation authority. 


2) Metropolitan Waste Water Authority. 


3) Regional air pollution control. 


By actively participating in the airport issue through the 
establishment of a San Diego County Regional Airport Authority 
Exploration Committee, the County would maintain a further 
role as a charter member of the San Diego county Regional 
Airport Authority. 


4 
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SU8JECT: Son Diego county Regional Airport Authority Exploration 


committee 


SAN J)%ZGO CO'Olrl'Y UGION.U. AIRPORT Atrl'BORI'l'Y EXPLORAT.ION 
COMMITTEE'S MAX2 UP 


The San Diego County Regional "Airport Authority Exploration 
Committee would be mad• up ot seven appointed citizen 
representatives (not elected officials): two from the county 
of san Diego, two from the City of San Diego, one each from 
the City o! oceanside, the San Diego Unified Port District and 
the San Diego Aasociation of Governments. The representa
tives should be selected so that they bring a broad spectrum 
of expertise to the Committee necessary to developing 
recommendations regarding the formation of a San Diego County 


. Regional Airport Authority. Examples ot desirAble fields of 
expertise include: finance, law, air transport, real estate, 
international commerce and local business. The appropriate 
staff support would be provided by the participatinq agencies. 


'l'IMELINE 


:It is intended that each agency appoint its respective 
representative(s) to the san Diego County Regional Airport 
Authority Exploration Committee .by Auqust l, 1991. The 
committee would then meet as often as determined necessary in 
order to make their recommendations on the is£ues surrounding 
creation of an Airport Authority by December 1, 1991. 


Respectfully submitted, 







INSTITUTIONAL ARRANGEMENTS 
OPERATOR/AUTHORITY 


FOR A 


ATTACHMENT 3 


REGIONAL AIRPORT 


currently, the San Diego Unified Port District, the County and 
some cities operate airports in the San Diego region. The 
Board requested further information on what organizational 
alternatives there might be for establishing a single regional 
airport authority to assume these operations and the operation 
of any new airport. In summary, the alternatives would be: 


1. The Port District Currently the Port's enabling 
legislation authorizes it to operate airports in its area of 
jurisdiction. (Harbors and Navigation Code Appendix Sections 4 
and 5.) An amendment to the legislation would be required for 
the Port District to operate airports outside its present 
boundaries. · 


2. The County of San Diego - The county is authorized ·by 
Sections 26020, 50470 and 50474 of the Government Code to 
provide and maintain public airports in the unincorporated and 
incorporated area. 


3. An Airport District- A countywide airport district may be 
formed pursuant to the California Airport District Act (Part 2 
[commencing with Section 22001] of Div. 9 of the Public 
Utilities Code). The district is formed by election, and is 
governed by five elected directors. 


4. A Joint Powers Authority - The County and various cities 
could establish an authority through a joint exercise of powers 
agreement. (Government Code Section 6500 et seq.) 


5. A Statutorily Created Authority - The state through new 
legislation could provide f9r the establishment of an authority 
within the region which could be designed to meet the region's 
specific needs. 
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Jul 10.91 


COUNCILK!MD~ KOH ROBEafS 
City ot San Diaqo 


.Ma.oran4wa 


DATil July 9, 1991 


'1'01 u.s. Members Bilateral 


PROM: Council~ember Ron Robe 


StJBJ:BCTz Next Bilateral Workinq Group meetin9 


SCHEnOLXVG: Thank you for your patience as we echcduled the next 
meeting of the Bilateral Workinq Group. We have just confirmed . 
~ith the Mexioan$ for Wednes~ ~ 12• The ~eetinq Will start at 
10 a.m., · but we need to caucus earlier than that, so I am 
tentatively setting an 8:30 a.m. startinq time tor our delegation 
to eaucus in preparation tor the working group meeting. We must 
~reak up the meeting by 2:30 p.m. 


I'm sorry about all the changing back and torth. 


Once again 1 thank you for your patience. 


MEMBERSHIP: Following is a list or the U.s. membership: 


Cliff Woodward ana Bruce Butterworth ~- · DOT 
oscar Roos -- FAA 
Richard Kiy-- EPA 
Roser Wcll4ce -- Dept. ot commerce 
Congress~an Lowery's oftice. 
Francisco Herrera -- Governor Wilson's Office. 
Mayor Maureen O'Connor and ~yself from the city of San Diego. 
county supervisor Leon Williams; San Diego Port commissioner Mel 
Portwood an~ san Oieqo Association of Governments chairman Jack 
Doyle, · the Mayor of Santee have also been invited. 


staff tor our delc9ation: Cole~an Conrad, Deputy city Manager and 
Jack Koerper ot SANOAG; Ron Ahlfeldtl PiD ~ecnnologies; and Jack 
st. John, our expert on diplo~atic issues. 


~TTACHHEHTS: I am attaching ~ copy of the agenda tor the meeting. 
You can expect my staff shortly to send you a statement ot what I 
hope will be agreed upon by both sides as the objectives for the 
Bilateral workinq Group ~nd a pogition paper for the first 
meeting. I hope this material will be helpful to you. 


If you ha~e any questions or comments pleas$ call me or my aide 
Michael Abrams at {619) 236-6622. 








' ' 


July 26, 1981 


MATIERS RELATED TO TilE AIR CARRIER 
AIRPORT SITE SELECTION STIJDY 


PR 


The matters discussed in this report include· requests from the City and County of San Diego, 


the role of the SANDAG Airport Delegation, and ground access planning for Otay Mesa. This 


report is divided into four sections. Each section discusses one of the issues. 


A. REQUESTS FROM THE CI!Y OF SAN DIEGO 


Introduction 


The City of San Diego is requesting SANDAG to concur in the designation of Otay Mesa as an 


air canier airport site and join the City as a co-sponsor in a grant application to the Federal 


Aviation Administration for Otay Mesa air canier airport master plan funds. (Refer to the 


attached City of San Diego resolution.) The airport delegation has analyzed the request and 


discussed with staff the site designation process and it is our 


RECOMMENDATION ~ ~eis: ~~~ S: ~~"~!) 
~"'5 ~~,i ·-. ~y ~- ~( 
ND ~\~ c,J~ 


:::.. :::::.. 
that the Board of Directors designate Otay Mesa as an area suitable for air carrier airport 


A~~ . 't-. \planning purposes, and support as a co-sponsor an application by the City of San Diego, as lead 


~~\1\,.,.;\']' 1 ( agency; ~the Federal Aviation Administration for Otay Mesa air carrier airport master planning 
~~i~ funds. ~~~~~o\:~'f {'?~~ \0'S:\N~~ 6\~ '~ \:'<.J~~:s~rt,~'' 
W'f"Y4~\: 







Discussion 


If the Board approves the recommendation, the followin actions would occur: 
~ "S~ ?o~ t 


~ <J . ~\'f l le.s 


1. The City of San Diego, acting as the lead agen<Q intend/ to prepare and submit a grant 


application to the Federal Aviation Administration for master planning the Otay Mesa site. 


SANDA9-\would co-sponsor the grant application. ~ ~~~ ., 
~"~ ~~ ~\Y, ocn.r, ~~~QA<",. ~~~ ,-.. ~Q • 


./"'-..W .. 
2. A 11Bilateral Vlorking Grou " ich includes national 


B. 


governments, plu local officials, has 


and technical issues associated with an air carrier airport on Otay Mesa. When the 
-r 


~articipants '{)eliev~ the Working Group and the master planning project have made 


~fficient progress, SANDAG should review the aviation policies in the Regional 


Transportation Plan. Then, if warranted, the Board can update the policies to designate 


Otay as a regional air carrier site, and adopt a revised policy on the future of Lindbergh 


Field and NAS Jvliramar. '? ' 7 


-\ ,. 
Introduction 


The County of San Diego is requesting SANDAG to appoint a citizen to a San Diego County 


Regional Airport Authority Exploration Committee. (Refer to the attached Board of Supervisors 


Letter.) The airport delegation has reviewed the request and it is our 


RECOMMENDATION RE"JE.G~ B <tl S R~rv 


that the Board of Directors undertake1 as an initial element of the master lan, an analysis of the 


air carrier airport operator and authority issue as suggested by the County of San Diego. 







~~~ ~e 
'~tv~e 
6~ 


'? 


Discussion 


The issue of air carrier airport operations is important and should be evaluated after some 


success has been shown in the bilateral discussions. The work should be done by S . .t\NDAG as 


X'\-\A\ an early element in the master plan. Its cost would be flnanced through a grant from the Federal 
~~~~ A'. Ad' .. 
9')~~ ~'vV\? Vl.ation !Il.l.DJStratlOfl. 


At last month's meeting, the Board directed staff to prepare a memorandum regarding the 


various legal options available for ailport operations or authorities. Attachment 3 is a 


memorandum ptepared by SANDAG' s General Counsel that discusses the possible optio4 


~ ., 
~~ 


C. ROLE OF THE SANDAG AIRPORT DELEGATION 


Introduction 


At last month's meeting, the Chairman asked for Board direction regarding th.e role of 


SANDAG' s airport delegation. · The delegation is comprised of the Mayor of San Diego, 


SANDAG's Chairman, and the past Chainnan of the San Diego County Beard of Supervisors 


and the San Diego Unified Port District. TI1e delegation was fanned a year ago to address the 


question: !s there a strong bona fide interest on the pa..-rt of the United States and Mexico in 


developing an air carrier airport on Otay Mesa? It is our 


RECOM.MENDATION 


that the Board of Directors of the San Diego Association of Governments authorize the 


membership of the SANDAG Allport Delegation to participate in the bilateral discussions 


regarding the use of Otay Mesa as an air carrier afrport site and continue to advise the Board 


regarding all matters related to the air carrier site selection study. 







( . 


~~ ~\.~~-
,-,:~ -
~\~'e.t>-


Discussiqp 


In reviewing the progress made to date and the work, both near tenn and long tenn~ we have 


come to the following conclusions that support our recommendation: 


\--~ ~\"it.. h\ ~t.-J Xll'"'.E~ O:::::o~~\~? 
The delegation's work is incomplete. At this point in time we do not know whether an 


' 


~yne_Lm~ 
~~\)~\) 


agreement between the two countries can be reached. Therefore, the '12~ti?U. posed . 


earlier in the introduction is et to be answered~( \'\'t).:;\ '<'< ~ ~ ~ \SN~'\) . J ~\S\.~ ~ ") 
~~ :E.-


2. The bilateral working group is the right group to\answer the question)and the SANDAG 


delegation shoul~articipate in the discussion¥nd report results to the SANDAG Board. 


3. Since the inception of the delegation's work, members have consulted with representatives 


of the two federal governments, California and Baja California officials, and other public 


and private sector representatives. The delegation understands the technical and policy 


issues related to the ahport effort. This knowledge and experience should be helpful to 


SANDAG and we wish to continue in advising the Board on these matters. 


D. OTAY MESA AIR CARRIER AIRPORT GROUND ACCESS 


Introd 1ction 


The Delegation members have received many comments regarding the ability and willingness 


of all of the air travelers in the region to use an airport at Otay Mesa. Comments also have 


been made regarding the impacts of airport traffic on the highway system and on local streets 


and roads. SANDAG should analyze and forecast ~fie impacts of an Otay Mesa airport. We 


believe this effort can begin in parallel with the bilateral discussions and would not conflict with 


the master plan process. Therefore, it is our 
~~ IC,.- fV" \"' 
&\\AL\1 Y \ -s -sv. ~ 


RECOMMENDATION 







that the Board authorize staff to initiate funding inquiries to the Departme!lt of Transportation 


and prepare a scope of work to address a comprehensive review of the ground access issue to 


Otay Mesa. 


MAYOR JACK DOYLE SUPERVISOR LEON WILUAMS 


COUNCILMEMBER RON ROBERTS COMMISSIONER :MEL PORTWOOD 


Attachments 


~~ 
" ~ .. .,...."_ 


\A ~ 
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~~~ 








( PHONE CALL) 













Date: 


To: 


F::-o:::1: 


7/24/91 


REQUEST FOR THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
TO TAKE ACTION ON A MATTER 


NOT ON THE POSTED AGENDA 


Board of Supervisors 


SU?t;RVISOR LEON L. ~nLLIA..?vl.S 


- Sk\JDAG Report R-46 
Matter Related to Air Carrier Airport Site Selection Study 


In accordance with Government Cede Section 54954.2 c.nd Beard Policy 
A-72, your consent is re~uested to take action on c. tetter not on 
the posted Agenda. The reason for this request is as follm.;s 
(check appropriate boxes): 


LJ 1. 


Ll 2. 


.... 


.) . 


An eillergency situation exists because: 


LJ A. Work stoppage or other activity whic21 severelv 
inpairs public health, safety, cr both. 


L_l B. Crippling disaster which severelv l~palrs public 
health, safety, or both. 


The neec to take action arose 
Agenda being posted. 


subseg-:.:er;t tc 


The ite~ was P_ osted fer a n,...ior -.· . , eet_~-.-. c- c"""c:,-:--- ~ r,... r::-;7" .. ..... - ·- ~ ----·'~ ... --
nore than five cal~ndar days prior tc the ~ate ac~ion 
is taken on the : ite~ and at the Prior ~eetin=, the 
iten was continued to the meeting at ~hich c.~tio~ is 
being taken. 


The facts supporting the reason for off-docket cc~sideraticn are: 


(Signature) 
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DATE: 


'TO; 


FROM; 


FACSIMILE 
TRANSMITTAL FORM 


:z- )t,-91 


S+uo..r± 
San Diego Association of Governments 
First Interstate Plaza 
401 .. B" Street, Suite 800 
San Diego, CA 92101 


San Diego 
ASSOCIATIOJ. T OF 
GOVER..l'JMERTS 
Suite 800, First Interstate Plaza 
401 8 Street 
San Diego, California 92101 
(619)595-5300 Fax (619)595·5305 


SUBJECT:·-------------------------------------------------


NUMBER OF PAGES TRANSMITTED; L (including transmittal page) 


NOTES: 


TO REPLY: Telephone: 


Facsimile: 


(619) 595-5300 


(619) 595-5305 


-. 


MEMBER AGENCIES: CJtit)S of Carlsbad, Chula Vista, Coronado. Del Mar. El Cajon, Encinitas . Escond•do, Imperial Beach. La Mesa, 
lemon Grove. NatiO"!af C1ty. Ocean$!de, Poway, San D•ego, San Marcos. Santee, Solana Beach, Vista and County ot San D1eoo 


ADVISORY/ LIAISON MEMBERS: California Department of Transponat•on. U.S. Department of Defense and TJJUMa/6aJa California. 







July 16, 1991 


Hon. Leon Williams 
Supervisor 
County of San Diego 
1600 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92101 


Dem- Supervisor Williams: 


San Diego 
ASSOCIATION OF 
GOVERN~fENTS 
Suite 800, First Interstate Plaza 
401 B Street 
San Diego, California 92101 
(619)595-5300 Fax (619)595-5305 


· Attached is a draft report for the SANDAG Board of Directors regarding the airport
related issues discussed at the delegation's last meeting. 


The delegation is scheduled to discuss this report at its meeting scheduled for: 


Thursday, July 18, 1991 
12:00 Noon - 1:30 p.m. 


SANDAG Conference Room A 


Staff proposes that, following review and, if necessary, modification of this draft report, 
the delegation members sign the final version and recommend it to the Board of Directors. 
If you have any questions, please call me at 595-5330. 


KENNETH E. SULZER 
Executive Director 


KES/ce 


Attachment -. 


MEMBER AGENCIES: Clhes of Carlsbad . Chula VIsta, Coronado, Del Mar. El CaJOn, EncJr'litas, Escondido, Imperial Beach, La Masa, 
Lemon Grove, National City, Oceans1de. Poway, San D1ego. San Marcos, Santee. Solana Beach, Vtsta and County of San Diego. 


ADVISORY/ LIAISON MEM8£RS; Ca11tornia Department of Transportation , U.S Department ol Defense and Tijuana/Baja Californ1a. 
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July 26, 1981 


MATTERS RELATED TO TilE AIR CARRIER 
AIRPORT SITE SELECTION STUDY 


Introduction 


p 


The matters discussed in this report include· requests from the City and County of San Diego, 


the role of the SANDAG Allport Delegation, and ground access planning for Otay Mesa. This 


report is divided into four sections. Each section discusses one of the issues. 


A. REQUESTS FROM THE CIJY OF SAN DIEGO 


Introduction 


The City of San Diego is requesting SANDAG to concur in the designation of Otay Mesa as an 


air c~nier airport site and join the City as a co-sponsor in a grant application to the Federal 


Aviation Administration for Otay Mesa air canier airport master plan funds. (Refer to the 


attached City of San Diego resolution.) The airport delegation has analyzed the request and 


discussed with staff the site designation process and it is our 


RECO:MMENDATION 


that the Board of Directors designate Otay Mesa as an area suitable for air carrier airport 


_planning purposes, and support as a co-sponsor an application by the City of San Diego, as lead 


agency, to the Federal Aviation Administration for Otay Mesa air carrier· airport master planning 
funds . 







Discussion 


If d:e £Jard approves the recommendation, the following actions would occur: 


1. The City of San Diego, acting as the lead agency, intends to prepare and submit a grant 


application to the Federal Aviation Administration for master planning the Otay Mesa site. 


SANDAG would co-sponsor the grant application. 


2. A "Bilateral Working Group," which includes representatives of both national 


goven-..ments, p1us state and local officials, has been appointed to discuss the institutional 


and technical issues associated with an air carrier airport on Otay tv!esa. When the 


participants believe the Working Group and the master planning project have made 


sufficient progress, SANDAG should review the aviation policies in the Regional 


Transportation Plan. Then, if warranted, the Board can update the policies to designate 


Otay as a regional air carrier site, and adopt a revised policy on the future of Lindbergh 


Field and NAS Miramar. 


B. REQUEST FROM TilE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 


In roductioQ 


The County of San Diego is requesting SANDAG to appoint a citizen to a San Diego County 


Regional Airport Authority Explordtion Committee. (Refer to the attached Board of Supervisors 


Letter.) The airport delegation has reviewed the request and it is our 


RECO:MMENDATION 
.• 


that tt.~ Board of Directors under..ake~ as an initial element o~ ~master plan, an analysis of the 


air carrier airport operator and authority issue as suggested by the County of San Diego. 







Discussion 


The issue of air carrier airport operations is important and should be evaluated a.."':er some 


success has been shown in the bilateral discussions. The work should be done by SANDAG as 


an early element .in the master plan. Its cost would be fmanced through a gtant from the Federal 


Aviation Administration. 


At last month's meeting, the Board directed staff to prepare a memorandum regarding the 


various legal options available for ahport operations or authorities. Attachment 3 is a 


memorandum prepared by SANDAG' s General Counsel that discusses the possible options. 


C. ROLE OF TilE SANDAG AIRPORT DELEGATION 


Introduction 


At last month's meeting, the Chainnan asked for Board direction regarding the role of 


SANDAG' s airport delegation. The delegation is comprised of the Mayor of San Diego, 


SANDAG's Chainnan, and the past Chainnan of the San Diego County Board of Supervisors 


and the San Diego Unifie:i Port District. The delegation was formed a year ago to address the 


question: Is there a strong bona flde interest on the part of the United States and Mexico in 


developing an air carrier airport on Otay Mesa? It is our 


RECOMMENDATION 


that the Board of Directors of the San Diego Association of Governments authorize the 


membership of the SANDAG Airport Delegation to participate in the bilateral discussions 


regarding the use of Otay Mesa as an air carrier airport site a.."ld continue to advise the Board 


regarding all matters related to the air canier site selection study . 


. , 







DiscussiQ.Q 


In reviewing the progress made to date and the work, both near term and long tenn~ we have 


come to the following conclusions that support our recommendation: 


1. The delegation's work is incomplete. At this point in time we do not know whether an 


agreement between the two countries can be reached. Therefore, the question posed 


earlier in the introduction is yet to be answered. 


2. The bilateral working group is the right group to answer the question and the SANDAG 


delegation should participate in the discussions and report results to the SANDAG Board. 


3. Since the inception of the delegation's work, members have consulted with representatives 


of the two federal governments, California and Baja California officials, and other public 


and private sector representatives. The delegation understands the technical and policy 


issues related to the airport effort. This knowledge and experience should be helpful to 


SANDAG and we wish to continue in advising the Board on these matters. 


D. OTAY MESA AIR CARRIER AIRPORT GROUND ACCESS 


Introduction 


The Deleg:;1tion members have received many. comments regarding the ability and willingness 


of all of the air travelers in the region to use an airport at Otay Mesa. Comments also have 


been made regarding the impacts of airport traffic on the highway system and on local streets 


and roads. SANDAG should analyze and forecast traffic impacts of an Otay Mesa airport. We 


believe this effort can begin in parallel with the bilateral discussions and would not conflict with 


the master plan process. Therefore, it is our 







that the Board authorize staff to ir'..itiate funding inquiries to the Department of Transportation 


and prepare a scope of work to address a comprehensive review of the ground access issue to 


Otay M~sa. 


MAYOR JACK DOYLE SUPERVISOR LEON WILLIAMS 


COUNC!LMEMBER RON ROBERTS COMMISSIONER MEL PORTWOOD 


Attachments 


-. 
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San Diego Association of Governments 


BOARD OF DIRECTORS 


July 26, 1991 


MATTERS RELATED TO THE AIR CARRIER 
AIRPORT SITE SELECTION STUDY 


A. CITY OF SAN DIEGO REQUEST 
B. COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO REQUEST 
C. ROLE OF SANDAG'S AIRPORT DELEGATION 
D. OTA Y MESA AIR CARRIER GROUND ACCESS 


Introduction 


AGENDA REPORT No.: R-46 


The matters discussed in this report include requests from the City and County of San Diego, the 
role of the SANDAG Airport Delegation, and ground access planning for Otay Mesa. This report 
is divided into four sections. Each section discusses one of the issues. 


A. REQUESTS FROM THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO 


Introduction 


The City of San Diego is requesting SANDAG to concur in the designation of Otay Mesa as an air 
carrier airport site and join the City as a co-sponsor in a grant application to the Federal Aviation 
Administration for Otay Mesa air carrier airport master plan funds. (Refer to the attached City of 
San Diego resolution.) The airport delegation has analyzed the request and discussed with staff the 
site designation process and it is our 


RECOMMENDATION 


that the Board of Directors designate Otay Mesa as an area suitable for air carrier airport planning 
purposes, and support as a co-sponsor an application by the City of San Diego, as lead agency, to 
the Federal Aviation Administration for Otay Mesa air carrier airport master planning funds. 


Discussion 


If the Board approves the recommendation, the following actions would occur: 


1. The City of San Diego, acting as the lead agency, intends to prepare and submit a grant 
application to the Federal Aviation Administration for master planning the Otay Mesa site. 
SANDAG would co-sponsor the grant application. 


2. A "Bilateral Working Group," which includes representatives of both national governments, 
plus state and local officials, has been appointed to discuss the institutional and technical issues 







associated with an air carrier airport on Otay Mesa. When the participants believe the 
Working Group and the master planning project have made sufficient progress, SANDAG 
should review the aviation policies in the Regional Transportation Plan. Then, if warranted , 
the Board can update the policies to designate Otay as a regional air carrier site, and adopt a 
revised policy on the future of Lindbergh Field and NAS Miramar. 


B. REQUEST FROM THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 


Introduction 


The County of San Diego is requesting SANDAG to appoint a citizen to a San Diego County 
Regional Airport Authority Exploration Committee. (Refer to the attached Board of Supervisors 
Letter.) The airport delegation has reviewed the request and it is our 


RECOMMENDATION 


that the Board of Directors undertake, as an initial element of the master plan, an analysis of the air 
carrier airport operator and authority issue as suggested by the County of San Diego. 


Discussion 


The issue of air carrier airport operations is important and should be evaluated after some success 
has been shown in the bilateral discussions. The work should be done by SANDAG as an early 
element in the master plan. Its cost would be financed through a grant from the Federal Aviation 
Administration. 


At last month 's meeting, the Board directed staff to prepare a memorandum regarding the various 
legal options available for airport operations or authorities. Attachment 3 is a memorandum prepared 
by SANDAG's General Counsel that discusses the possible options. 


C. ROLE OF THE SANDAG AIRPORT DELEGATION 


Introduction 


At last month's meeting, the Chairman asked for Board direction regarding the role of SANDAG's 
airport delegation. The delegation is comprised of the Mayor of San Diego, SANDAG's Chairman, 
and the past Chairman of the San Diego County Board of Supervisors and the San Diego Unified 
Port District. The delegation was formed a year ago to address the question: Is there a strong bona 
fide interest on the part of the United States and Mexico in developing an air carrier airport on Otay 
Mesa? It is our 


RECOMMENDATION 


that the Board of Directors of the San Diego Association of Governments authorize the membership 
of the SANDAG Airport Delegation to participate in the bilateral discussions regarding the use of 
Otay Mesa as an air carrier airport site and continue to advise the Board regarding all matters related 
to the air carrier site selection study . 
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Discussion 


In reviewing the progress made to date and the work, both near term and long term, we have come 
to the following conclusions that support our recommendation: 


1. The delegation's work is incomplete. At this point in time we do not know whether an 
agreement between the two countries can be reached. Therefore, the question posed earlier 
in the introduction is yet to be answered. 


2. The bilateral working group is the right group to answer the question and the SANDAG 
delegation should participate in the discussions and report results to the SANDAG Board. 


3. Since the inception of the delegation's work, members have consulted with representatives of 
the two federal governments , California and Baja California officials, and other public and 
private sector representatives. The delegation understands the technical and policy issues 
related to the airport effort. This knowledge and experience should be helpful to SANDAG 
and we wish to continue in advising the Board on these matters. 


D. OTAY MESA AIR CARRIER AIRPORT GROUND ACCESS • 


Introduction 


The Delegation members have received many comments regarding the ability and willingness of all 
of the air travelers in the region to use an airport at Otay Mesa. Comments also have been made 
regarding the impacts of airport traffic on the highway system and on local streets and roads. 
SANDAG should analyze and forecast traffic impacts of an Otay Mesa airport. We believe this 
effort can begin in parallel with the bilateral discussions and would not conflict with the master plan 
process. Therefore, it is our 


RECOMMENDATION 


that the Board authorize staff to initiate funding inquiries to the Department of Transportation and 
prepare a scope of work to address a comprehensive review of the ground access issue to Otay Mesa. 


MAY~ *See footnote below. 


SUPERVISOR LEON WILLIAMS 


COMMISSIONER MEL PORTWOOD 


Attachments 


*The delegation met on July 18, 1991 to review this report. The agenda for the SANDAG Board 
is mailed one week prior, July 19th, to its meeting. Mr. Williams was unable to act upon the report 
because there was insufficient time for him to consult with other members of the Board of 
Supervisors. 
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ATTACHMENT 1 


THE CITY OF 


SAN DIEGO 
CITY ADMINISTRATION BUILDING • 202 C STREET • SAN DIEGO, CAUF. 92101 


OFFICE OF THE 
CITY MANAGER 


Kenneth Sulzer 
Executive Director 
SANDAG 
1st Interstate Bank 
401 B St., Ste. BOO 
San Diego, CA 92101 


Dear Mr. Sulzer: 


June 7, 1991 


At the f-1ay 28, 1991 meeting of the San Diego City Council, 
Resolution No. R-278003 (attached) was passed which served to state 
San Diego's preferred option for a new airport is embodied in the 
TwinPorts Concept, as described in the "Otay Mesa Dual Airport 
Study". 


The resolution further "requests that SANDAG concur in the 
designation of Otay Mesa as the preferred airport site insofar as 
the concept pursued is an airport designed to complement Lindbergh 
Fielc and not replace it." 


By this letter and attached resolution, I respectfully ask that you 
bring this request before the SANDAG Board. Hopefully with their 
endorsement, we will be one step closer to meeting the growing 
aviation needs of our region. 


JM:TF:PS:ch 


Attachment 


~fV~ 
JACK McGRORY 
CITY MANAGER 







(R-91-2034 REV.1) 


RESOLUTION NUMB, R:- 278003 
ADOPTED ON ~Af 2 ~~ J99l 


WHEREAS, San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG), as 


the regional planning body respo~aible for creating an airport 


systems plan for San Diego, has identified Otay Mesa as a 


technically feasible site for a regional commercial airport; and 


WHEREAS, the City Council and the Planning ·commission 


conducted a joint workshop on May 2, 1991, in regard to the 


matter of an airport in the Otay Mesa area; and 


WHEREAS, the City Council has considered several airport 


options for otay Mesa including the TwinPort Concept as described 


by the Otay Mesa Chamber of Commerce in their presentation at the 


May 2 Joint Workshop and as more specifically described in the 


technical report of P&D Technologies entitled MOtay Mesa Dual 


Airport Study"; NOW, THEREFORE, 


BE IT RESOLVED, by the Council of The City of San Diego, 


that The City of San Diego's preferred option for a new airport 


ia embodied in the TwinPort Concept, as described in the "Otay 


Mesa Dual Airport Study.M 


BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that ~he City of San Diego hereby 


requests that SANDAG concur in the designation of Otay Mesa as 


the preferred airport aite insofar aa the concept pursued is an 


airport designed to complement Lindbergh Field and not replace 


it. 


BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that 'l'he C:i ty of San Diego will 
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encourage Mexico'• participation in the TwinPort plannin; 


including the facilitation of any Rodriquez Airport axpanaion 


opportunities that ~ight require City of San Diego land uaa 


support. 


BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that it ia the inten~ of tha City 


council to request from the United States Government, 


particularly the Department of Transportation and the Federal 


Aviation Administration, (1) the funding of those studies 


necessary to develop an airport master plan baaed on the TwinPort 


concept and (2) appropriate United States Government 


consultations with the Mexican Federal Government. 


BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that City staff is directed to 


explore funding mechanisms for land acquisition and the 


possibility of the Unified Port Authority acting as the airport 


operator. 


APPROVED: JOHN W. WITT, City Attorney 


By va~ ~Frederic~~ 
~. Chief Deputy City Attorney 


FCC:lc:HOV:pa 
05/21/91 
05/30/91 REV.l 
or.Dept.Plan. 
R-91-2034 
Form•r-t · 
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ATTACHMENT 2 


DATE: June 11, 1991 


'1'01 


8tJB.7ZCTz 


Board ot Supervisors 


San Diego County Regional Airport Authority 
Exploration Committee 


lqMMABXi 


UST]Et 


Should the County, {as the reqional qovernme~ representinq all 
eighteen cities and the unincorporated area, eata.bli•h a eeven 
me:nber San Diego County Reqional Airport Au ority Exploration 
Committee to identify and recommend the moat appropriate 
organizational structure for a San Dieqo County Reqional 
Airport Authority which would be charged with the ra•pon-
·•ibility to provide for the region'• integrated air tran•port 


, JUN 1. 1 1991 


needs? · 


B£COMf~~~&TIONCS)t 
SUPERVISOR WILLiaMS: 


l) Approve the establishment of a San Diego County Regional 
Airpo;-t Authority Exploration Committee to determine the 
most appropriate organizational atructure and rinancing 
mechanism tor the e•tabli•hment ot a &an Diego county 
~egional Airport Authority, and to identify and make 
recommendations on other iasuea surrounding the creation 
ot such an authority. 


2) Authorize the Chairman ot the ~oard ot supervisors to 
invite the other agencies in San Diego County which are 
involved in the operation or plannin9 of airports (these 
include the t1nitiec1 Port District, the City ot San Diego, 
the City ot Ocaanaide and San Diaqo Association of 
Government•) to participate in the ••tabliahment of •uch 
a committee. 


3) Direct the CAO to inveatiqate atattin9 needs and evaluate 
appropriate funding aources, 1ncludinq the availability 
of Airport Enterpri•• Pund&, necessary to establish a San 


·oie9o County Re9ional Airport Authority Exploration 
committee. Approve in concept the County's commitment 
to rund up to $100,000 to aupport the ataf!inq, opera
tiona and nece•sary consultant •erviees ror the san Die9o 
County Regional Airport Authority Exploration committee. 







73 
~JECTI San Diego County Regional Airport Authority Exploration 


Committee 


ADVISORY STATEMENT 


No advisory •tatementa or recommendations have been received 
relative to this action. 


fiSCAL tKPAC% 


By approving these recommendations, the Board is approving in 
concept the expenditure of up· to $100,000 towards the 
ate.ffing, operations anci necessary consultant services tor the 
San Oiego County Regional Airport Authority Exploration 
Committee. No expenditures will ~e made before •tatt returns 
to the Board during buciget deliberations with final recommen
dations. 


EP.CJliGROUNP: 


THE NZED 70R ZXPANDEO AIR TaANSPORT 7ACILITIZS 


Although San Diego International Airport-Lindbergh Field is 
centrally located and qenerates an operatinq profit, the San 
oiego region needs to expand its air transport facilities for 
many reasons. Predictions are that in a ahort time, auto 
traffic coincident to Lindberqh Field will ~ecome ao severe 
the. t g~ttinq to and from the airport may take longer than many 
flights. Additionally, air tratfie operations are becoming 
increasingly congested. In 1989, there were more than 200, ooo 
take-otfs and landinqs at Lindbergh Field and that number is 
expected to qrow 2\ annually. The paasenqer load is projected 
to increase 460,000 annually, and by 1999 the · averaqe take
off· delay tor an afternoon departure will be.74 minutes. 


There is concern that Lindbergh Field's inadequate aize will 
adversely affect the economic health ot the San Diego reqion 
end its ability to compete within the emerging Pacitic Rim 
rnarket. Economists have estimated that without additional air 
carrier capacity there will be a loss of "economic oppor
tunity" in the range of $33 to $55 billion between now and the 
year 2050. 
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§U»JECTt San Dieqo county Regional Airport Authority Exploration 
Committee 


TBE SITING OF A NEW AIRPORT 


'l'he'aearch for a new airport to replace Lindberc;h Field bas 
been a recurrinq issue ror the re9ion eince World War ZI. In 
the event that a new airport ie aited in the reqion, there 
needs to be an authority in place which. can acquire, plan for, 
build, finance, operate, maintain and ac!miniater the new 
facility. 


%NTZR-AGEHCY COOPZRATION 


Presently, there are four agencies which operate airports in 
the county of san Dieqo and one that aerves as the primary 
transportation planninq agency: 


1) The county of San Diego operates McClellan-Palomar Field, 
Gillespie Field, Ramona Airport, Borrego Valley Airport, 
Aqua Caliente Sprinqs Airstrip, Ocotillo Wells Airport, 
Jacumba Airport and Fallbroo~ Community Airpark. 


2) The Unified Port Diatrict operate• Lindbergh Field. 


3) 'l'he City of San Dieqo operates Brown Field ancS Mont.qomery 
Field. 


•> ~he City of Oceaaide operate• oceanside Municipal 
Airport. 


!) SANOAG is desiqnated by the state of California on behalf 
of the Federal Department of 'l'ransportation as the 
"Metropolitan Planning orqanization" and aerve• as the 
reqional transportation planninq aqency · in San Dieqo 
County. &ANDAG has taken a lead role in atudyihg where 
a new international airport ahould be aited. 


Clearly, these aqeneies, •• the airport operator• ancl planners 
in the region, all have a vested intereat in airport develop
~ent in the region and ahould be invited to participate in a 
San Dieqo county Regional Airport Authority Exploration 
Comroi ttee to cSeter:in• the organizational atructur• Jnost 
auitable for a san Dieqo San Dieqo County Reqional Airport 
Authority. 


Working together, these aqenciea ehould examine the issues 
aurrounc1inq the creation of auch an authority in order to form 
a mutually beneficial agreement which will aerve the beet 
interests of all citi&ena ·in the County of San Diego. 'l'he 
committee would be charqed with identityinq and recommending 
the most appropriate orqanizational .etructure ror a san Diaqo 
county Regional Airport Authority with responsibility to 
provide for the region'• integrated air transport needs. 
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?3 
§UB~ECT: San Dieqo County Reqional Airport Authority Exploration 


Committee 


It is in :the best interest of san Dieqo county and its 
residents tor the County to continue ita active participation 
in airport issues: 


• The County •ervea as the only reqional government, with 
its elected oftieiala representing citizens of all 18 
citiea and the unincorporated area. 


• SANDAG has recognized the county's planning and land use 
responsibilities in airport aitinq. 


• The county has eharea responsibilities ror coordinating 
and/or providing road/rail access to and from the 
proposed airports. 


• The County owns and operates eight airports in the reqion 
and has extensive experience in airport =anaqement. 


• The County ie the state appointed responsible aqency for 
issues relating to noise problems surrounding airports 
and has the authority to deaiqnate "noise problem" 
airports County-wide. 


• There is precedence ror County participation in incor
porated area-based pUblic agencies, including: 


1) Metropolitan 'l'ransit Development Board, regional 
surtace transportation authority. 


2) Metropolitan Waste Water Authority. 


3) Regional air pollution control. 


By actively participating in the airport issue through th~ 
establishment cr a San Oieqo county Reqional Airport A\lthori ty 
Exploration Committee, the County would maintain a further 
r~le as a charter member ot the San Die9o county Regional 
Airport Authority. 


~------------------------------------------- -







73 
IOBJECT: Sen Diego county Regional Airport Authority Exploration 


committee 


&J.N DIEGO COtTN'l'Y UGIONAL AI~POJt'l' Atrl'IIORITY KXPLORAT%0N 
COMMITTEE'S MAXE UP 


The San Dieqo county Req1ona1 ·Airport Authority Exploration 
Comcittee would be made up of seven appointed citizen 
representatives (not elected officiala): two trom the County 
ot san Diego, two trom the City ot San Dieqo, one each trom 
the City o! Oceanai~e, the San Diego Unified Port Diatrict and 
the San Diego Aasociation of Government•. ~he representa
tives •hould be selected eo that they ~rinq a broad apeetrum 
ot expertiae to the Committee necessary to developing 
recolnl:lendationa regardinq the forma.tion of a San Diego County 
Regional Airport Authority. Examples of desirable fields of 
expertise include: finance, law, air tranaport, real estate, 
international commerce and local businesa. The appropriate 
sta£f eupport would be provided by the participatinq aqenciea. 


TIM% LINE 


It is intended that each agency appoint ita respective 
reprQaentative(a) to the San Diego County Reqional Airport 
Authority Exploration Committee .J:,y Au~st 1, 1991. The 
committee would then meet •• often •• determined necessary in 
or~er to make their recommendation• on the issues aurrounding 
creation of an Airport Authority by December 1, 1991. 


Respectfully e~mitted, 







INSTITUTIONAL ARRANGEMENTS FOR A REGIONAL 
AIRPORT OPERA TORi AUTIIORITY 


ATTACHMENT 3 


Currently, the San Diego Unified Port District, the County and some cities operate airports in 
the San Diego region. The Board requested further information on what organizational 
alternatives there might be for establishing a single regional airport authority to assume these 
operations and the operation of any new airport. In summary, the alternatives would be: 


1. The Port District - Currently, the Port's enabling legislation authorizes it to operate 
airports in its area of jurisdiction. (Harbors and Navigation Code Appendix Section 4 and 
5.) An amendment to the legislation would be required for the Port District to operate 
airports outside its present boundaries. 


2. The County of San Diego - The County is authorized by Sections 26020, 50470 and 
50474 of the Government Code to provide and maintain public airports in the 
unincorporated and incorporated areas. 


3. An Airport District - A countywide airport district may be formed pursuant to the 
California Airport District Act (Part 2 [commencing with Section 22001] of Div. 9 of the 
Public Utilities Code). The district is formed by election, and is governed by five elected 
directors. 


4. A Joint Powers Authority - The County and various cities could establish an authority 
through a joint exercise of powers agreement. (Government Code Section 6500 et seq.) 


5. A Statutorily Created Authority - The state, through new legislation, could provide for 
the establishment of an authority within the region which could be designed to meet the 
region's specific needs. 
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March 20, 1992 


Dear Government Official: 


Enclosed please find a copy of the San Diego Dialogue's 
Airport Options Booklet, which examines the pros and cons of 
the four major airport alternatives available to San Diego. 
The four options are proceed with a binational airport, press 
for NAS Miramar, expand Lindbergh, and be a better cul-de-sac. 


The purpose of the booklet is to stimulate community 
discussion and deliberation on this controversial issue since 
the decision whether or not to buid a new airport, and where 
to build it, requires San Diego to decide what kind of region 
it wants to become. 


The San Diego Dialogue was formed two years ago to promote a 
renewal of civic discussion, thoughtful research, and 
consensus building on~.=:he future of the San Diego region. 
Administered through UCSD Extension, the group provides 
analysis and public understanding of policy issues in San 
Diego at a time when the region faces a demanding array of new 
opportunities and challenges. The hope is that such an effort 
will produce a broader consensus on regional priorities and 
enhance the quality of political leadership in the region. 


The Dialogue process emphasizes the importance of citizen 
discussion. Thus, we are working with community organizations 
in all parts of the county to hold public forums on this 
issue. 


We would like to i~ u or one of your representatives to 
attend a Dialogue-spo~osred community forum which will be held 
on Wednesday, April 1 at 7 p.m. on the UCSD campus in Solis 
Lecture Hall. 


Please call. Candace Simonen at 534-3435 to let her know if you 
can attend our April 1 program. 


Charles Nathanson, Executive Director 
The San Diego Dialogue 


UNIVfRSITY Of CALifORNIA, SAN DIEGO • UCSD fXHNSION, 0176 • 9500 GilMAN DRIVf • lA JOllA, CA 92093·0176 • 619-534-7436 • fAX: 619·558·8156 
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Staff for Mayor O'Connor, Councilman Roberts, assisted 
by Jack St. John 


, 
July 17 Meeting 


This position paper outlines the gameplan for how we might best 
proceed at tomorrow's meeting with Mexican airports officials at 
what will be the first "working" meeting of the Bilateral Working 
Group on airport development on Otay Mesa/Mesa de Otay. 


This paper is for the internal use of the U.S. delegation members 
only and confidentiality is requested. 


First will be a quick overview of what we may hope to accomplish 
at the meeting and overall in the working group process. 


r 


To the latter point: The u.s. delegation's goal (and hopefully, 
the Bilateral Working Group's), it seems, is to reach a conceptual 
agreement with our Mexican counterparts on development of a safe, 
modern, state of the art airport with sufficient capacity to 
handle both San Diego and Tijuana's needs through the mid 21st 
Century in a way that maximizes the benefits and minimizes the 
drawbacks to citizens of both nations. 


Now to Wednesday's meeting. It achieves two immediate purposes 
just by taking place and being properly attended: 


1. It allows us to show the Mexican government that there is 
interest in this issue on our state and national levels. This is 
not just a local concern. The representatives of our federal and 
state governments help us out just by showing up. Just having you 
there makes a difference! 


2. The meeting also allows us to get all of our "markers" on the 
table, whether the Mexican delegation agrees with our views or 
not, we need to place on the record how we view this issue, and 
how we think we should proceed. 


3. The third and related fourth purposes will be more difficult to 
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accomplish, and we should not be distressed if we do not 
accomplish them at this meeting. 


J. We want agreement upon a scope of work that focuses the 
Bilateral Working Groups efforts on those topics that will reveal 
the need for bilateral airport development on Otay Mesa/Mesa de 
otay as opposed to the go-it-alone Mexican approach. 


4. We want to see the Mexican delegation broadened to include, in 
particular, Mexico's Commerce and Tourism ministries but also the 
Secretariat for Urban DeveYopment and Ecology (SEDUE), Servicios 
en El Espacio Aereo Mexicano (SENEAM), and possibly also Gov. 
Ruffo's office. 


The following proposal for how we proceed is directed at achieving 
the third and fourth goals: 


I. WELCOME & INTRODUCTIONS: 


Mayor O'Connor will make a brief welcoming statement thanking 
members of both delegations for coming, and underlining the 
importance of· the working group process, hopes for a 
solution beneficial to both nations and her belief that 
nothing could be more positive proof that we can work 
together than to cooperate on a major development like an 
airport on our shared border. 


She should note that the meeting would not have been possible 
without the interest of President Salinas and the support of 
the United States federal government. She will then ask 
Councilman Roberts to introduce the u.s. representatives and 
staff present. Ron will also note that Richard Kiy of the 
u.s. EPA and Deputy Under Secretary of Commerce Roger Wallace 
will be members of our delegation but could not make this 
meeting. He will then return the floor to Mayor 
O'Connor who will offer the Mexican delegation a chance to 
respond to the welcome and introduce its members. 


The chair (Mayor O'Connor, or in her absence Councilman 
Roberts) will move on with the next points on the agenda (A 
copy of the agenda will be provided to each member). 


I' APROVAL OF AGENDA: 


We hope the Mexican delegation will approve the agenda for 
this meeting that we, as hosts, have sugested. They are under 
no obligation to do so, however, and it is not unusual for 
international negotiations to open with a hassle over the 
agenda. 
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An agenda fight, should one occur, will force us to focus on 
our ultimate objectives; we can accept any agenda that 
provides an adequate vehicle for achiev~ng them. Conversely, 
we must resist any agenda that risks blocking their 
accomplishment. 


Fallback Position: In the event that the Mexican delegation 
argues that the broad or comprehensive statements of each 
side's vision for the region is beyond the internal limits 
placed on its authority, or that the scope of work is 
automatically defined ~y the Mexican delegation's own 
internal terms of reference, we should: 


a. Acknowledge the Mexican delegation's terms of reference 
and the constraints this may place on its ability to 
respond to us during the meeting; 


b. Note that our own terms of reference are much broader; and 
state that we don't see how a productive dialogue will be 
possible unless all relevant issues are examined by the 
the Bilateral Working Group, and that we hope that 
the Mexican delegation will be appropriately constituted 
and authorized for the future meetings of the Bilateral 
Working oup. 


c. state that in order to have as productiv~ a meeting as we 
can, the u.s. delegation will proceed as planned (i.e. 
_opening vision statement, proposed scope of work, 
presentation of TwinPorts proposal) even while reluctantly 
accepting that the Mexican delegation may not be 
authorized at this time to enter into a full dialogue. 


II. OPENING STATEMENT: 


A: United States statement (A copy will be presented to the 
Mexican delegation): 


B.: The Mexican delegation will now have the opportunity to make 
its opening statement. 


III. SCOPE OF WORK: 


This is probably the most important part of this meeting. the U.S. 
delgation will present and seek agreement on a proposal for Scope 
of Work and Objectives. The objective we propose for the Bilateral 
Working Group will be precisely the same as the u.s. delegation's 
own objective, as stated in the introductory remarks of this 
position paper and below. 
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It seems probable that the Mexican delegation will not be willing 
or able to agree to this formulation, · since it implies 
considerably more agreement on a joint airport than we believe 
exists at this point. For this reason, we will have prepared a 
more neutral formulation as a fallback. 


A. The u.s. spokesperson will outline the goal of the 
Bilateral Working Group, as the u.s. delegation sees it 
and proposed objectives designed to accomplish this goal. 
Attachment A will be passed out, it contains the goal and 
lists the objectives. 


1. The u.s. spokesperson will ask for agreement. 


2. First Fallback: To accept Mexican changes that leave 
unimpaired our ability in future meetings to examine 
and discuss all pertinent issues, hopefully with more a 
more broadly constituted Mexican delegation. 


3. In the event that the Mexicans balk at the above, 
the u.s~ spokesperson will present a list of hopefully 
uncontroversial objectives for the Bilateral Working 
Group and seek agreement from the Mexicans. The 
Mexicans will receive this as Attachment B. 


4. Second Fallback: If agreement remains · impossible, we 
can leave this item open (i.e., either 
not bilaterally agreed to or only agreed to in part) 
which leaves both sides free either to proceed as they 
originally planned or to re-examine their positions at 
a later date. 


B. The u.s. spokesperson will state our view that the 
Bilateral Working Group, as currently constituted, 
should not be seen as a decision-making panel, but 
should refer its work, where appropriate, to the 
cabinets of both nations. This could change if the 
Mexican delegation expands its membership so that 
issues are being addressed by the competant agencies . 


.... _ _. 
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c. Priorities: our spokesperson will contend that the 
first issues to be addressed should be those relevant 
to the charge given the working group by President 
Salinas and Secretary Caso, i.e. benefits. 


Once a decision is rendered on what kind of 
facility would best serve both nations then it 
will be time to enter a second stage in which 
CUstoms and Immigration and other issues will be 
decided along with negotiations about joint 
control of ~irspace, crash and rescue protocols 
and other issues. 


Fallback: We could accept parallel discusions, if 
the Mexicans insist. 


D. The Mexican delegation will now be given a chance to 
offer additional views of the Scope of Work and related 
issues. 


IV. PRESENTATION OF PROPOSALS: Each side will have the 
opportunity to describe in detail its proposal. 


The Mexican delegation will receive an attachment which 
outlines the TwinPorts proposal. 


V. INITIAL REACTIONS TO THE PRESENTATIONS: 


1. We will compliment the Mexicans on their proposal, 
noting their foresight, and adding noting that they in 
fact are ahead of us and we are trying to catch up. 


2. We will note, however, that we have several problems with 
their proposal, most markedly that it does not meet the 
economic needs of the region and does not fulfill our vision 
for what an airport should do for the region. 


3. We also have technical issues to raise, most notably those 
that involve limited space. 


VI. SET DATE AND LOCATION OF NEXT MEETING, and tour of Otay 
MesajMesa de Otay. 


~~~--~~--------------------------------------------------------·A Attachments: 


Annotated Agenda; 
u.s. Delegation Opening Statement; 
Attachment A: First proposal on Scope of Work and Objectives; 
Attachment B: Second proposal on Scope of Work and Objectives; 
Copy of TwinPorts proposal. 







' Annotated Agenda 
Bilateral Working Group 


I. WELCOME by Mayor O'Connor and Councilman Roberts and 
Introduction of Delegation Members. 


II. OPENING STATEMENTS: Each side will be afforded the 
opportunity to set out their respective visions of the future 
of the San Diego-Tijuana region and the role of international 
air transportation and necessary infrastructure to support 
it. Each side can make reference to the potential impact of 
the proposals to be e~mined by the Bilateral Working Group 
and the role, objectives and scope of work for the Bilateral 
Working Group. 


III. SCOPE Q[ HQBK: The delegations may discuss and, if possible, 
agree upon the objectives of the Bilateral Working Group, and 
the topics to be examined during .its existence and set a 
target date for completion of work. 


IV. PRESENTATION Ql PROPOSALS: Each side will have the 
opportunity to describe in detail its proposal. 


V. INITIAL REACTIONS IQ lHI PRESENTATIONS: Although the 
dele ~tions will want to study each other's proposal at 
leng -. , and examine both in detail in the course of future 
meetings of the Bilateral Working Group, they may wish to 
express briefly their initial, tentative reactions to each 
other's presentations at this time. 


VI ~ UAii AHQ LQCATION Q[ ~ MEETING and tour of Otay Mesa/ 
Mesa de Otay. 







OPENING STATEMENT: 
u.s. Delegation -- Bilateral Working Group 


* At issue is more than runways· and control towers but a 
vision for the region. Will San Diego and Tijuana reach 
out to each other so that they can better reach out to tne 
Pacific Rim? 


* An airport properly developed and coordinated on the 
border at San Diego-Tijuana could turn the region into a 
major gateway for the North American Free Trade 
area (i.e. the United States, Mexico and Canada). The 
airport could be a ma~net for industrial and economic 
development, including tourism and trade. 


* Both San Diego and Tijuana are well located to take 
advantage of the new era being brought forth by Presidents 
Salinas and Bush via the FTA -- a new era that replaces 
the unilateral past with a bilateral future. 


* To world markets the two cities represent ~ destination 
of great allure. 


* Nothing would do more to enable both cities to capitalize 
on their border location than for them to join in the 
development of a safe, modern, state-of-the-art air 
facility. 


* The converse also is true. Nothing would . hurt the 
emergence of the new era more ~han if the those charged 
with planning for the future of the most populous region 
on the United States-Mexico border fail to work together 
toward a mutually beneficial solution. 


* We can now develop a showpiece of a new era or, by 
failing, show the persistence of old negative ways of 
thinking. 


* The region needs an airport with a Category III landing 
system to allow for sufficient capacity to serve its 
projected capacity requirements. Consistent with this 
would be improved landings and take-offs requiring greater 
reciprocal use of airspace. u.s. airspace north of the 
border is now occupied by conflicting aviation uses, while 
topographical considerations would require aircraft 
approaching a runway north of the border to use Mexican 
airspace. 


A joint approach could mean better and more 
efficient use of airspace, which would translate into the 
maximum benefit for the land and airspace available to 
both nations. 
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* Just as important is the question of the border, and 
how it is viewed. Too often the focus, particularly in the 
media, has been neqative, when the border is discussed. A 
joint development of an airport would siqnal that 
the two nations, the two states and cities view their 
proximity as a marked advantaqe. It would be a tanqible 
demonstration of improved bilateral relations and chanqe, 
for the better, the way the reqion is viewed from afar and 
from within by ~ts Dwn citizens. 


* Airport development in Mexico is primarily a federal 
matter. In the United States, at least in the initial and 
final phases, the reverse is true. At the beqinninq local 
authorities plan and petition for federal fundinq for a 
new airport. Once developed, local authorities operate the 


·airport, thouqh the FAA traditionally manaqes the 
airspace, customs and immiqration operate their facilities 
and other federal and state aqencies may have important 
roles. 


* San Dieqo appreciates that the Mexican qovernment 
understands the primary role that local officials in the 
United States play. 


* We are also qrateful to the United States Government and 
to Governor Wilson for their participation in the workinq 
qroup and their support of our efforts. This participation 
and support demonstrates that thouqh a local matter, this 
is an issue of national concern. 


* President Salinas and Secretary caso both emphasized that 
Mexico would decide what to do about airport operations on 
Otay Mesa/Mesa de Otay based on an evaluation of the 
benefits to Mexico. This Workinq Group must, therefore, 
qive priority attention to this question. 


* Two proposals are on the table, the TwinPorts proposal and 
the proposal presented by Secretary Caso. These 
proposals must be evaluated comparatively within the 
context of benefits to both nations. There are positive 
aspects to both plans for both nations and the talks 
should elicit what those positives are, as well as the 
drawbacks. President Salinas, Secretary caso and Lie. de 
Oteyza have said our talks may produce a "third option" 
and we should approach the talks without preconceptions 
about the solution. 
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* We feel that the main issues ~at must be discussed in 
terms of benefits fall into three main categories: 
technical and safety; environmental; - ~nd trade and 
economic development. 


We have on our delegation members of our 
federal agencies that grapple not only with airport ground 
development but also air space; evironmental matters; and 
economics in addition to our local officials competent to 
discuss infrastruc~re development and finance. We should 
not forget that this is a political matter as well. 


our delegation has representation of the u.s. 
Commerce Department; FAA airports and air space management 
officials; as well as a representative of California's 
Governor and a Member of Congress. At some point experts 
in privatization of airport functions may be asked for 
advice, should that become an issue. 


We feel it only expedite the discussions if the 
Mexican delegation were to be expanded to include 
representatives of the competant agencies: Commerce; 
Tourism; SEDUE and SENEAM. 


At s ome other point other agencies must be involved to 
discuss other issues including security, · immigration and 
customs, and other matters that may come up. 


SUMMATION: 


San Dieqo and Tijuana have lonq deaonstrated qood will towards 
each other and a tradition of qood relations. Recent advances on 
development of a joint aewaqe plant, work toward a desalination 
plant, cooperation between our law enforc .. ent aqenciea and 
reqular aeetinqs between the Cabildo and the City council, 
underline the advances of just the recent few years. 


successful development of a new border airport and the work 
of buildinq a new border crossinq are the types of bilateral 
developments that can position this reqion for the future. 


We must take direction froa the new course 
Presidents -- toward a Free Trade Aqre .. ent. 


aiqnaled by our 


The aere fact that the bilateral talks have bequn is evidence 
that leaders in both nations understand what is at stake. But the 
talks themselves are not enouqh. They auat be successful, and it 
is with the confidence that they will be successful that we 
proceed. 







ATTACHMENT A: 
Scope of Work and Objectives 


Key Objective: The goal of the Bilateral Working Group is to reach 
conceptual agreement on development of a safe, 
modern, state of the art airport with sufficient 
capacity to handle both San Diego and Tijuana's 
needs through the mid 21st Century in a way that 
maximizes the benefits and minimizes the drawbacks 
to the citizeps of both nations. 


Procedure: The Bilateral Working Group, in accordance with 
the test laid down by President Salinas must focus 
on the issue of comparative benefits. The group's 
analysis should compare the two options, TwinPorts 
the proposal submitted by Secretary Caso, 
evaluating a number of issues, perhaps in 
subcommittees, including but not limited to: 


Technical aspects: 


* Safety; 
* Air space management; 
* Capacity; 
* Efficiency of Operations; 
* Room for future expansion. 


Economics: 


* the airport as a magnet for 
industry; 


~- tourism; 
-- infrastructure development outside the 


airport; 
* Trade between the North American Free Trade 


area and global markets; 
* financing including privatization 


opportunities; 
* ability of airport to attract the airlines 


and passengers. 


Environmental impacts: 


We need to look at the environmental impacts of 
a Tijuana-only airport and compare it to 
TwinPorts, particularly noise. 
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Other issues that must be addressed by the Bilateral 
Working Group: 


* Air traffic control procedures; 
* Airport management; 
* Bilateral coordination; 
* Security; 
* Immigratiol\i 
* customs; ' 
* Other issues that may emerge as relevant. 







ATTACHMENT B: 
Scope of Work and Objectives 


1. To examine: 
a) proposals involving shared international airport 


facilities on Otay Mesa; 
b) what advantages and benefits, if any, would 


accrue to each country under such proposals; 
c) the technical, institutional and political 


problems such proposals might involve and; 
d) How these problems might be resolved. 


2. To draw conclusions and make recommendations 
jointly, if possible -- regarding the above, and to 
report such conclusions and recommendations to the 
pertinent national authorities in the respective 
countries. 







ELEMENT~ OF THE U.S. DELEGATION'S PROPOSAL FOR AIRPORT OPERATIONS 
ON OTAY MESA/MESA DE OTAY 


our proposal was named "TwinPorts" because it does not env~s~on a 
classic binational airport, like the EuroAirport in Europe, in 
which terminals, customs and immigration facilities are mingled. 


Instead, the proposal calls for twin airports operating side by 
side and respecting both nation's sovereignty, without the mixing 
of terminals, customs, immigration and other inspection 
facilities. ,, 
TwinPorts is based on Tijuana's current Grl. Abelardo Rodriguez 
International Field with a ''twin" U.S. airport north of the 
border. 


TwinPorts would: 


Provide for complete Instrument Landing System (ILS) 
approaches; 


Have runways long enough to allow fully loaded jumbo jets to 
take off n~-stop to European and Asian destinations. 


Have a location on the border that maximizes the region's 
promise as a Pacific Rim trading center. . 
Simplify airport operations so as to alleV!ate concerns over 
sovereignty; 


Minimize noise impacts on existing residential communities, by 
providing a "noise envelope" patterned after the current 
Tijuana airport noise contours. 


Under TwinPorts, Lindbergh Field would remain open, and 
function at about its current capacity, as a "short-haul" 
airport. 


Physically TwinPorts would consist of three primary features: 


• Parallel runways on each side of the border; 


* Separate terminals on the respective sides of the border; 


• A joint control tower staffed by u.s. and Mexican air traffic 
controllers. 


RQNWAYS: There would be a new 12,000-foot runway on the United 
States side of the border, running parallel to the current Tijuana 
airport runway on the Mexican side. The two runways would be 
linked by a taxiway, which would be the only permanent physical 
feature of the airport crossing th~ border. 
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The Rodriquez runway would remain in operation as it is, or it 
could be improved and lenqthened and re-aliqned to improve qlide 
slopes. Aircraft would land or take off qn the runway indicated by 
the air traffic controllers. After landinq, aircraft would taxi to 
the appropriate terminal. 


TEBMINALS: Each nation would operate their own and separate 
terminals with separate customs, immiqration, aqriculture and 
other necessary inspection services on the respective sides of 
border. 


the 


CONTRQL TOWER: The joint control tower would be operated at FAA 
standards. The joint operation would merely formalize the current 
practice whereby air traffic controllers of both nations now 
cooperate to maintain safe airspace alonq the San Oieqo-Tijuana 
border. 
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DRAFT FOR DISCUSSIO~ 
MA1TERS RELATED TO TIIE AIR CARRIER 
AIRPORT SITE SELECTION STUDY 


Introduction 


NOT APPROVED 


The matters discussed in this report include requests from the City and County of San Diego, 


the role of the SANDAG Airport Delegation, and ground access planning for Otay Mesa. This 


report is divided into four sections. Each section discusses one of the issues. 


A. REQUESTS FROM THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO 


Introduction 


The City of San Diego is requesting SANDAG to concur in the designation of Otay Mesa as an 


air carrier airport site and join the City as a co-sponsor in a grant application to the Federal 


Aviation Administration for Otay Mesa air carrier airport master plan funds. (Refer to the 


attached City of San Diego resolution.) The airport delegation bas analyzed the request and 


discussed with staff the site designation process and it is our 


RECOMMENDATION 


that the Board of Directors designate Otay Mesa as an area suitable for air carrier airport 


planning purposes, and support as a co-sponsor an application by the City of San Diego, as lead 


agency , to the Federal Aviation Administration for Otay Mesa air carrier airport master plannmg 


funds. 







Discussion 
DRAFT FOR DISCUSSIQf. ~ 


NOT APPROVED 
If the Board approves the recommendation, the following actions would occur: 


1. The City of San Diego, acting as the lead agency, intends to prepare and submit a grant 


application to the Federal Aviation Administration for master planning the Otay Mesa site. 


SANDAG would co-sponsor the grant application. 


2. A "Bilateral Working Group," which includes representatives of both national 


governments, plus state and local officials, has been appointed to discuss the institutional 


and technical issues associated with an air carrier airport on Otay Mesa. When the 


participants believe the Working Group and the master planning project have made 


sufficient progress, SANDAG should review the aviation policies in the Regional 


Transportation Plan. Then, if warranted, the Board can update the policies to designate 


Otay as a regional air carrier . site, and adopt a revised policy on the future of Lindbergh 


Field and NAS Miramar. 


B. REQUEST FROM THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 


Introduction 


The County of San Diego is requesting SANDAG to appoint a citizen to a San Diego County 


Regional Airport Authority Exploration Committee. (Refer to the attached Board of Supervisors 


Letter.) · The airport delegation has reviewed the request and it is our 


RECOMMENDATION 


that the Board of Directors undertake, as an initial element of the master plan, an analysis of the 


air carrier airport operator and authority issue as suggested by the County of San Diego. 







Discussion 


DRAFT FOR DISCUSSIOf' 
f~OT APPROVED 


The issue of air carrier airport operations is important and should be evaluated after some 


success has been shown· in the bilateral discussions. The work should be done by SANDAG as 


an early element in the master plan. Its cost would be fmanced through a grant from the Federal 


Aviation Administration. 


At last month ' s meeting, the Board directed staff to prepare a memorandum regarding the 


various legal options available for airport operations or authorities. Attachment 3 is a 


memorandum prepared by SANDAG's General Counsel that discusses the possible options. 


C. ROLE OF THE SANDAG AIRPORT DELEGATION 


Introduction 


At last month ' s meeting, the Chairman asked for Board direction regarding the role of 


SANDAG's airport delegation. The delegation is comprised of the Mayor of San Diego, 


SANDAG's Chairman, and the past Chairman of the San Diego County Board of Supervisors 


and the San Diego Unified Port District. The delegation was formed a year ago to address the 


question: Is there a strong bona fide interest on the part of the United States and Mexico in 


developing an air carrier airport on Otay Mesa? It is our 


RECOl\1MENDATION 


that the Board of Directors of the San Diego Association of Governments authorize the 


membership of the SANDAG Allport Delegation to participate in the bilateral discussions 


regarding the use of Otay Mesa as an air carrier airport site and continue to advise the Board 


regarding all matters related to the air carrier site selection study. 







Discussion 


DRAFT FOR DISCUSSIQfJ 
f~OT APPROVED 


In reviewing the progress made to date and the work, both near term and long term, we have 


come to the following conclusions that support our recommendation: 


1. The delegation's work is incomplete. At this point in time we do not know whether an 


agreement between the two countries can be reached. Therefore, the question posed 


earlier in the introduction is yet to be answered. 


2. The bilateral working group is the right group to answer the question and the SANDAG 


delegation should participate in the discussions and report results to the SANDAG Board. 


3. Since the inception of the delegation's work, members have consulted with representatives 


of the two federal governments, California and Baja California officials, and other public 


and private sector representatives. The delegation understands the technical and policy 


issues related to the airport effort. This knowledge and experience should be helpful to 


SANDAG and we wish to continue in advising the Board on these matters. 


D. OTA Y MESA AIR CARRIER AIRPORT GROUND ACCESS 


Introduction 


The Delegation members have received many comments regarding the ability and willingness 


of all of the air travelers in the region to use an airport at Otay Mesa. Comments also have 


been made regarding the impacts of airport traffic on the highway system and on local streets 


and roads. SANDAG should analyze and forecast traffic impacts of an Otay Mesa airport. We 


believe this effort can begin in parallel with the bilateral discussions and would not conflict with 


the master plan process. Therefore, it is our 


RECOMMENDATION 







that the Board authorize staff to initiate funding inquiries to the Department of Transportation 


and prepare a scope of work to address a comprehensive review of the ground access issue to 


Otay Mesa. 


MAYOR JACK DOYLE 


COUNCILMEMBER RON ROBERTS 


Attachments 


SUPERVISOR LEON WILLIAMS 


COMMISSIONER MEL PORTWOOD 


DRAFT FOR DISCUSSi Of-~ 
NOT APPROVED 







ATIACHMENT l 


73 
DATE: June 11, 1991 


TOI Board ot supervisors 


SUDJBC'l': San Diego County Regional ·Airport Author! ty 
Exploration Committee 


IQHMABX; 


USQI: 


Should the county, {as the regional governme~ representing all 
eighteen cities and the unincorporated area, establish a seven 
member San Diego County Regional Airport Au ori ty Exploration 
Committee to identify and rec011Ullenc1 the most appropriate 
organizational structure for a San Die90 County Reqional 
Airport Authority which woulcl be charged with the reapon-


,sibility to provide for the region's integrated air transport 
needs? 


, JUN 1 1 1991 


BEQOMMINPATIONCSll 
SQPBRYXSOB WJLLXIXS: 


1) Approve the establishment ot a San Dieqo County Reqional 
Airpo~ Authority Exploration committee to determine the 
most appropriate organizational structure and financing 
mechanism tor the establishment ot a San Die9o county 
Regional Airport Authority, and to identity and make 
recommendations on other issues surrounding the creation 
ot such an authority. 


2) Authorize the Chairman of the Board of sup•rvisors to 
invite the other agencies in San Dieqo county which are 
involved in the operation or plannin9 ot airports (these 
include the Unified Port District, the City ot San Diego, 
the City ot Oceanside and San Dieqo Association of 
Governments) to participate in the establishment or such 
a committee. 


3) Direct the CAO to investiqate staffing needs and evaluate 
appropriate funding sources, including the availability 
of Airport Enterprise Funds, necessary to establish a San 
Diego county Regional Airport Authority Exploration 
committee. Approve in concept the County•• commitment 
to rund up to $10o,ooo to support the staffinq, opera
tions and necessary consultant services ror the San Diego 
county Regional Airport Authority Exploration committee . 







?3 
SUJlECTa San Diego County Regional Airport Authority Exploration 


committee 


IDVISQRY STATEMENT 


No advisory statements or recommendations have been received 
relative to this action. 


FISCAL IMQC'l' 


By approving these recommendations, the Board is approving in 
concept the expenditure o~ up· to $100,000 towards the 
staffing, operations and necessary consultant services tor the 
San Diego County Regional Airport Authority Exploration 
Committee. No expenditures will be made before staft returns 
to the Board during budget deliberations with final recommen
dations. 


BACIQRQUHP: 


THE NEED ~OR 2XPAND20 AIR TRANSPORT ~ACXLITI2S 


Although San Diego International Airport-Lindbergh Field is 
centrally located and qenerates an operating profit, the San 
Diego region needs to expand its air transport facilities for 
many reasons. Predictions are that in a short time, auto 
traffic coincident to Lindbergh Fiel~ will become so severe 
that q~tting to and from the airport may take longer than many 
flights. Additionally, air traffic operations are becoming 
increasinqly conqested. In 1989, there wero more than 200,000 
take-offs and landin9s at Lindbergh Field and that number i5 
eXpected to qrow 2\ annually. The passenger load is projected 
to increase 460,000 annually, and by 1999 the - averaqe take
off. delay tor an afternoon departure will be 74 minutes. 


There is concern that Lindbergh Field's inadequate size will 
adversely atfect the economic health ot the San Dieqo region 
and its ability to eompeto within the emerging Pacific Rim 
market. Economists have estimated that without additional air 
carrier capacity there will be a loss of "economic oppor
tunity" in the ranqe of $33 to $55 billion between now and the 
year 2050. 
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SVIJECT: San Dieqo County Regional Airport Authority Exploration 
Committee 


THE SITING OF A NEW AIRPORT 


The 'search for a new airport to replace Lindbergh Field has 
been a recurrin9 issue tor the region since world War II. In 
the event that a new airport ie sited in the region, there 
needs to be an authority in place whioh can acquire, plan tor , 
build, finance, operate, maintain and aciminiater the new 
facility. 


lNTZR•AGBHQY COOPZRATION 


Presently, there are tour agencies which operate airports in 
the county ot san Dieqo and one that serves as the primary 
transportation planning agency; 


1) The county of san Diego operates McClellan-Palomar Field, 
Gillespie Field, Ramona Airport, Borrego Valley Airport, 
Aqua Caliente Springs Airstrip, Ocotillo Wells Airport, 
Jacumba Airport and Fallbrook Community Airpark. 


2) The Unified Port District operates Lindberqh Field. 


J) 'l'he City of san Diego operates Brown Field and Montqomery 
Field. 


4) The City ot Oceaside operate• oceanside Municipal 
Airport. 


5) SANDAG is designated by the State ot California on behalf 
of the Federal Department of Transportation as the 
"Metropolitan Planning organization'' and •erves as the 
reqional transportation planning aqency -in San Diego 
county. SANDAG has taken a lead role in •tudyinq where 
a new internationa~ airport should be sited. 


Clearly, these agencies, as the airport operators and planners 
in the region, all have a vested interest in airport develop
ment in the region and •hould be invited to participate in a 
San Dieqo county Regional Airport Authority Exploration 
Committee to determine the orqanizational structure most 
suitable tor a san Dieqo San Diego County Reqional Airport 
Authority. 


Working together, these aqenciea ehould examine the issues 
surrounding the creation of such an authority in order to form 
a mutually beneficial agreement which will ••rv• the best 
interests of all citizens ·in the county of san Dieqo. The 
committee would be charged with identityinq ano recommendinq 
the most appropriate orqanizational .etructure tor a sa~ Dioqo 
county Regional Airport Authority with responsibil1ty to 
provide for the· region's inteqrated air transport needs. 
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SUBJECT: San Dieqo County Regional Airport Authority Exploration · 


Committee 


It is in the best interest or· san oieqo county and its 
residents for the county to continue its active participation 
in airport issues: · 


• The County serves as the only reqional government, with 
its elected officials representing citizens of all 18 
cities and the unincorporated area. 


• SANDAG has recognized the County's planning and land use 
responsibilities in airport sitinq. 


• The County has shared responsibilities for coordinating 
and/or providing road/rail access to and from the 
proposed airports. 


• The county owns · and operates eight airports in the reqion 
and has extensive experience in airport management. 


The County is the State appointed responsible aqency for 
issues relatinq to noise problems surrounding airports 
and bas the authority to designate "noise problem" 
airports County-wide. 


• There is precedence ~or County participation in incor
porated area-based pUblic agencies, including: 


1) Metropolitan Transit Development Board, regional 
surface transportation authority. 


2) Metropolitan Waste Water Authority. 


3) Regional air pollution control. 


By actively participatinq in the airport issue through the 
establishment of a San Oieqo County Regional Airport Authority 
Exploration Committee, the County would maintain a further 
role as a charter member ot the San Diego county Reqional 
Airport Authority. 


4 
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SUBJECT: son Diego county Regional Airport Authority Exploration 


committee 


SAN J)%1:00 COUNTY UGZONU A%RPOJt~ AUTBOR%TY .EXPLORATION 
COMMITTEE'S HAKE UP 


The San Oieqo County Regional ·Airport Authority Exploration 
Committee would be mad• up ot aeven appointed citizen 
representatives (not elected oftieiala): two from the County 
of san Diego, two from the City of San Diego, one each from 
the City of ocean•ide, the san Diego Unified Port District and 
the San Dieqo Aasociation of Governments. The representa
tives should be selected so that they brinq a broad spectrum 
of expertise to the committee necessary to developing 
recommendations reqarding the fonu1tion of a san Dieqo County 


. Regional Airport Authority. Examples of desirable fields of 
expertise include: finance, law, air transport, real estate, 
international commerce and local business. The appropriate 
•taff support would be provided by the participatinq agencies. 


TIMEL%NE 


7t is intended that each agency appoint its respective 
representative(&) to the San Diego County Regional Airport 
Authority Exploration Committee .by Auqust 1, 1991. The 
committee would then meet •• o~ten as determined necessary in 
order to make their recommendations on the i •sues surrounding 
creation of an Airport Authority by December 1, 1991. 


Respect~ully submitted, 
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ATIACHMENT 2 


THE CITY OF 


SAN DIEGO 
CITY ADMINISTRATION BUILDING • 202 C STREET • SAN DIEGO, CALIF. 92/0I 


OFFICE OF THE 
CITY MANAGER 


Kenneth Sulzer 
Executive Director 
SANDAG 
1st Interstate Bank 
401 B St., Ste. 800 
San Diego, CA 92101 


Dear Mr. Sulzer: · 


June 7, 1991 


At the f-lay 28, 1991 meeting of the San Diego City Council, 
Resolution No. R-278003 (attached) was passed which served to state 
San Diego's preferred option for a new airport is embodied in the 
TwinPorts Concept, as described in the "Otay Mesa Dual Airport 
Study". 


The resolution further "requests that SANDAG concur in the 
designation of Otay Mesa as the preferred airport site insofar as 
the concept pursued is an airport designed to complement Lindbergh 
Field and not replace it.'' 


By this letter and attached resolution, I respectfully ask that you 
bring this request before the SANDAG Board. Hopefully with their 
endorsement, we will be one step closer to meeting the growing 
aviation needs of our region. 


JM:TF:PS:ch 


Attachment 


JACK McGRORY 
CITY MANAGER 







(R-91-2034 REV.1) 


RESOLUTION NtlMB,t':" ~:8003 
ADOPTED ON AY 2 ... 1991 


WHEREAS, San Dieqo Association of Governments (SANDAG), as 


the reqional planninq body responsible for creating an airport 


systems plan for San Diego, has identified Otay Mesa as a 


technically feasible site for a regional commercial airport; and 


WHEREAS, the City Council and the Planning ·commission 


conducted a joint workshop on May 2, 1991, in reqard to the 


matter of an airport in the Otay Mesa area; and 


WHEREAS, the City Council has considered several airport 


options for otay Mesa including the TwinPort Concept as described 


by the otay Mesa chamber of Commerce in their presentation at the 


May 2 Joint Workshop and as more specifically described in the 


technical report of P&D Technologies entitled "Otay Mesa Dual 


Airport Study"; NOW, THEREFORE, 


BE IT RESOLVED, by the Council of The City of San Dieqo, 


that The City of San Diego's preferred option for a new airport 


is embodied in the TWinPort Concept, as described in the "Otay 


Mesa Dual Airport Study." 


BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that The City of San Diego hereby 


requests that SANDAG concur in the desiqnation of Otay Mesa as 


the preferred airport site insofar as the concept pursued is an 


airport designed to complement Lindbergh Field and not replace 


it. 


BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that The City of San Diego w~ll 
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encouraqe Mexico's participation in the TwinPort planning 


includinq the facilitation of any Rodriquez Airport expansion 


opportunities that miqht require City of San Dieqo land usa 


support. 


BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that it is the intent of the City 


council to request from the United States Government, 


particularly the Department of Transportation and the Federal 


Aviation Administration, (1) the fundinq of t~ose studies 


necessary to develop an airport master plan based on the TwinPort 


concept and (2) appropriate United States Government 


consultations with the Mexican Federal Government. 


BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that City staff is directed to 


explore fundinq mechanisms for land acquisition and the 


possibility of the Unified Port Authority actinq as the airport 


operator. 


APPROVED: JOHN W. WITT, City Attorney 


By~~ 
~ Frederickc:conrad 
CJ . Chief Deputy City Attorney 


FCC:lc:HOV:ps 
05/21/91 
05/30/91 REV.l 
or.Dept.Plan. 
R-91-2034 
Form•r-t 
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INSTITUTIONAL ARRANGEMENTS 
OPERATOR/AUTHORITY 


FOR A 


----------------- --


ATTACHMENT 3 


REGIONAL AIRPORT 


Currently, the S~n Diego Unified Port District, the County and 
some cities operate airports in the San Diego region. The 
Board requested further information on what organizational 
alternatives there might be for establishing a single regional 
airport authority to assume these operations and the operation 
of any new airport. In summary, the alternatives would be: 


1. The Port District Currently the Port's enabling 
legislation authorizes it to operate airports in its area of 
jurisdiction. (Harbors and Navigation Code Appendix Sections 4 
and 5.) An amendment to. the l egislation would be required for 
the Port District to operate airports outside its present 
boundaries. 


2. The County of San Diego - The county is authorized ·by 
Sections 26020, 50470 and 50474 of the Government Code to 
provide and maintain public airports in the unincorporated and 
incorporated area. 


3. An Airport District- A countywide airport district may be 
formed pursuant to the California Airport District Act (Part 2 
[commencing with Section 22001] of Div. 9 of the Public 
Utilities Code). The district is formed by election, and is 
governed by five elected directors. 


4. A Joint Powers· Authority - The County and various cities 
could establish an authority through a joint exercise of powers 
agreement. (Government Code Section 6500 et seq.) 


5. A Statutorily Created Authority - The state through new 
legislation could provide for the establishment of an authority 
within the region which could be designed to meet the region's 
specific needs. 
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U.S. DELEGATION'S PROPOSAL FOR AIRPORT OPERATIONS ON OTAY 
MESA/MESA DE OTAY 


our proposal was named "TwinPorts" because it does not env1.s1.on a 
classic binational airport, like the EuroAirport in Europe, in 
which terminals, customs and immigration facilities are mingled. 


Instead, the proposal calls for twin airports operating side by 
side and respecting both nation's sovereignty, without the mixing 
of terminals, customs, immigration and other inspection 
facilities. 


Twi nPorts is based on Tijuana's current Grl. Abelardo Rodriguez 
International Field with a "twin" U.S. airport north of the 
border. 


TwinPorts would: 


Prov~de for complete Instrument Landing System (ILS) 
approaches; 


Have runways long enough to allow fully loaded jumbo jets to 
take off non-stop to European and Asian destinations. 


Have a location on the border that maximizes the region's 
promise as a Pacific Rim trading center. 


Simplify airport operations so as to alleviate concerns over 
sovereignty; 


Minimize noise impacts on existing residential communitie s , by 
providing a "noise envelope" patterned after the current 
Tijuana airport noise contours . 


Under TwinPorts, Lindbergh Field would remain open, and 
function at about its current capacity, as a "short-haul" 
airport . 


Physically TwinPorts would consist of three primary features: 


* Parallel runways on each side of the border; 


* Separate terminals on the respective sides of the border; 
-. 


* A joint control tower staffed by u.s. and Mexican air traffic 
controllers. 


RUNWAYS: There would be a new 12,000-foot runway on the Un i ted 
States side of the border, running para llel to the current Tij uana 
a i rport runway on the Mexican side. The two runways would be 
linked by a taxiway, which would be t he only permanent physical 
feature of the a i rport crossing the border . 







u.s. Delegation Proposal 
July 17, 1991 
Page 2 


The Rodriguez runway would remain in operation as it is, or it 
could be improved and lengthened and re-aligned to improve glide 
slopes. Aircraft would land or take off on the runway indicated by 
the air traffic controllers. After landing, aircraft would taxi to 
the appropriate terminal. 


TERMINALS: Each nation would operate their own and separate 
terminals with separate customs, immigration, agriculture and 
other necessary inspection services on the respective sides of the 
border. 


CONTROL TOWER: The joint control tower would be op~rated at FAA 
standards. The joint operation would merely formalize the current 
practice whereby air traffic controllers of both nations now 
cooperate to maintain safe airspace along the San Diego-Tijuana 
border. 







ATTACHMENT B: 
Scope of Work and Objectives 


1. To examine: 
a) proposals involving shared inte rnational airport 


facilities on Otay Mesa; 
b) what advantages and benefits, if any, would 


accrue to each country under such proposals; 
c) the technical, institutional and political 


problems such proposals might involve and; 
d) How these problems might be resolved. 


2. To draw conclusions and make recommendations 
jointly, if possible -- regarding the above, and to 
report such conclusions and recommendations to the 
pertinent national authorities in the respective 
countries. 







TO U.S. MEMBERS AND OBSERVERS OF THE 
BILATERAL WORKING GROUP ON AIRPORT 
OPERATIONS ON OTAY MESA AND MESA DE 
OTAY: 


THE JULY 17 CAUCUS WILL TAKE PLACE IN 
THE WESTGATE HOTEL 1055 2ND AVENUE ON THE 
SECOND FLOOR IN THE REGENCY ROOM AT 8:30AM 
TO 9:15. 


WE WILL THEN MEET THE MEXICAN DELEGATION AT 
10 A.M. IN THE AMBASSADOR ROOM ON THE 
HOTEL'S THIRD FLOOR. 


THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP 


FOR QUESTIONS: CALL MIKE ABRAMS IN 
COUNCILMAN RON ROBERTS' OFFICE AT: 


(619) 236-6622 (o) 
(619) 283-2826 (h) . 


., 







The following Mexican officials are expected for the July 17 
Bilateral Working Group meeting: 


Ing. Jorge de la Madrid Virgen, Subdirector of Construction and 
Conservation -- ASA 
Ing. Javier Ramos Corona, Gerente de Proyectos 


Arq. Alvaro Hernandez; 
Ing. Manuel Angulo; 
Sr. Octavio del Conde. 


The latter three are consultants. 







Expected from the U.S. delegation for the Jully 17 meeting: 


Mayor Maureen O'Connor, San Diego city; 
City councilman Ron Roberts, San Diego City; 
Mayor Jack Doyle, Santee, Chairman San Diego Association of 
Governments 
supervisor Leon Williams, San Diego County; 
Commissioner Mel Portwood, Port of San Diego. 


Mr. Francisco Herrera, Director International Affairs for Gov. 
Wilson; 
Ms. Elsa saxod, Director Governor's Office of California-Mexico 
Affairs 


Mr. Karl Biggins, u.s. Rep. Lowery's office; 
Mr. Cliff Woodward: Department of Transportation- Wash.; 
Mr. Howard Yoshioka, Western Pacific Regional Office Airports 
Division of FAA; 
Mr. Robert Vaughn, Manager San Diego TRACON, FAA; 
Mr. Paul Klein, u.s. Consulate, Tijuana 
Ms. Sandra Raynes, u.s. Consulate, Tijuana 


Unable to attend but planning to serve on delegation: 


~~. Richard Kiy, U.S. EPA 
¥~. Roger Wallace, u.s. Commerce Department. 
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July 30, 1992 RECE \VED 


~~s ~ 


The Hon. Leon L. Williams 
SD County Board of Supervisors 
1600 Pacific Highway, Rm 335 
San Diego, CA 92101 


L~ 
Dear Super~sor~liams: 


The San Diego Dialogue is asking the San Diego City 
Council to consider the enclosed resolution and proposal to 
establish a regional airport authority as a joint powers 
agency. Since the media may seek your comments, I wanted 
you to have an opportunity to review these drafts with the 
understanding that the consultative process in which we are 
engaged could result in further changes. 


I hope you will not prejudge the issue. I will be 
available to meet with you at your convenience if you would 
like to discuss the proposal. 


Sincerely, 


cLJ ,4/..~ ::J 
Charles E. Nathanson 
Executive Director 
San Diego Dialogue 


UNIVERSITY Of CALIFORNIA, SAN DIEGO • UCSO EXTENSION, 0176 • 9500 GilMAN DRIVE • LA JOlLA, CA 92093·0176 • 619·534-7436 • FAX: 619·558·8156 
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Proposed Resolution hy San Di ego City C':ouncil 


RESOLUTION requesting San Diego Dialogue to undertake certain activities regarding the 
work to site air carrier airport facilities. 


WHEREAS the City of San Diego is the land use agency for the reasonable 
altecnative sites for additional air catTier airport capacity; 


WHEREAS San Diego Dialogue has proposed an alternative institutional process to 
oversee and implement the work to site air carrier ai rport facilities; 


BE IT RESOLVED that the San Diego City Council request San Diego Dialogue to 
undertake the following: 


1. Consult with the Board of Port Commissioners , the SANDAG Board of 
Directors , the San Diego County Board of Supervisors, the State of 
California, and the federal government to determine their interest in 
participating in a Joint Powers Agency (JPA) agreement as proposed by San 
Diego Dialogue; 


2. If a positive interest is expressed, prepare a draft JPA agreement , 
recommend members of the JPA, and prepare other materials that may be 
necessary to initiate a JP A 


3. Prepare a progress report for the City Council within 60 days. 


BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City Manager is authorized to provide 
reasonable assistance to San Diego Dialogue to fulfill this request. 
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Proposal to Establish 
A San Diego Regional Airport Auchority 


As a Joint Powers Agency (JP A) 


I. Overview 


Siting a new air carrier airport facility in San Diego is a long term development 
and investment project with major consequences for the economy and environment of the 
region , U .S. military installations in the area, and relations with Mexico at the federal, 
state and local levels of government. 


To ensure an appropriate planning process for a project of this magnitude and 
complexity, San Diego Dialogue proposes that a regional airport authority be established 
as a joint powers agency (JPA). A JPA would provide: 


• A broad collaborative framework for coordinated planning and action across the 
region and among the various levels of government; 


• A comprehensive program of work with adequate funding to permit the earliest 
possible determination of whether it is economically and politically feasible to 
develop an air carrier airport on any of the sites which the San Diego Association 
of Governments (SANDAG) has designated as technically feasible ; 


• An authorizing mandate sufficiently strong and clear to protect the integrity of 
the planning process and permit the bold initiaitves which this project requires if it 
is to succeed. 


I 
II. Participating Agencies 


• City of San Diego 
• County of San Diego 
• San Diego Unified Port District 
• San Diego Association of Governments 
• Office of Governor of California 
• Office of U.S. Secretary of Transportation 


III. Mandate of JP A 


To provide additional air carrier airport capacity for the San Diego region. 


IV. Limited Powers 


The JPA is not intended to be a taxing authority, bonding agency, airport 
operating agency, or land use authority . 
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V . Scope of Work/Reporting Requirements 


A. How much San Diego should invest in developing additional air carrier airport 
capacity within the region depends in part on the consequences of not developing 
this capacity. Moreoever, one alternative with significant support in the 
community is not to seek additional capacity within the region but rather improve 
access for San Diegans to and from major hub markets . 


Thus the JP A should report to the participating agencies within 18 months its 
evaluation of the relative costs and benefits to San Diego of improving access to 
other markets rather than building additional capacity within the region. 


B. The City Council has implemented for the past two years a moratorium on 
residential construction on Otay Mesa Property owners have stated that the area 
bas been involved in a planning process for the past decade. Of the technically 
feasible sites, Otay Mesa is the most time-sensitive because of the pending 
residential development. 


Thus the JP A should report to the participating agencies within 18 months on the 
following questions: 


1. Can the region support two air carrier airports , and if not, what are the 
prospects for financing a new facility to replace Lindbergh Field and 
provide additional capacity to meet the region's future needs? 


2. Will the development plans for Rodriguez Field meet San Diego's needs 
for air carrier service; if so, how can San Diego make the best use of this 
additional capacity? 


3. If not, can the United States and Mexico reach agreement on the joint 
development of Rodriguez Field and new facilities on Otay Mesa? 


C. NAS Miramar has been identified by SANDAG as a technically feasible 
alternative site. Thus the JP A should consult with the 1993 and 1995 Presidential 
Commissions on Base Closure and Realignment to determine the institutional and 
economic feasibility of using any portion of NAS Miramar for air carrier airport 
facilities. 


D. San Diego Unified Port District has prepared a Lindbergh Field development 
study which suggests that Lindbergh Field can be configured to meet the region's 
air carrier demand until the year 2015. In light of comments made by the 1991 
Presidential Commission on Base Closure and Realignment regarding the Marine 
Corps Recruit Depot and the Naval Training Center, the JPA should consult with 
the 1993 and 1995 Presidential Commissions to determine the institutional and 
economic feasibility of using all or any portion of these facilities to augment the 
capacity of Lindbergh Field. 


NOTE: This Scope of W ark/Reporting Requirements should not preclude the JP A 
from investigating any new technological or institutional developments affecting 
the feasibility of increasing air carrier airport capacity for San Diego , including in 
particular changes in the structure of the airline industry, progress in developing a 
national airport plan, advances in long-haul and short-haul service, and 
innovations in instrument landing systems. 
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VI. Funding 


JPA. 
Existing federal funds in combination with local funding to set up and staff the 


VII. Sunset Provision 


Six years from the formation of the JP A the member agencies should re-evaluate 
its mandate. 


(NOTE: The contents of this draft are subject to change upon further consultation.) 
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