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October 31, 1990 


SISTEMAS Y PROYECTOS POCHTECA 
S de R l deC V 


Boulevard Diaz Ordaz No. 250 B-4 
22450 La Mesa , Tijuana. BCN 


Tel21 -6441 , 2t:0"4'1-zt 81-5480 


Mr. Leon L. Williams, Chairman 
County Board of Supervisors 
County Administration Center 
San Diego, California 92101 


Dear Mr. Williams. 


As a Tijuana-based consultant specializing in border industry 
and regional d e ve lopment, I have closely tracke d the 
developments following Supervisor Bilbray's proposal to expand 
Tijuana airport on both sides of the border to meet San Diego's 
future airport needs. 


The particular concept put forth by Supervisor Bilbray at 
the SANDAG board meeting last t1ay is based on taking advantage 
of the unobstructed flisht-path of the "Tecate Valley", which 
substantially reduces overflight-noise impacts on residents 
on both sides of the border. Based on my knowledge of Mexican 
government thinking and feelings, I recognized that this new 
approach could break the mental log-jam created by the earlier 
SANDAG proposal, which totally ignored the impact of, 
essentially, a south-north runway configuration on Mexican 
feelings. 


However, I realized that even though San Diego's regional 
economy is more than one-fourth of Mexico's national economy 
and is next door to Mexico, there are few people in San Diego 
who have the experience and knowledge to think through the 
approaches and strategies that should be used to implement 
this excellent idea with, primarily, the Mexican federal 
government . 


While I realize that I should not get in the way of San Diego 
and Mexico City, I have. nevertheless, perceived the need 
since last May that it might be helpful that I do some coaching 
from the sidelines for both sides until the proper approach 
crystallizes. After five months since Supervisor Bilbray 
advanced his concept, SANDAG has been unable to come to grips 
with a viable strategy with respect to Mexico City. 


Several months ago I expressed my concerns to Jack Koerper . 
I outlined to him an information base-line approach, which 
he apparently ignored . This became evident a few weeks ago 
during the airport presentation SANDAG made in Tijuana. which 
violated a number of rules of proper or effective conduct 
in approaching Mexico . 


Attached is my ''Base line for Mexico City - SANDAG Panel" 
headings with some comments and explanations, that I hope 
will be helpful to you and your associates to get the SANDAG 
effort on the right course. 


Sincerely, 


J. Chris Dobken 


h o rn the U SA I' 0 Uo x 398&. San ) sidro, CA 92073 
Te l . (706) 621 ·6441 . (706) ~ 681- 5480 
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BASE LINE FOR MEXICO CITY TRIP - SANDAG PANEL 


I Concept definition 


To date, SANDAG has not developed a definition of the Tijuana Airport 
expansion which contemplates taking advantage of the unobstructed 
"Tecate Valley" flight path. Also, SANDAG appears not to have re-examined 
its projections of passenger traffic in and out of San Diego. Their 
most recent (?) study shows an increase this decade of 35% (from 
11.7 million to 15.8 million). This may be too timid an increase 
in light of U.S. government national estimated increases of 92% and 
Mexican government estimates of national increases of 98% during this 
decade. SANDAG's "non-definition" strategy is, in my view, totally 
ineffective because Mexicans like to react rather than take the 
initiative in matters of this type. The concept definition should, 
and can be made, so as to be substantially acceptable to -the Mexicans 
by demonstrating the logic applied to arrive at the various components 
of the proposal. 


II San Diego presentation strategy for Mexican government 


Unlike the acceptable lobbying approach in the U.S. of getting middle
level officials and staff to "buy-in" to a proposal (oottom-up approach), 
Mexican government structure requires a "top-down" approach. i.e. 
in this case, due to the size of the project and the strategic importance 
to Mexico: the President of Mexico. No one less than the President 
will do. Sounding out lesser officials will produce what I refer to 
as a "Geneva Convention response": name, rank and serial number. Until 
even cabinet-level officials have received policy direction ("linea" 
in Spanish), any approach for approval or support, rather than just 
for one-way informational purposes, is useless, and may often be counter
productive. This reality has apparently not been accepted by either 
SANDAG or those City Council members involved in this project. 


Tb open up this direct line of communication to the top, I called 
President Carlos Salinas de Gortari's Chief of Staff, Dr. Jose ~Bria 
Cordoba Montoya, who is a combination of Sununu and Scowcroft, a few 
days after Supervisor Bilbray made his proposal last May. Dr. Cordoba 
asked me at the end of our 20-minute conversation to "tell the 
people of San Diego to call me and I will talk to them." As I 
did not want to get in the way of San Diego and Mexico City, I 
immediately relayed his message to SANDAG (Lois Ewen and Ken Sulzer), 
the County, and the City. 


In my opinion, this contact should have been established directly 
with the Office of the President of Mexico as soon as the concept 
definition was completed, and which should have been completed with 
deliberate speed. Given all the studies already made, this could have 
been done in six weeks or less. The initial contact should be 
informal so as to adjust for any special suggestions from them with 
respect to current Mexican policies and politics, when appropriate, 
before a formal proposal is made. 


From the U .S.A .: P.O Box 398!>, San Ysid ro, CA 92073 
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I suggested to Jack Koerper several months ago, that letters of support 
from the San Diego Congressional delegation would be extremely helpful 
in firming up the unity of "the people of San Diego". I subsequently 
made an informal survey of their staffs, and found the great majority 
supportive. Now that the Mexico City trip has dragged on beyond the 
November 6 elections, such support in writing may be even warmer than 
before. 


After the formal proposal has been presented, it is contemplated that, 
given the ntultiple advantages to Mexico and almost zero political 
and economic costs to them, President Salinas would give policy direction 
(linea) to assign the appropriate Mexican officials and staff to further 
explore the pros and cons of the various components of the project. 


Once this point is reached, the technical experts on both sides would form 
parallel or joint task forces to develop answers to often very co.nplex 
questions which are implicit in the nature of the project. 


III. Contact levels with Mexican government 


Once II above has been successfully completed, a number of wide-ranging 
disciplines come into play, related to the following: 


a. National and binational policy, both not only involving those 
related to airport development, but also the Departments of State 
of both countries as they relate to territory and sovereignty issues. 


b . Political - both sides will have to develop winning rationales 
that will satisfy power elites on both sides. For instance, the 
U.S. dependence on Mexico for various airport services, while Mexico 
may raise questions about national defense, encumbrance of Mexican 
territory, and po\·Jer sharing. 


c . Economic - a definition of responsibilities must be worked out with 
respect to construction financing, how airport revenues and operating 
expenses will be covered. Also issues of route assignments for 
the binational airport, which will have an important financial 
impact. 


d . Technical. As airports go, it vJOuld appear that this aspect lS 


most straight-forward and well within the state-of-the-art, but 
will determine the actual airport configuration, the amount of 
investment required, and the type of binational operational and 
safety policies required. 


If there are any questions on any of the above, or what is alluded to, 
please contact J. Chris Dobken in Tijuana at (66) 81-54-80. 


JCD 10/30/90 
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ABOUT CHRIS OOBKEN 


Chris DObken was oorn in Holland and educated there and in the U. S . lie holds 
Bachelor's and Master's degrees in Business Administration, majoring in banking 
and finance, from the Universities of Florida and SOuthern California, 
respectively. He has held senior executive positions managing the rehabilitation 
of tv.Q exchange-listed financial institutions. 


He is president of Sistemas y Proyectos Pochteca , s. de R. L. de C.V. based 
in Tijuana, BCN , Mexico . Pochteca is the only 100% foreign-owned management 
consulting firm operating in Mexico . It renders a wide range of professional 
and technical services, including governmental relations, to foreign investors , 
t o the maquiladora industry, and to border industry in general . 


DObken conceived a number of concepts in support of Mexican border industrial 
develop-nent : "One million maquiladora jobs by 1988" (1981); "The maquiladora 
industry as a 10% industry instead of a 1% industry" (1984) , relating to employment, 
foreign exchange earnings, and local content ; "Seven U. S . jobs retained or created 
by every maquiladora job through U.S . product control . " (1987), in response to 
AFL/CIO attacks on the maquiladora industry; "The Trojan horse in reverse" (19_88) 
describing the US$8 billion maquila parts market, which is practically untouched 
by Mexican manufacturers . In addition, oobken has written extensively on infra
structure and industrial policy issues related to the Mexican maquiladora industry . 


As a long-time believer that the maquiladora industry r equires a strong public 
idendity, he proposed and was first chainmn of the Border Industries C011mi ttee 
of the U. S . -Mexico Chamber of C011unerce (Pacific Chapter)-1982; founder and 
president of the West~rn Maquiladora Trade l\ssociution-1983 ; member of the 
Maquiladora Advisory Council of the American Chamber of Comnerce of t-lexico-1984/86 ; 
California Senate Rule:>Canmittee appointee to California State Tas k Force on 
California-M~~ico Relations-1987; witness Q€fore a nwnber of federa l and state 
comnissions relating to the industry. 
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"AN ENGINEER- NOT A POLITICIAN" 


JIM TURNER 
COUN1Y RESIDENT SINCE 1954 for KENSINGTON RESIDENT SINCE 1969 


To: 


MAYOR OF SAN DIEGO 


Our Civil Servants, including 


Susan Golding, Mayor 
Pete Wilson, Governor 
Diane Feinstein, Senator 
Barbara Boxer, Senator 
Randy Cunningham, Congressman 
Duncan Hunter, Congressman 
Bob Filner, Congressman 
Ron Packard, Congressman 
Lynn Schenk, Congresslady 


• ID 


1996 


Brian Bilbray, Chairman, Board of Supervisors 


Subject: Airport - Common Sense 
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The time has come to disregard the advice and notions of Mrs. Copley and the 
editorial board of The San Diego Union-Tribune, as they attempt to influence our elected 
officials. 


The time has come to listen to the sound and sage advice of the venerable Neil 
Morgan, columnist, a pragmatic and experienced realist, who uses a "down home" brand of 
"common sense" - one of the rarest commodities on today's political scene; along with Jim 
Varnadore of the "Airport Research Committee". 


A review of enc1.(6) and (9) dispels The Union-Tribune's contention of consensus. 
There simply IS no consensus. 


Encl.(7) is a clear example of influence peddling by The Union-Tribune. 


Enc1.(8) establishes that the writer has engaged in a detailed study of San Diego's 
Airport solution since August 13, 1991. 


This South Carolina "boy", a resident of San Diego County since 1954, Kensington since 
1969, agrees with his North Carolina "cousin" (by marriage), Neil Morgan, and with Jim 
Varnadore. You should study Neil's analysis, enc1.(1), very closely along with Jim Varnadore's 
thesis, encl.( 4). You should forget ''Twin Ports", expand Lindbergh Field and settle this issue 
now. Bob Filner knows, Tim Rader, Mayor of Chula Vista knows, Brian Bilbray, Chairman 
of the Board of Supervisors knows; and, I certainly believe that further study of "Twin Ports" 
is unjustified in the light of the "present state of San Diego's economy"; and in view of realistic 
projections of San Diego's needs. Consider that Denver now has an airport they don't need 
and can't pay for. 
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During 1991 a letter to the editor of The Los Angeles Times wrote "Make no mistake 


about it, the gross national product of the United States is GREED". To ask the federal 
government for $1.8 million to spend on an obvious boondoggle is pure greed. 


There can be only one reason for the position of Mrs. Copley and The Union-Tribune. 
It is "greed, money and power", and typifies the hand out for OPM (Other People's Money). 


Enclosures (2), (3), and (7) personify the "greed" being peddled by Mrs. Copley and 
The Union-Tribune and clearly demonstrates the length to which The Union-Tribune goes in 
order to "have it's way". 


The action of the Copley Press in influencing; and, the action of our representatives 
in being influenced is a clear indictment of the "political agenda" of San Diego and it must 
be changed. 


In enc1.(3) the Union call "Twin Ports" a local issue and objects to the Washington 
influence of Mr. Filner; however, for their selfish interests request the Washington influence 
of every other representative and senator. This is clearly "dumb, dumb, dumb". 


Clearly, if you study the details of enclosures (1) through (11 ), there is no consensus 
on "Twin Ports"; however, one might easily draw the conclusion that The Union-Tribune's 
touted "Ring of Truth" is in fact a "Ring of Lies". 


Mr. Filner's honor, in this matter, far exceeds the honor of Mrs. Copley and the staff 
of The Union-Tribune. 


cc: Tim Rader, Mayor of Chula Vista 
Don Nay, Port Director 
Ray Burk, Port Commissioner 
Ken Sulzer, SANDAG 
Fritz Hollings, Senator 
Frederico Pena, Secretary of Transportation 
All SANDAG Board members 
Bob Lichter 
Mel Katz 
Capt. Mead Massa 
Adm. Holian 
City Councilmen and Ladies 
Board of Supervisors: Williams, Slator, Jacobs 
Members, Air Research Committee 
Lt. Col. Irwin Harris 


Agape, ciao, and ta-ta, 


es . Turner, Jr. 
urmudgeon Extraordinaire 


cc: Ms. Copley 
Mr. Klein 
Mr. Warren 
Mr. Morgan 
Mel Katz 
Bob Lichter 
Gil Partida, Chamber of Commerce 
Mr. John Davis, CCDC 
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INTRODUCTION 


ECONOMIC IMPORTANCE 
OF THE PROPOSED SAN DIEGO/ TIJUANA 


INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 
DRAFT 


The construction and operation of a major aviation facility is a large enterprise. Experience at 
airportsthroughout the world indicates that a majorcommercialfacilityresultsin a great increa£e 
in land values around the airport, a concentration of hotels, restaurants, and other support 
facilities, and the creation of a major source of stable employment. The most important long 
term contributorsto the economy are the operation of the airport itself and the operation of the 
support facilities, since they are a continuing source of revenue. In addition, another important 
factor is the one-time impetus provided by the construction of these facilities. 


For the San Diego \Tijuana region, the development of a new major international airport also 
represents an opportunity to provide impetus and direction to the future of economic 
development as it unfolds during the twenty-first century. In the future, airports are expected 
to play an increasinglyimportant role in determining the quality, or productiveness, of economic 
development because of their fundamental relationship with international trade. And 
internationaltrade is rapidly becoming a cornerstone of economic development throughout the 
world. For example, although exports account for only 10 percent of U.S. output, growth in net 
foreign demand for U.S. goods and services has accounted for 21 percent of U.S. output 
expansion since 1986. Around the turn of the century, exports are expected to account for 
nearly 80 percent of incremental growth in U.S. output. Therefore, the prospects for economic 
growth in the future, for both the U.S. and it's trading partners, will depend on the ability to 
facilitate trade. 


The location of the San Diego\ Tijuana region, on the Pacific Rim, as well as the social and 
economic make-up and interdependence of these economies, should be considered strengths that 
place the region in a position to take advantage of current and expected trends in national and 
international economic development and trade during the coming century. An international 
airport, serving both Tijuana and San Diego, could provide the combined regions with a 
competitive advantage, by providing the opportunity to stake a claim to the changing and 
expanding world trade routes. 


THE ECONOMIC IMPORTANCE OF AIRPORTS 
Airports boost local economic activity in a variety of ways. They provide jobs for pilots, stewards, 
mechanics, baggage handlers and customs' officials. They promote tourism expenditures, and 
they permit the timely shipment of valuable and perishable products. 


Efficient, affordable and reliable transportation bas become essential to a well-functioning 
economy. Business needs to move their products quickly over great distances to compete 
successfullyin an increasinglyglobal economy. The overall importance of air transportation to 
businesses in a specific region will be in direct proportion to their reliance on it as the medium 
for moving goods and providing services. The geographic location of the San Diego/ Tijuana 
region, with respect to current and future trading partners, would seem to place added 
importance to the necessary provision of adequate air transportation. 







A review of the trends in the flow of goods through California customs districtsshow the states 
increasing reliance on air transportation. The states share of exports shipped by air increased 
by 27 percentage points between 1970 and 1988, state businesses now use air transport to ship 
goods that make up 50 percent of the total value of exports. In addition to the growing 
importance of air transportation to move goods, California'seconomy is more dependent on air 
service to export it's products than the rest of the country. State-of-origin data from the 
Department of Commerce shows that 60 percent of all California'sexports are shipped by air, 
compared with 28 percent for the rest of the country. 


More importantlyto San Diego and Tijuana, the industriesthat make up a majorityor significant 
portion of each local economy need air service. In San Diego, four industrialsectors which 
together account for 70 percent of total manufacturing employment locally, export at least 50 
percent of their products by air, according to the statewide data; non-electricalmachinery(78%), 
electronic equipment (86%), instruments (88%) and transportation equipment (51%). In 
Tijuana, the reliance on air transportation to export goods can be seen through the make up it's 
maquiladora industry. The electrical and electronic products and components sector, which in 
California ships86 percent of it's exports by air, employs over 20,000 workers, accounting for 45 
percent of total maquiladora employment in Tijuana. 


Airport Operations 
Recently, the San Diego Association of Governments completed a report that, in part, estimated 
the economic importance to the San Diego region of an unconstraine~airport,defined as being 
able to accommodate 40 million air passengers annually. During 1988, according to the report, 
Lindbergh Field tenants employed 7,366 people and were directly responsible for $296 million 
in expenditures. Airport tenants include, passengerairlines,concessionaires,fixed base operators, 
San Diego Port District, and other organizations. Expenditures include, wages and salaries,and 
goods and services. As the demand for airport operations continues to grow in the San Diego 
region, the SANDAG report estimates that unconstrained airport tenant operations duringthe 
next century could support42,000 jobs, paying$960 millionin payroll, and, overall, be responsible 
for $2.4 billionin added economic value to the San Diego region. 


Currently, Tijuana's air transportation is provided by Tijuana International Airport. According 
to the airportoperator, Tijuana'sairporthandled 2.4 millionairpassengersduring1988. Using 
a standard ratio, albeit for airportswithin the United States, of 1600 airpassengersper employee 
it is possibleto estimate the direct impact of Tijuana'sairporton the Tijuana economy. Applying 
the ratio, 1600 passengers per employee, to the number of air passengers accommodated yields 
about 1,500 employees. Because Mexico is a more labor intensive country than the United 
States, this employment estimate should be considered conservative. 
According to reports from the San Diego Economic Development Corporation and Coldwell 
Banker Commercial de Mexico, the minimum wage in Mexico, determined by a government
appointed commission, is about $1.00 per hour. This compares with a U.S. minimum wage of 
about $4.00 per hour. Using this ratio of 1:4, and applying it to the average annual salary per 
employee at Lindbergh Field of $23,100 yields an average wage of $5,770 for air transportation 
workers at Tijuana's airport. Thus, the direct impact, or annual payroll, of the airport on the 
Tijuana economy is approximately $8.7 million. 
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Currently, Tijuana'sairporthandlesabout 20 percent of the airportactivitythat Lindbergh Field 
handles, measured in passengers. Using this percentage as a minimum and applying it to the 
numberofairportemployees associatedwithan unconstrainedairportfrom the SANDAG study, 
yields 8 million air passengers. These passengers would require 5,000 employees with a payroll 
of $29 million, measured in constant 1988 dollars. Thus, as a greater proportion of the total 
passengers are handled by Tijuana'sAirport facilities, the number of jobs and payroll for mexican 
nationals will also increase. 


Tourism 
The SANDAG report, mentioned above, also estimated the economic impact to the San Diego 
Region from airvisitorexpenditures. Survey's of expenditures of visitorsare conducted quarterly 
by the San Diego Convention and Visitors Bureau. During 1988, the average group that 
traveled to San Diego by air spent $132.00 per day. There were 2.6 persons in the average travel 
group, and they stayed in the San Diego region for an average of 6.3 days. Therefore, the 
average air visitor spent about $320.00 per visit. Applying this average amount spent to the 
number of enplaned passengers that are considered visitors,yieldsapproximately$700 millionin 
total air visitor expenditures during 1988. This level of air visitor expenditures supports about 
15,000 jobs locally. As the demand for airport operations continues to grow in the San Diego 
region, the SANDAG report estimates that an unconstrained airport could accommodate air 
visitordemands during the next century to support 78,000 jobs, paying $1.3 billionin payroll, and, 
overall, be responsiblefor $2.1 billionin added economic value to the San Diego region. 


Information on the size and importance of Tijuana'sexistingvisitorindustry,and it's reliance on 
air service was not found. However, because the location of the international airport is on the 
border and the visitorindustrytraditionallyemploys a large number of semi-skilledand unskilled 
workers, it is reasonable to suggest that a large percentage of the touristindustryworkers around 
the proposed airport site could be Mexican nationals. 


The airportactivitywould create employment opportunitieswithin the visitorindustry,expanding 
from 15,000 direct jobs in 1988 to 59,000 jobs, associated with an activity level of 40 million air 
passengers. Past airport reports, produced by SANDAG, have suggested that 70 percent of the 
new jobs would be held by Mexican nationals. Applying this percent to the incremental job 
growth yields 30,800 jobs that would be filled by Mexican nationals. 


The payroll these jobs would support would depend on which side of the border the workers are 
employed. At this time, the allocation of the jobs are made in the same proportion as the 
number of passengers served, about 80 percent on the U.S. side of the border and the remaining 
20 percent on the Mexican side of the border. This split may change as Tijuana becomes a 
"destination" for visitorsrather than a day shopping trip. Applying the average salaryper worker 
($14,000) on the U.S. side to the number of workers (24,640) yields nearly $345 million in 
payroll. Adjusting the average salary per worker to Mexican wage rate levels, based on the 
differences between each country's minimum wage levels as previouslydescribed, and applying 
it to the number of airvisitorindustryworkers employed in Mexico yields$21.6 millionin payroll. 
The sum of these two payroll figures, $366.6 million,is the level of direct economic activity that 
would affect Tijuana'seconomy. 
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Competitiveness 
One of the main reasons behind the decision to construct a major international airport, such as 
the Dallas/Fort Worth Regional Airport, Washington's Dulles Airport, Denver's proposed 
Airport and the San Diego/ Tijuana Airport, is to promote or maintain a dominant position as 
the major interregional/ international access point. The airport planners and regional decision 
makers, in the southwest, for example, felt that without a new airport, the delays and congestion 
at their existing airport, Love Field, or even Love Field in combination with another airport, 
Greater Southwest InternationalAirport, would eventually alter the area tributaryto Dallas and 
Fort Worth and lead to a decrease in its importance as a major regional center. 


In the case of the southwest region, because of the importance of air transportation facilities 
upon the North Central Texas region's employment base, the continued expansion of adequate 
air service was deemed necessary to maintain the economic health and expansion of the region's 
economy. According to the North Central Texas Council of Governments, the new airport 
provided the region with a competitive advantage over other regions. The competitive advantage 
provided to the North Central Texas region by the airport stemmed from the freedom from 
airportcongestion that the area would have relative to regions with less efficient air service. This 
freedom from congestion, according to the Council of Governments, would permit the regional 
economy to maintain its economic health by providing a competitive advantage over more 
congested urban areas. 


The issue of competitiveness was also addressed in a recent report produced by the California 
Commission on Aviation and Airports, titled "Aviation and Airports: California'sGateway to a 
Global Economy". The report views airports as a major public infrastructure item, just like 
highways, sewage facilitiesand education. The lack of investment in publicinfrastructureneeded 
to accommodate, support, and encourage economic growth, according to the report, is perhaps 
the single most important factor cited to explain the apparent decline of the competitiveness of 
California. 


Observers have identified several signs as evidence that economic growth suffers without 
adequate investment in publicinfrastructure. Foremost among these signs, is the loss of three 
major high technically research centers. MCC, Seinatech, and the Department of Energy's 
SupercollidingSuper-conductor--allof which were vigorously pursued by a variety of states--all 
of which chose Texas over California,primaril)because of the state's continued commitment to 
invest in major public infrastructureitems, such as, airports. As a result, thousands of high-tech 
jobs, spin-offfacilities,and innovative companies--hallmarklDf California'seconomy will also go 
to Texas instead of California. 


The relationshipbetween airtransportationservice and economic growth has also been addressed 
by futurists. Robert Polvi argues that cities historicallydeveloped around waterways and later 
a~ound highways and railroadsthat connected them with other cities and allowed the movement 
of goods and people. The future, Polvi maintains, will witness a decline in the relative 
importance of heavy commerce and trade, which in turn will be replaced by a more knowledge
intensive and service-oriented economy. As a result, according to Mike Wakelin, Manger of 
Bechtel's urban and regional development group, the cities of tomorrow will be centered around 
airports and universities, not waterways and factories. 
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An international airport of the size being proposed along the San Diego/ Mexican border will 
provide both economy's with a competitive advantage over other regions, as well as a voice in 
the direction and quality of economic growth, well into the next century. 
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Tijuana/San Diego Public Forum 
on 


"The Prospects for a Binational Airport on the Border" 


Thursday, October 18, 1990 
Fiesta Americana Hotel 


Tijuana, B.C. 
3:30-5:00 p.m. 


Sponsored by: 
Tijuana Industrial Development Corporation 


Consejo Nacional de la Industria Maquiladora 
Western Maquiladora Trade Association 


3:30 p.m. 


The Border Trade Alliance 


PROPOSED AGENDA 


Welcoming 
-Lie. Alejandro Bustamante, 
Presidente, Consejo Nacional de la 
Industria Maquiladora 


3:40 p.m. Introductory Remarks, 
-Senator Gustavo Almaraz, Baja California 


3:50 p.m. "Economic Benefits of a Binational Airport 
to the City of Tijuana: An Analysis" 
-Lie. Ochoa, Ochoa & Asociados, 
Mexico City 


-Marney Cox, Economist, San Diego 
Association of Governments (SDAG) 


4:15 p.m. "Technical Considerations and Options for 
a Binational Airport" 


-Jack Koerper, Special Projects Director, 
San Diego Association of Governments 
(SDAG) 


.4:30 p.m. "Planning Considerations for a Binational 
Airport" 
-Hector Castellanos, Director of 
Planning, City of Tijuana 


4:45 p.m. Lie. Phillipe Baril Horen, Administrador, 
Aeropuertos y Services Auxillares, 
Aeropuerto Internacional Gen. Abelardo 
Rodriguez 


4:55 p.m. Final Comments 
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X BORDER GOVERNORS' CONFERENCE 


UNITTEDSTATES-NUDOCO 


JOINT ffiMMUNIQUE 


1HE GOVERNORS OF TilE STATES OF ARIWNA, CALIFORNIA, NEW MEXIffi AND 


TEXAS, OF 1HE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, AND TilE STATES OF BAJA 


CALIFORNIA, COAHUll..A, ClllHUAHUA, NUEVO LEON, SONORA AND TAMAULIPAS, 


OF TilE UNITED NUDa CAN STATES, MEETING IN TIIE CITY OF SAN DIEGO, 


CALIFORNIA, ON APRIL 2 AND 3, 1992, DURING TilE TENTII BORDER GOVERNORS' 


CONFERENCE, EXAMINED TilE TOPICS OF: INVESTMENT AND TRADE IN TilE 


FRAMEWORK OF TilE NORTII AMERICAN FREE TRADE AGREEMENT; BORDER 


INFRASTRUCfURE; BORDER SECURITY; HEAL Til AND ENVIRONMENT; TOURISM; 


AND EDUCATION, AND 


WHEREAS; 


1HE UNITED STATES AND MEXIffi HAVE A UNIQUE ECONOMIC AND POLffiCAL 


RELATIONSHIP WHICH TRANSCENDS TIIEIR GEOGRAPHY, AND NOWHERE IS TinS 


RELATIONSHIP MORE APPARENT THAN AMONG THE BORDER STATES OF THESE 


TWO COUNTRIES; 
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THE BORDER AREA OF THE UNITED STATES AND MEXICO IS DEVELOPING, AND 


WITII GROWIH AND PROGRESS COME PROBLEMS WHICH IN SOME CASES MAY BE 


MORE EFFECTIVELY ADDRESSED ON A REGIONAL BASIS TI.IA TAlLOWS JOINT 


SOLUTIONS; AND FOR THAT PURPOSE, THE BORDER GOVERNORS' CONFERENCE 


WAS CREATED AS A FORUM TO ANALYZE, DISCUSS AND JOIN1L Y RECOMMEND 


SOLUTIONS TO PROBLEMS AS SOCIA TED WITII Tiffi BORDER STATES; 


AS A RESULT OF Tiffi GOOD RELATIONS TiiA T EXIST BE1WEEN Tiffi UNITED 


STATES AND MEXICO, TilE JOINT ESTABLISHMENT OF NEW NORMS AND 


PROCEDURES TIIA T FOSTER AND CONSOLIDATE Tiffi ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL 


DEVELOPMENT OF BOlli COUNfRIES IS RECOMMENDED TO FOLLOW UP ON lliOSE 


1HA T ALREADY EXIST; 


IN SEPTEMBER 1990, THE PRESIDENT OF MEXICO, CARLOS SALINAS DE GORTARI, 


SENT A MESSAGE TO TIIE PRESIDENT OF TilE UNITED STATES, GEORGE BUSH, 


EXPRESSING TilE INTEREST OF MEXICO TO JOINTLY ANALYZE 1HE ADVANTAGES 


TI.IA T WOULD BE DERIVED FROM Tiffi NEGOTIATION AND SIGNING OF A FREE 


TRADE AGREEMENT BETWEEN BOTII GOVERNMENTS; 


IN MAY OF 1991 Tiffi PRESIDENT OF Tiffi UNITED STATES RECEIVED FROM 


CONGRESS EXTENSION OF "FAST TRACK" NEGOTIATING AUlliORITY FOR A FREE 


TRADE AGREEMENT BE1WEEN MEXICO, Tiffi UNITED STATES AND CANADA AND 


TRJLATERAL NEGOTIATIONS BEGAN IN TORONTO, CANADA IN JUNE OF 1991; 
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IN DECEMBER 1991, PRESIDENT BUSH AND PRESIDENT SALINAS DE GORTARI MET 


IN CAMP DAVID, MARYLAND, TO REAFFIRM TIIEIR COMMITMENT TO TilE NOR Til 


AMERICAN FREE TRADE AGREEMENT, TilE BORDER GOVERNORS SUPPORT TilE 


NEGOTIATING AND SIGNING OF A TRILATERAL AGREEMENT; 


EXPAND ED ECONOMIC RELATIONS BE1WEEN 1HE UNITED STATES AND MEXICO, 


POTENTIALLY AIDED BY TIIE PROPOSED NORTH AMERICAN FREE TRADE 


AGREEMENT, IMPLY INTENSIFICATION AND GROWI1I OF INVESTMENT AND TRADE 


BE1WEEN OUR 1WO COUNTRIES; 


ADEQUATE BORDER INFRASTRUCTIJRE MUST BE FURTHER DEVELOPED TO PERMIT 


TIIE EFFICIENT R..OW OF EXPANDING COMMERCE AND POPULATION IN TilE 


BORDER AREA, ADDffiONAL FINANCING MECHANISMS MUST BE DEVELOPED IN 


ORDER TO COMPLEMENT TIIE EXISTING ONES; 


TIIE PROPOSED NORTH AMERICAN FREE TRADE AGREEMENT HAS INCREASED 


ATTENTION TO TilE ISSUE OF BORDER PROBLEMS WHICH, AT TIMES, AFFECT Tiffi 


RELATIONSHIP OF OUR 1WO COUNTRIES AND ADVERSELY ALTER THE QUALITY OF 


LIFE ON BOTH SIDES OF THE BORDER, EFFORTS TO RESOLVE TIIESE ISSUES WILL 


NOT ONLY SUSTAIN GOOD RELATIONS BE1WEEN Tiffi UNITED STATES AND 


MEXICO, BUT WILL ALSO ENHANCE 1HE ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT 


OF THE BORDER AREA; 
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INTEREST IN TilE BORDER REGION ENVIRONI\ffiNT IS INCREASING AS TilE 


NEGOTIATIONS FOR THE NOR Til AMERICAN FREE TRADE AGREEI\ffiNT PROGRESS, 


FOR AS JOBS ARE CREATED AND INDUSTRIALIZATION INCREASES, THE HEALTII 


OF THE RESIDENTS AND THE ENVIRONI\ffiNT MUST BE PROTECTED; 


TilE FEDERAL GOVERNMENTS OF TilE UNITED STATES AND l\ffiXICO HAVE 


COOPERATED IN PRODUCING TilE BORDER INTEGRA TED ENVIRONMENTAL PLAN, 


AND THE GOVERNORS OF TilE BORDER STATES Will... COORDINATE wrm AND 


ENCOURAGE FEDERAL EFFORTS TO PROTECT THE ENVIRONI\ffiNT AS INDUSTRY 


DEVELOPS; 


AS TOURISM CONTINUES TO BE OF FUNDAI\ffiNT AL IMPORTANCE TO TilE BORDER 


REGION, A NORTII Al\ffiRICAN FREE TRADE AGREEMENT Will... INCREASE TOURISM 


AND ENHANCE INVESTMENT OPPORTUNITIES TIIA TWill... RJRTIIER DEVELOP TilE 


TOURIST INDUSTRY; 


AS THE BORDER REGION IS RAPIDLY INDUSTRIALIZING, TilE CONTRIBUTION OF 


EDUCATION IS OF INCREASING IMPORTANCE TO MEETING THE DEMAND FOR A 


BETTER EDUCATED AND MORE SKIT .I ED WORKFORCE AND TO FACILITATE TilE 


TRANSFER OF TECHNOLOGY; 
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TillS JOINT COMMUNIQUE \VIa BE DELIVERED BY Tiffi CHAIR AND 00-CHAIR OF 


Tiffi TENTII BORDER GOVERNORS' OONFERENCE TO TIIEIR RESPECI1VE 


PRESIDENTS OF Tiffi UNITED STATES AND MEXICO TO ASSURE Tim CONTINUED 


COOPERATION ON BORDER ISSUES; 


TiffiREFORE, IN ORDER TO FOSTER COOPERATION IN EOONOMIC AND SOCIAL 


DEVELOPMENT OF TIIE BORDER REGION, Tiffi BORDER GOVERNORS, FOllOWING 


AN ANALYSIS OF Tiffi REPORTS FROM Tiffi SIX COMMITTEES, HAVE ADOJYIED Tiffi 


FOLWWING RECOMMENDATIONS: 
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1. INVESTMENT AND TRADE IN THE FRAMEWORK OF THE NORTH 


AMERICAN FREE TRADE AGREEMENT 


-ENCOURAGE Tiffi SUCCESSFUL CONCLUSION OF TilE NOR Til AMERICA 


FREE TRADE AGREEMENT, WITII PARTICULAR A TfENTION GIVEN TO TIIOSE 


ISSUES OF INTEREST TO Tiffi BORDER STATES: IMPROVEMENT IN 


TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS AND REGULA TORY FRAMEWORK TO 


ENCOURAGE CROSS-BORDER TRADE; PROTECTION OF INTELLECI1JAL 


PROPERTY RIGHTS IN ALL OOMMERCIAL AREAS; TilE ADOfYTION OF 


REASONABLE PHASE-IN PERIODS TO AILOW SMOOTII MARKET 


ADJUSTMENTS, PROTECTION OF CONSUMER, WORKERS, AND COMMERCIAL 


INTERESTS IN FOOD AND PRODUCf SAFETY; EST ABLISHME!'~T AND 


ENFORCEMENT OF NECESSARY TECHNICAL, SANITARY, AND 


PHTYOSANIT ARY STANDARDS, AND ELIMINATION OF STANDARDS TIIA T 


UNREASONABLY AND SOLELY SERVE TO RESTRAIN TRADE; AOOfYTION OF 


COMPREHENSIVE AND NONDISCRIMINATORY RULES OFORIGEN AND 


CONFLICf RESOLUTION MECHANISMS. 


-ENCOURAGE Tiffi EXCHANGE OF BUSINESS, TRADE AND INDUSTRIAL 


MISSIONS AND Tiffi EXCHANGE OF INFORMATION AMONG Tiffi BORDER 


STATES. 


-PROMOTE STIJDIES OF COMPETITIVENESS OF TilE ECONOMIES OF TilE 


BORDER REGION ACCORDING TO SECTOR. 
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-PROMOTE AND SUPPORT SMALL BUSINESS PARTICIPATION IN INDUSTRIAL 


AND COMMERCIAL EXCHANGE. 


-DEVEWP AND PROMOTE THE EXCHANGE OF INFORMATION DATA BASES IN 


INDUSTRY, COMMERCE, AND SERVICES, SO AS TO ENCOURAGE 


INTERACTIONAMONGBUSINESSORG~ATIONSONBOTHSIDESOFTHE 


BORDER. 


-PROMOTE INVES1MENT THAT WllL INCREASE EMPLOYMENT 


OPPORTIJNITIES ON BOTH SIDES OF THE BORDER IN A VARIETY OF 


ECONOMIC ACTIVITIES. 


2. BORDER INFRASTRUCTURE 


-SUPPORT STATE AND LOCAL ACTIVITIES THAT STRIVE TO EXPAND AND 


IMPROVE THE INCREASINGLY STRAINED BORDER URBAN 


INFRASTRUCfURE TO MEET POPULATION INCREASES DUE TO RISING 


ECONOMIC ACTIVITY. 


-SUPPORT EFFORTS TO EXPAND AND IMPROVE THE BORDER 


COMMUNICATION AND TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS AND SUPPORT 


COORDINATED EFFORTS IN THE SHARING OF TECHNOLOGIES. 
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-SUPPORT COOPERATION AMONG LOCAL, STATE AND FEDERAL ENTITIES TO 


CREATE COMPREHENSIVE PLANS FOR THE EXPANSION AND IMPROVEMENT 


OF THE BORDER INFRASTRUCTURE, TAKING PARTICULAR CONSIDERATION 


OF THE DIFFERENCES AND SPECIFIC NEEDS OF EACH LOCALITY. 


-SUPPORT THE EFFORTS OF TilE GOVERNMENTS OF TilE UNITED STATES 


AND MEXICO TO INCREASE AND IMPROVE BORDER FACILITIES AND 


SERVICES TO BETTER FACILITATE 11-IE INTERNATIONAL MOVEMENT OF 


PERSONS AND INCREASING COMMERCE; 


-SUPPORT Tiffi BINATIONAL COMMITfEE OF BORDER CROSSINGS AND 


BRIDGES; AND SUPPORT EFFORTS TO OBTAIN INCREASED .FEDERAL 


RESOURCES FOR CUSTOMS, IMMIGRATION AND AGRICULTURAL 


INSPECTION SERVICES. 


-SUPPORT Tiffi CONSTRUCTION, OPERATION, AND HARMONIZATION OF 


NEW PORTS OF ENTRY APPROVED BY 1HE BINATIONAL COMMII lEE: 


DOWRES/COLOMBIA, ISLET A/ZARAGOZA, OTA Y MESA/MESA DE OTA Y, 


LUCIO BLANCO/LOS INDIOS, CALEXICO!MEXICALI (III), AND SANTA 


TERESNSAN JERONIMO, AS WELL AS ENCOURAGE TilE RAPID APPROVAL 


AND CONSTRUCTION OF TilE PROJECTS THE BINATIONAL COMMITTEE IS 


CONSIDERING IN EAGLE PASS/PIEDRAS NEGRAS (II), PHARR/REYNOSA, 


BROWNSVILLEIMA TAMOROS (III), WS EBANOS/DIAZ ORDAZ, LAREDO/NUEVO 


LAREDO {III), AND SUNLAND PARK/ANAPRA, AMONG OTHERS; 
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-PROVIDE GREATER OPPORTUNITIES FOR TIIE PRIVATE SECfOR IN TIIE 


CONSTRUCITON OF INTERNATIONAL BRIDGES AND BORDER CROSSINGS, 


IllGHW A YS, MARfiTME AND RAILROAD TERMINALS. 


-SUPPORT TilE CHANNELING OF FUNDS, WHEREVER POSSIDLE, COLLECfED 


BY FEDERAL EN llilES TIIAT OPERATE INTERNATIONAL CROSSINGS TO 


INFRASTRUC11JRE PROJECfS IN TIIE BORDER REGION. 


-SUPPORT CONSTRUCITON OF WW COST HOUSING AND PROMOTE TilE 


CREATION OF HOUSING PROGRAMS FINANCED BY TIIE MAQUILADORA 


INDUSTRY. 


-STRENGTIIEN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE FINANCING PROGRAMS FOR 1HE 


DEVEWPMENT OF ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL BORDER INFRASTRUC11JRE. 


3. BORDER SECURITY (LEGAL ISSUES) 


-SUPPORT 1HE EFFORTS OF TIIE UNTIED STATES AND MEXICO WTI1I 


PROORAMS 1HA T AID IN 1HE RECOVERY OF STOLEN VEIDCLES, PROMOTE 


1HE EFFECfiVE FLOW OF INFORMATION ABOUT STOLEN VEHICLES, AND 


SUPPORT TilE EFFIClENT AND RAPID IMPLEMENTATION OF TIIE 


PROVISIONS OF TIIE UNITED STATES-MEXICO BILATERAL TREATY ON 1HE 


RECOVERY OF STOLEN VEHICLES. 
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-SUPPORT TIIE BORDER STATES' ATTORNEY GENERAL MEETINGS AS AN 


APPROPRIATE FORUM TO ANALYZE ISSUES OF COMMON CONCERN. 


4. HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENT 


-SUPPORT COMPLIANCE WITH TilE AGREEMENT SIGNED BY TilE UNITED 


STATES AND MEXICO IN LA PAZ, BAJA CALIFORNIA AUGUST 14, 1983 


WHICH ADDRESSES THE PROTECTION AND IMPROVEMENT OF TilE 


ENVIRONMENT IN BORDER AREAS. 


-SUPPORT ADEQUATE FEDERAL FUNDING FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF THE 


BORDER INTEGRA TED ENVIRONMENTAL PLAN. 


-DEVELOP AND IMPLEMENT PROGRAMS, TO PROMOTE PUBLIC AWARENESS 


ON THE ENVIRONMENT AND CONSERVATION OF NATURAL RESOURCES. 


-SUPPORT EFFORTS TO IDENTIFY AND MONITOR THE BORDER REGION 


ENVIRONMENT AND ASSIST IN TIIE PREVENTION OF ENVIRONMENTAL 


DEGRADATION. 


-ENCOURAGE TECHNICAL INSTITIJTIONS TO DEVELOP PROGRAMS THAT 


PROMOTE Tiffi EXCHANGE OF TECHNOLOGY AND HUMAN RESOURCES IN 


TIIE AREA OF ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES. 
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-SUPPORT BILATERAL EFFORTS AT DISEASE PREVENTION AND CONTROL, 


PARTICULARLY EFFORTS IN EPIDEMIOLOGICAL SURVEILLANCE IN TilE 


BORDER REGION. 


-SUPPORT BINATIONAL COOPERATION AT 1HE FEDERAL, STATE, AND LOCAL 


LEVELS TO PREVENT HEAL Til AND ENVIRONMENTAL PROBLEMS TIIA T CAN 


RESULT FROM TilE PRESENCE OF TOXIC MATERIALS; MOST IMPORTANTLY, 


PROMOTE Tiffi HEAL Til OF THE BORDER REGION POPULATION. 


-SUPPORT Tiffi EFFORTS OF MEXICO'S SECRETARIAT OF ECOLOGY AND 


URBAN DEVEWPMENT AND UNITED STATES' ENVIRONMENTAL 


PROTECI10N AGENCY TO MANAGE TOXIC WASTES BY CONTINUING A 


PERMANENT DIALOG TO DEVELOP COOPERATIVE PROGRAMS REGARDING 


TillS IMPORTANT BORDER PROBLEM. 


5. TOURISM 


-STIJDY 1HE POSSIBILITY OF A DUAL NATIONAL AUTOMOBILE INSURANCE 


PROORAM TO PROVIDE COVERAGE IN BOlli COUNTRIES AND ELIMINATE 


DIFFICULTIES ENCOUNTERED AT BORDER CROSSINGS. 
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-RECOMMEND TilE ESTABLISHMENT OF REGIONAL TOURISM OFFICES 


SERVING NEIGHBORING STATES WHICH WILL PROVIDE TRAVEL AND 


PROMOTIONAL MATERIALS, AND ASSISTANCE TO TilE PUBLIC AND TilE 


TRAVEL INDUSTRY. 


-SUPPORT TilE CONTINUATION OF "ECO-TOURISM" PROGRAMS 


WIDCH ENCOURAGE Tiffi PRESERVATION AND PROTECTION OF TilE 


ENVIRONMENT AND PROMOTE AN AWARENESS OF TilE ENVIRONMENT AND 


NATURAL HABITATS. 


-CREATE OPPORTUNITIES FOR BETTER AND MORE ACCURATE PRESS 


COVERAGE IN TilE BORDER AREA, ENCOURAGE PUBLIC RELATIONS AND 


TRAVEL AGENCIES TO GENERATE POSITIVE PRESS RELEASES ON A MORE 


FREQUENT BASIS FOR MAJOR NEWSPAPERS, CONSUMER PUBLICATIONS 


AND TRADE JOURNALS. 


-RECOMMEND TO Tiffi APPROPRIATE FEDERAL AUlliORITIES OF BOTII 


COUNTRIES CONTINUED EFFORTS AT IMPROVING CUSTOMS AND 


IMMIGRATION PROCEDURES IN ORDER TO BENEFIT TOURISM IN TilE 


BORDER AREA. 
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-TilE BORDER GOVERNORS ENCOURAGE BOTII NATIONAL GOVERNMENTS 


TO MAINTAIN, WITIIIN CURRENT FINANCIAL LIMITATIONS, TilE MAXIMUM 


DIPLOMA TIC AND CONSULAR REPRESENTATION POSSffiLE SO AS TO 


EXPEDITE COMMERCE AND TOURISM BE1WEEN TilE 1WO COUNTRIES. 


6 •. EDUCATION 


-SUPPORT TIIE UNDERTAKINGS OF TilE COUNCIL FOR BINATIONAL 


EDUCATIONAL COOPERATION AS TilE COUNCIL PROMOTES TilE 


COORDINATION OF TilE ACTIVITIES OF EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS WIT1f 


RESPECT TO ACADEMIC DISCIPLINES, RESEARCH, TRANSFER OF 


TECHNOLOOY, COMMUNICATIONS AND COMPUTER SCIENCES. 


-PROMOTE TilE CONCLUSIONS REACHED AT BINATIONAL MEETINGS ON 


EDUCATION AND PROVIDE FOR STRONGER RELA TIONSIDPS BE1WEEN 1HE 


VARIOUS EDUCATIONAL INSTITIITIONS. 


-PROM01E TilE FORMATION OF A CEN1ER FOR BINATIONAL INFORMATION 


TO IDENTIFY AND UTILIZE EXISTING RESOURCES RELATIVE TO EDUCATION 


IN TilE BORDER STATES. 
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-ENCOURAGE Tiffi ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAMS FOR TilE TRAINING OF 


ELEMENTARY SCHOOL TEACHERS IN TIIE AREA OF LANGUAGE AND 


CUL1URE OF BOTII COUNTRIES FOR TilE PURPOSE OF PROMOTING CLOSER 


RELA TIONSIDPS STEMMING FROM Tiffi KNOWLEDGE OF AND RESPECf FOR 


EACH ONE'S NATIONAL IDENTITY. 


-FOSTER TilE EXTENSION OF TilE NE1WORK SYSTEM FOR 


TELECONFERENCES BE1WEEN TilE BORDER STATES TO BEST UTILIZE 


EXISTING RESOURCES IN 1HE AREA. 


-IDENTIFY TRAINING AREAS AND ENCOURAGE THE ESTABLISHMENT OF 


TRAINING CENTERS FOR IDGH TECHNOLOGY EMPLOYMENT TRAINING IN 


1HE BORDER STATES AND IDENTIFY EN1ITIES AND EDUCATIONAL 


CENTERS. BOTII NATIONAL AND INTERNATIONAL. INTERESTED IN SUCH 


TRAINING CENTERS. 


-INTENSIFY EXCHANGE AMONG TilE BORDER STATES IN TECHNICAL. 


ACADEMIC. SCIENTIFIC. CUL TIJRAL. ATHLETIC AND ARTISTIC AREAS. 


14 







-STUDY TiiE POSSffiiLITY OF OTiffiR BORDER STATES IN 11-IE UNTIED 


STATES AND MEXICO AOOPTING TilE CURRENT TEXAS POLICY, TIIA T 


ENABLES RESIDENTS OF MEXICAN STATES BORDERING TEXAS TO QUALIFY 


TO PAY Tiffi SAME STATE UNIVERSITY TIJITION FEES AS TEXAS RESIDENTS, 


AND TIIA T WOULD BE A RECIPROCAL PLAN BENEFI I I lNG STUDENTS FROM 


B01H SIDES OF Tiffi BORDER. 


FOR TilE PURPOSE OF FOLLOW-UP ON 11ffi AGREEMENTS CONTAINED HEREIN, 


1HE GOVERNORS OF 1HE BORDER STATES AGREED TO MEET NEXT YEAR IN 1HE 


CITY OF MONTERREY, NUEVO LEON AND ELECTED 1HE GOVERNORS OF 11-IE 


STATES OF NUEVO LEON AND ARIWNA AS CHAIR AND CO-CHAIR RESPECTIVELY 


OF 1HE XI UNITED STATES-MEXICO BORDER GOVERNORS' CONFERENCE. 
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SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 


APRIL 3, 1992 







fOR TilE UNITED STATES Of AMERICA 


• 


P~~···-
TI IE HONORABLE PETE WILSON 
GOVERNOR OF TilE STATE OF 
CALIFORNIA 


~~R~SYM~ 
GOVERNOR OF TilE STATE OF 
ARIWNA 


TilE IIONORABLI 
GOVERNOR OF Tl 
TEXAS 


IN I REALGUERRA 
GO THE STATE OF 
TAMAULIPAS 
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A Public Hearing on the U.S.-Mexico 
Free Trade Negotiations 


CO-SPONSORS 


Institute for Regional Studies of the Califomias 
San Diego State University 


The Institute for Regional Studies of the Callfornias at San Diego State University 
was founded in 1983 in recognition of both the wide diversity of border-related activity in the University 
and the need in the larger community for a more concerted approach to issues, problems, and prospects. 
The University has in recent years provided a broad-based forum where academics, business and com
munity leaders, public officials, and technicians from both sides of the border have come together on 
"neutral ground" to discuss common concerns. The existence of a specialized institute to bring together 
the many and diversified resources of the border region • s largest university and largest metropolitan area 
enables SDSU to expand this function and carry it out more effectively. Current IRSC research and out
reach programs include the California-Mexico International Business Education Program which was ini
tially funded by a grant from the U.S. Department of Education to promote cooperation between business 
and academic communities in order to increase mutual awareness of opportunities for international trade. 
Other programs include the Border Water Quality Working Group, the San Diego-Tijuana International 
History Fair, Border Literature and Culture, and a new program funded by the California Council for the 
Humanities, "Environment and Development: Regional and Global Change and the Common Good" 
which created a speakers bureau for community organizations. 


Department of Trans border Affairs 
County of San Diego 


The Department of Transborder Affairs coordinates County programs whose focus 
or impact is related to the United States/Mexico International Border or other Pacific Rim countries. The 
Department conducts comprehensive planning, research, and evaluations that address the needs of San 
Diego County, a major urban border community. It also develops public policy and provides visibility for 
border-related issues that are of concern to the binational region. Staff in the Department ofTransborder 
Mfairs initiate and coordinate transborder-related projects for the County. Activities focus on the areas of 
1) Health and Environment, 2) Public Services, and 3) Trade and Economic Development. The Depart
ment provides expertise for the County in all of these areas. 








BOB FILNER 
50TH l)oSTRICT <!ALIFORNIA 


Leon Williams 
Supervisor 
County of San Diego 
1600 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 921 01 


Dear Leon: 


~ongrtss of tbt 11nittb ji,tatts 
J,Jouse of .1\eprtstntatibts 
llasbin~rton, •t: 205t5-o550 


February 12, 1993 


RECE\VEO 


fEB 1 NVi 
~ns'd •• ~· 


Enclosed is a copy of a letter recently sent to me and Chula Vista Mayor Tim Nader by the 
Mexican Ambassador to the United States. It carne in response to my request that the 
Mexican Government put in writing its views on the Twinports airport proposal. 


As you can see for yourself, this is an explicit rejection of the idea. It seems clear that any 
further expenditure of taxpayer dollars on the Twinports proposal is wasteful and 
irresponsible. 


I have always believed that our regional representatives should sit down with officials of the 
Navy and Marine Corps to begin discussions of the future airport needs of San Diego County. 
I hope your Board will join me in these discussions. 


In the meantime, I hope your Board will endorse a resolution to stop any more expenditures 
on Twinports and join with other regional bodies in discussions with the Navy and Marine 
Corps. 


I will be happy to meet with you to discuss further steps in our efforts to assure that San 
Diego will meet its airport capacity needs o he 21st Century. 


BF/g 
Enclosure 


Sine 


R 
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7he Honorable Tim Nader 
Mayor 
276 Four~h Avenue 
Chula Vis~a, CA 91910 


Dear Mayor Nader: 


Washi:1gton, 
January 2 6, 


,..., ~ 


w. ·-., 
1993 


F"£2 t. 
~ ...... 


I refer to your recent visit to the Embassy of Mexico, and ~o 
your meeting with the Embassy's Deputy Chief of Mission, Ambassador 
Walter Astie-3urgos, ~o discuss the proposals for expanding the ai~ 
and land facilities a~ the ir.terna~ional border crossing of Mesa de 
Otay, between the Sta~es of Baja California and Cali£ornia. 


In this regard, I wish to provide you wi~h ~he following 
informa~ion: 


The original proposal by the San Diego Association of 
Goverr ..... ·.nents (SA..~DAG), t.o build a bi-national ai::-po~-:. on tl:e Mesa de 
Otay border line, has been rejected by the Gove=nmer.t of Mexico. 
The co-sovereignty that s~ch situation would entail makes the 
proposal unacceptable to Mexico for various reasons. 


The second option --to construct a twin airpor~ or. the U.S. 
side-- is likely to elicit strong public opposition, considering the 
negative environmental ef~ects and the serious problem :o= the 
operation of the Tijuana airport resulting from such construction. 
Mexico has already expressed its reasons for rejecting the idea of 
building shared r~nways across the border and a having a single 
control tower. 


In his last official visit to California, Presiden~ Salinas de 
Gortari offered the use of the expanded facilities of the Tijuana 
airport to absorb the air t~affic that car.not be handled by the San 
Diego Airport. The Mexican proposal would require the construction 
of an international crossing for passengers, connecting the Mexican 
air terminal to access facilitie~ on the U.S. side of the border . 


Trusting that you will find this information useful to clari=y 
our posit~on on the aforementioned proposal, I am 


Sincerely yours, 


,i~.:~___ \..-'........._j_~~
Jorge Montano 
Ambassador 


~ c.c. The honorable Rober~ Filner 








INFORMATIONAL 


COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 
CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE 


AGENDA ITEM 


DATE: November 17, 1992 


TO: Board of Supervisors 


BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 


BRIAN P. BILBRAY 
FIRST DISTRICT 


GEORGE F. BAILEY 
SECOND OlsmiCT 


SUSAN GOLDING 
THIRD DISTRICT 


LEON L. WILLIAMS 
FOURTH DISTRICT 


JOHN MACDONALD 
FIFTH DISTRICT 


SUBJECT: REPORT ON PROSPECTS FOR A BINATIONAL AIRPORT IN THE SAN 
DIEGO REGION 


SUMMARY: 


REFERENCE 


The Transborder Affairs Advisory Board's position is reflected 
in the attached report "Cross Border Concerns in the San Diego 
Region: Prospects for a Binational Airport". 


RECOMMENDATION(S) 
CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER: 


None. 


Fiscal Impact 


None. 


NOV 17 1992 CR l.3 







SUBJECT: REPORT ON PROSPECTS FOR A BINATIONAL AIRPORT IN THE SAN 
DIEGO REGION 


BACKGROUND 


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 in the way of resolution. 


standing in the way is a dispute of what really constitutes the 
region, a blurred vision of what the future of this region should 
be, entrenched political positions, and territorial quarrels. 


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. The City of San Diego, SANDAG, 
and more recently the San Diego Dialogue have conducted studies and 
public hearings. There have also been some cross-border 
consultations among interested parties, but so far not producing 
concrete results. In addition, community groups on both sides of 
the border have lobbied against such a facility. 


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. 


A search for models of binational airports revealed that only one 
such example exists. "EuroAirport Basel-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. 







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: 


o Definition of the region (page 35). 
o Vision for the future of this region (page 35). 
o Regional air travel patterns (page 35). 
o Market for air travel (page 35). 
o Location of regional airport (page 35). 
o Future status of Lindbergh Field (page 35). 
o Use of Rodriguez International Airport (page 35). 
o Conflicts with the Regional Growth Management Strategy (page 


35) . 
o Land use plans for the unincorporated portion of Otay Mesa 


(page 36). 
o Impact on the Tijuana River Estuary (page 36). 
o Mexican participant for the Tijuana River National Estuarine 


Research Reserve (page 36). 
o Conflicts with the California Clean Air Act (page 36). 
o Practical aspects of running a binational airport (page 36). 
o Costs of servicing a binational airport (page 36). 
o Applicable components of "EuroAirport" (page 36). 
o International Airport Authority/Transborder Entity (page 36). 
o Rodriguez International Airport's potential for becoming the 


region's binational airport, costs and benefits, ancillary 
services on the U.S. side (page 36). 


o Relationship of proposed "TwinPorts" to Rodriguez 
International Airport (page 36). 


o Prospects for consensus (page 36) . 
o Provisions for amicable dissolution of transborder 


collaboration in case of failure (page 36). 


Respectfully submitted, 


DAVID E. JANSSEN 
Chief Administrative Officer 
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1. Today I met with Dip. Gustavo Davila Rodriguez, he is an 
elected member of the Baja California State Congress. He had a 
representative at the May 12th meeting in Tijuana. Davila is 
goinq to present our arguments before the Environmental Committee 
which he heads, this coming Thursday. Davila expressed the 
strong possibility that the committee will authorize the body to 
take a position against the idea of a border airport. He himself 
is against the idea and doesn't mind saying so. 


If he is successful in convincing the majority of the committee, 
he will then be at liberty to represent that the Environmental 
Committee of the State Congress is opposed on environmental 
grounds to the San Diego project. At minimum, we will have a 
letter to that effect to present on the 25th., he would send the 
letter with his representative to be read for the record. At 
best either himself or another elected State Congressman would be 
present at the hearing. 


He was concerned about the etiquette of an elected foreign 
official making a personal presentation. 1 assured him that in 
our society there was nothing wrong with it. l also suggested 
that I would inform Councilman Juan Carlos Vargas and suggest for 
the Councilman to send him an invitation. This would be 
appropriate since the Councilman represents the study area and 
the matter will be heard by a body in which he is a member. 
ue aqre.~ with the above. He will let me know either late 
Thursday or early Friday the outcome to his Committee meeting. 


Needless to say, if we are able to present such a letter or 
better, if a member can be present in addition to private 
citizens groups from Tijuana, Council members will have a hard 
time i gnoring the regional request. 







2. Last Wednesday's meeting in Tijuana made front page in all 
the leading Tijuana newspapers and received secondary space in 
the national newspaper, El Universal. Both Channel 12 and 33 
carried the meeting in their evening news. 


3. The previously scheduled meeting in Tijuana with ASA 
Director, Guillermo Ruiz de Teresa was apparently canceled. 
Lie. Felipe Baril, Tijuana airport Administrator was instead 
called to Mexico City on Thursday. 


4. We will need Councilman Juan Carlos Vargas to send a fax to 
the Consul General of the u.s. in Tijuana requesting that various 
meabers of the Mexican groups be provided with travel visas to 
attend the San Diego City Council meeting on the 25th. There are 
a number of members who have their Mexican papers but no border 
crossing permit. These are readily available, .but _ .the 
btireaucratic process is slow. A lett~r from the Councilman would 
help expedite the process provided those requesting have all 
their papers in order. I will have the names by this Wednesday 
to forward alon9 with the fax number to the Consulate in Tijuana. 


5. Onder separate fax, l am sending the name of the principal 
figure of the Tijuana Citizens Opposing the Binational Airport to 
Supervisor Bilbray's office with a request the Supervisor send a 
fax to the u.s. Consulate in hopes of expediting the man's visa. 
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SAN DIEGO 
OFFICE OF 


BINATIONAL AFFAIRS 


El Mexicano, October 20, 1990 


TIJUANA 


Possible Construction of a Binational Airport 
Provokes Controversy 


' vV7 oro1 


Several meetings have been held concerning the construction of a 
binational airport. Talks are continuing, and City councilman and 
mayoral hopeful Ron Roberts is among the supporters of this 
proposal. However, nothing has been defined, and there are many 
in Tijuana who don't support this proposal. 


Mario Escobedo, the Vice President of the Tijuana Tourism 
committee said that before promoting this project, "we must first 
make Tijuana's airport truly international, by attracting foreign 
airlines and those that are currently not landing in San Diego 
because of geographical problems". He added that "the terminal 
must be expanded, charters from San Diego should bring passengers 
to Tijuana and viceversa. Because of the lack of flights to San 
Diego from Japan, Tijuana should take advantage of this 
opportunity and put tourist packages together to draw Japanese 
visitors to Tijuana and its airport". 


Escobedo suggested that if the Federal Government converts 
Tijuana's airport into an international one, this will create 
more jobs for Tijuana, and produce benefits for tourism, foreign 
trade and the maquiladora industry. 


Having done this, Tijuana would then be in the position to 
explore the binational airport concept with San Diego, since San 
Diego needs Tijuana's airspace and runway to land airplanes on 
Otay Mesa. 


With respect to the proposal, Senator Gustavo Almaraz stated that 
"we should sit down and talk with San Diego to learn more about 
the goals of the project, and not rush into it. Mexico has no 
intention of letting a foreign government run and operate a 
national airport", he clarified. 


Others have said that "it's not because of our pretty face that 
San Diego wants the binational airport. There are millions of 
dollars involved in this plus the political careers of certain 
people. That's why we must be careful". 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


A. Introduction 


The report "The Impact of the North American Free Trade 
Agreement on San Diego Businesses," prepared for Southwestern 
College Small Business Development and International Trade Center 
("NAFTA Report") analyzes how the North American Free Trade 
Agreement ("NAFTA") negotiated between the United States, Mexico 
and Canada, will impact local San Diego businesses. 


While much has been reported regarding the terms of the 
NAFTA, very little analysis has been made of the microeconomic 
effects, despite the importance of such information for business 
strategic planning. 


The NAFTA Report concludes that overall, San Diego 
businesses can derive significant benefits from the NAFTA in 
almost every sector. The NAFTA Report points out that in San 
Diego's most competitive industries, including aerospace, 
electronics, computer software products, and in services 
industries, the Mexican market has growing demand. The NAFTA 
should increase San Diego companies' access to these markets by 
reducing the duties paid on exports into Mexico and eliminating 
licensing requirements, quotas and other impediments to doing 
business in or with Mexico. The Agreement also liberalizes 
Mexico's rules governing foreign investment in its markets, 
providing national treatment and full participation in most of 
Mexico's industrial sectors. 


The most specific negative impacts from the NAFTA are 
likely to be felt in the San Diego regional agricultural sector, 
including among flower producers and some fruits and vegetables 
producers, as a result of U.S. tariff reductions; although 
lengthy tariff phase-out terms should provide an opportunity for 
adjustment and some continued protection. In the short-term, 
border retailers may experience a decline in the number of 
Mexican consumers traveling north for shopping trips, as the 
Mexican market opens to u.s. retailers and retail goods 
internally. The maquiladora industry will likely undergo some 
adjustment in terms of sourcing and relative competitive edge. 
The NAFTA Report predicts, however, that the maquiladora industry 
will continue to be a strong draw for companies looking to gain 
the advantage of low cost labor and proximity to the U.S. market. 
The continued interest in maquiladora production· is important for 
San Diego, since the border industry translates into jobs on the 
San Diego side of the border as well. 


The NAFTA Report also addresses the impact of the NAFTA 
on border infrastructure issues, including congestion at border 
crossings and environmental impacts. While the NAFTA itself 
should promote regional development, increased trade could be 
stymied unless infrastructure, such as roads, border crossings 
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and customs facilities, keep pace with the expected increased 
traffic. 


On the environmental side, activism by U.S. 
environmental groups has made the NAFTA the "greenest" trade 
agreement in history. The NAFTA does not include funding for 
border environmental concerns nor does it provide an enforcement 
mechanism for the obligations. However, the Agreement requires 
the Parties to maintain existing health, safety and environmental 
s tandards and encourages the harmonization upwards of the 
Parties' current standards. The NAFTA has also heightened 
national awareness of border environmental issues and has 
resulted in pledges from the U.S. and Mexican governments for 
increased funding in this area. With the heightened focus on 
environmental clean-up and "clean industries," San Diego-based 
environmental engineering firms are likely to find new 
opportunities in Mexico. 


The other area of opposition to the NAFTA has come from 
labor groups which are concerned that the Agreement will 
encourage U.S. businesses to close shop in the United States and 
transfer jobs to Mexico. Recent studies indicate that some jobs 
will be lost as a result of the NAFTA but more jobs will be 
gained. 


In conjunction with the NAFTA, the Administration has 
proposed a new worker retaining program to promote job training 
and worker adjustment assistance to protect workers who have lost 
their jobs as a result of the NAFTA. It appears likely that the 
amount and type of assistance to be provided in this area will be 
a major issue during the debates over the NAFTA during 1993. 


For San Diego, the prediction is that the NAFTA will 
result in a net job gain, as a result of our proximity to the 
border and the inflow of related trade activity. 


B. Summary of Impact of NAFTA by Sector 


The NAFTA Report contains a sector-by-sector analysis 
of the impact of the NAFTA on San Diego businesses, both in terms 
of positive and negative impacts. The areas, and summary of 
conclusions for each area, are as follows: 


1. Tariff Reductions 


Conclusion: The phased elimination of tariffs on goods 
traded between the countries should benefit San Diego 
companies exporting products subject to currently high 
Mexican tariffs. The phase-outs will increase San Diego 
competitiveness over third country suppliers. Because 
Mexican tariffs are on average higher than u.s. tariff 
rates, the phase-outs should be of greater benefit on 
average for u.s. products. 
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2. Intellectual Property Protections (IPR) and High 
Technology Products 


Conclusion: Increased IPR protections are important for 
high-tech industries including software, telecommunications, 
biotechnology, and pharmaceutical manufacturers, all 
important to San Diego. Among other provisions, the NAFTA 
grants protection to a company's trade secrets and provides 
enhanced coverage in the patent, copyright and trademark 
areas. 


3. General Manufacturing Sectors 


Conclusion: The NAFTA should positively impact the San 
Diego manufacturing sector with an expected growth in 
exports to Mexico, due to tariff reductions, increased 
Mexican demand and more regional content requirements from 
rules of origin. The best product exports include: 


machinery and computer parts; 
software; 
machine tools; 
telecommunications equipment; 
semiconductors; 
telephone equipment; 
electronic components; 
plastic products; 
industrial chemicals; 
aircraft and parts; 
household appliances; 
toys, games, and sporting goods; 
building supplies. 


4. Investment Provisions 


Conclusion: The eventual elimination of Mexico's investment 
restrictions under the NAFTA should result in increased 
participation by San Diego companies in the Mexican market, 
resulting in increased business opportunities for the 
services sector including in engineering, architecture, 
construction and franchising. 


s. Maquiladora Industry 


Conclusion: The NAFTA's rules of origin are likely to 
result in changes in sourcing practices among some 
maquiladoras, including greater regional sourcing. Over 
time, the nature of maquiladoras will change as they become 
more of a "national'' industry, shipping freely both to 
national and export markets even as NAFTA benefits kick in, 
the benefits of shared production and investment along the 
border will persist. 


Page 3 of 5 cGray, Cary, Ames & Frye 1992 







251066 


6. Services Sectors 


Conclusion: The services sector should benefit from the 
NAFTA, including the likelihood of increased San Diego-based 
tourism, as well as development of the Mexican tourism 
industry; opportunities for San Diego companies in the 
Mexican banking and insurance markets will also increase, 
including for San Diego institutions such as Grossmont Bank 
and California Commerce Bank (both Mexican owned) which 
should be well placed to benefit from the NAFTA. 


7. Agriculture 


Conclusion: The NAFTA may result in readjustments in San 
Diego's flower and fruits industries. Snapback provisions 
should provide some protections. The NAFTA is likely to 
result in some movement of production to Mexico. 


8. Retail/Consumers 


Conclusion: In the short run, retailers might experience 
some loss in business as access in Mexico to u.s. durable 
goods increases and large U.S. vendors establish themselves 
directly in the Mexican market. In the long-term, increased 
consumer purchasing power and access to border markets 
should assist retailers. Consumers should benefit from 
lower prices. San Diego chain retailers should also 
benefit. Price Club, for example, has already gone into 
Mexico with great success. 


9. Transportation 


Conclusion: Liberalization in the transportation area 
should reduce costs in cross-border trade. Mexican trucking 
companies may have an advantage over U.S. companies as a 
result of lower Mexican labor rates, but U.S. owners will 
have an advantage with better vehicles and capitalization. 


10. Energy 


Conclusion: The NAFTA opens Mexican natural gas, 
electricity and refined petroleum products to u.s. 
suppliers. The NAFTA also provides new opportunities for 
co-generation and independent power production. Mexico's 
need to upgrade its petrochemical and refining capabilities 
could provide opportunities to local engineering firms. The 
NAFTA does not open the Mexican energy market to foreign 
ownership of Mexico's natural resources. Liberalization 
apart from the NAFTA could well occur if Mexico's ability to 
expand the exploration and discovery of its natural 
resources stalls for lack of capital. 
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11. Government Procurement and Construction Industry 


conclusion: NAFTA provisions covering government 
procurement should provide substantial benefits to San Diego 
companies by opening the Mexican government procurement 
market, including for example, opportunities for 
participation in Mexican government infrastructure 
development projects. Mexican growth along the border 
through increased trade and investment has created a need 
for construction of roads, bridges, port facilities, waste 
water treatment facilities, and housing, which has not been 
met internally. 


c. conclusion 


The NAFTA should be a net gain to San Diego businesses 
looking for new market opportunities, increased exports and 
potential joint venture arrangements with their Mexican 
counterparts. As well, it may in some instances result in the 
need to develop new strategies to deal with potential increases 
in competition in a particular industry or service area. The key 
to success will be in evaluating the anticipated changes, and 
where possible, taking advantage of new niches and changes in the 
nature of competition within certain markets which will result 
from the NAFTA provisions. 
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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 future 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 Mure . 
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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 


0 


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 April1988, 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 report 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. "TwinPorts", 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. 
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CROSS BORDER CONCERNS IN THE SAN DIEGO REGION: 
ISSUE: PROSPECTS FOR A BINATIONAL AIRPORT 
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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 Mure 
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 Jack of consensus and political intransigence. 
There is no common vision for the Mure 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 SANDAG 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 ''Twin Ports", 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, Gardin 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: 


o How should such a facility be managed? 
o What would be the impact on the community? 
o How would such an airport affect your activities? 
o What is the Mexican perspective on these issues? 
o How can we improve the process of making recommendations and decisions on 


common (San Diego-Tijuana) border issues? 
o 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. lhen, 
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 B 
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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 preferred 
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 2D-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 


Figure 3 
Brown Field: 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 Field, 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) identified 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 induded 
runway and taxiway improvements, an instrument landing system (ILS), and fuel storage 
relocation (Rgure 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 
''Twin Ports".-


"Twin Ports" 


RWY 9/2.7 
(paarallal to existing Tijuana runway) 


MESA DEOTAY 
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 Reid'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 I 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 10 degrees 
(alignment 10/28) and 20 degrees (alignment 11/29, Appendix B, page 40) to the nofth. 
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 8-747. 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; 
underground 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 benefits: 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; 
loeal manufacturing base which is heavily r_eliant on air transportation; location in a 1,41 ~ 
acre Free Trade Zone; access to international ports in the United States and Mexico; and 
the North American Free Trade Agreement (full 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 benefits 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 


• 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 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 
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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 Proposition 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 ''Twin Ports• 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 
a binational airport the U.S. will have some say in alleviating detrimental impacts. 


Disadvantages: 


Noise. traffic. etc.: The environmental impacts of a binationar 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 . 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 
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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 miles 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 . 


26 







Infrastructure 


Advantages: 


Binational coordination: A binational 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 Tijuana 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 future 
needs, even without the further complications (imbala11ce) 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 life". 


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 (FM) 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 be a reluctance to relinquish control to 
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 SANDAG 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 identified for further study. 


o 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. 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


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 special 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 close 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 facilities 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 Financing: There are a number of different methods available to finance a facility 


of this nature, induding 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 "Twin Ports" proposal. While this 
• 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. 
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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, dose 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 Basei
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 doser 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 ·eonvention 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/Rughafen 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-Billa) . 


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 trans border 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 b~coming increasingly complex and therefore requires skillful 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 .!! coincide with the county boundaries, or 
does· it extend south into Mexico? 


2. What is our vision for the Mure 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 unincorporated portion of Otay Mesa (east of the 


• Otay Mesa border crossing) be modified to accommodate a binational facility if that 
is the consensus of Mure binational deliberations? 


10. How do we mitigate impacts on the Tijuana River Estuary, both from an expansion 
of Rodriguez International Airport and from a possible Mure binational airport 
located on the U.S. side? 


• 
11 . Can we identify a Mexican participant for the Tijuana River National Estuarine 


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 ("control" 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 willing 
to pay additional taxes or a regional development impact fee? 


15. Which components of "EuroAirport" may be applicable to the San Diego-Tijuana 


• border region? 


16. Does it make sense to create an International Airport Authority, similar to the Port 
District and/or a Transborder Entity? If so, how will sovereignty concerns be 
resolved? 


• 17. Does Rodriguez International Airport have the potential for becoming the region's 
binational airport? What would be the costs and benefits? If this option is chosen, 
which ancillary services should be provided on the U.S. side (e.g., terminal with 
gates, parking, border crossing exclusively for airport use, etc.)? 


' I. 18. Does the current expansion of Rodriguez International Airport permit incorporation 
of "TwinPorts" at a Mure stage? 


19. Can we reach a binational consensus on the concept of a binational airport, 
whether it be Rodriguez International only or a Mure incorporation of "Twin Ports•, 


• so that we can move forward with the necessary steps? 


20. How do we provide for an amicable dissolution of the proposed transborder 
collaboration in the event these efforts fail? 


• 
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SUMMARY /CONCLUSIONS 


Depending on how one defines the region and views its Mure, 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 focussd 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 agreement: 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 been 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 Mure 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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APPENDICES 


A. BROWN FIELD RUNWAY, ALTERNATIVES A AND B 


B. "TWINPORTS" CONFIGURATION ALTERNATIVES 10/28, 11/29 


C. EUROAIRPORT BASEL-MULHOUSE-FREIBURG 


1 . 
2. 
3. 


HISTORY 
STRUCTURE 
SUMMARY: "FRANCO-SWISS AGREEMENT RELATIVE TO THE 
CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATION OF THE BASEL-MULHOUSE AIRPORT'' 
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HISTORY 


From Blotzheim to the EuroAirport 


Euro~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 commercial airfield. Immediately 
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 ~ederal Council in 1936 to enter 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 buildings 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 caul d 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-Mu.1house-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·ui lding 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/mg 
010.3 I PR 
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Basel Mulhouse Freiburg ------- • · 


STRUCTURE 


Basel-Mulhouse- The world's only binational airport 


Base 1-Mu l house airport has the 1 ega l form of a pub 1 i c corporation 
incorporated under international law based in France. Its legal basis 
is the "Convention Franco-Sui sse", the treaty between France and 
Switzerland that was signed on 4 July 1949 by Federal Councillor 
Petitpierre and the French ambassador Hoppenot. 


Contrary to a widely held beiief, the treaty has not been concluded 
for a specific period (e.g. 90 years), but does contain provisions 
for its 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 including the lengthening of the runway. As the 
purpose of the airport, the treaty stipulates that it is 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~irst time in the history of the airport~ - France granted a 
subsidy for the enlargement of the terminal building 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 treaty. 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 mi 11 ion 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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e 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 


e 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 


e 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 


e and a reasonable growth in traffic and income. The alternative would 
be the familiar 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 
e members from each 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 ure 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-
e 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 civi 1 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 entitle~ 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 
buildings which is entered into under the international 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 'norma 1' 
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 countrj 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 On 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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JIM BATES 
44th DISTRICT, CALIFORNIA 


COMMITTEE ON ENERGY 
AND COMMERCE 


R C I EO 
SEP 1 d "' 


'd 1\t} 
COMMITTEE ON 


GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS 


COMMITTEE ON HOUSE 
ADMINISTRATION 


<tTnngrtiHl nf tbe lnit.eb ~ates 
]l{nuae nf ftepreaentatiuea 


CHAIRMAN 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON 


PROCUREMENT AND PRINTING 


Chairman Leon Williams 
County of San Diego 
1600 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92101 


Dear Chairman Williams: 


August 29, 1990 


PLEASE REPLY TO: 


0 224 CANNON BUILDING 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20515 


(202) 225-5452 


0 MARKETPLACE AT THE GROVE 
3450 COLLEGE AVENUE, #220 


SAN DIEGO, CA 92115 
(619) 287-8851 


0 430 DAVIDSON STREET. SUITE A 
CHULA VISTA, CA 92010 


(619) 691-1166 


I have just returned from a trip to Mexico City. The purpose of 
my visit was to pursue border issues including Mexican views on 
the proposed binational airport, border crossing facilities and 
possible expansion, border transportation issues including the 
extension of the San Diego Trolley into Tijuana, possible border 
fee systems and the like. 


I met once again with the Honorable Andres Case Lombardo, Mexico's 
Secretary of Communication and Transportation. Secretary Case 
agreed with me, and so stated, that a binational airport would 
not be in the best interest of either the United States or Mexico. 
He will be sending out a communique to this effect in the very 
near future, in cooperation with the President of Mexico and the 
Secretary of Foreign Affairs. 


In fact, steps to upgrade and improve Rodriguez Field in Tijuana 
to a major regional/international airport are already underway. 
Plans exist to upgrade and expand the parking area, to upgrade and 
expand aircraft and maintenance facilities, and to add numerous 
buildings for freight and cargo. In addition, negotiations with 
Delta: Alaska, and Japan Airlines! and Aero Mexico for increased 
flights, are in progress. 


At the request of Secretary Case, I will immediately begin a 
process of looking at American consulting firms specializing in 
transportation planning, with the intention of forwarding such 
information to Secretary Case. These firms would work directly 
with Mexican planners, construction firms, and the Mexican 
government in developing Tijuana's airport and surrounding 
facilities. 







Page 2. 


By way of background, I continue to believe that a thorough study 
of the possible use of Miramar Naval Air Station as a location 
for our next airport is required. To that end, I was successful 
in getting report language attached to a Defense Department appro
priations bill. The language directs the Department of the Navy 
to undertake a study of the feasibility of constructing a joint 
use military/civilian airport at NAS Miramar. The study will 
include an analysis of the effects of a new airport on admin
istration, staffing requirements, training, safety, noise levels, 
and ground passenger traffic in the vicinity. We will all be 
following the progress of that study, I know. 


Needless to say, I am very pleased with the initial results of my 
talks with Mexican government officials this past week and I look 
forward to working with the Mexican and San Diego County officials 
on this issue. 


Sincerely, 


• BATES 
Congress 
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AUGIE BARENO 
DIRECTOR 


(619) 531 - 6489 DEPARTMENT OF TRANSBORDER AFFAIRS 


ROOM 273. 1600 PACIFIC HIGHWAY. SAN DIEGO. CALIFORNIA 92101-2422 


September 30, 1992 


TO: 


FROM: 


Don Abel, Executive Assistant, 
Supervisors, District 4 


Kaare S. Kjos, Project Coordinator 


County 


DRAFT REPORT ON PROSPECTS FOR A BINATIONAL AIRPORT 


Board of 


Enclosed is a copy of the referenced report which has tentatively 
been scheduled for Board hearing on November 3, 1992 . 


This report has been prepared on behalf of the Transborder Affairs 
Advisory Board and reflects the findings and recommendations 
produced by a series of panel discussions with experts from both 
sides of the border. 


Given the sensitive nature of the subject, DCAO Lari Sheehan 
advised that you be given an advance copy. Please direct questions 
or comments to me, at (730) 6485. 


Thanks for your consideration! 


Sincerely, 


KM-e~(KjA 
Kaare s. Kjos 


P.S. Please disregard the occasional underlines. They reflect the 
latest changes proposed by the Advisory Board members to facilitate 
their final review of the document. 
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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 future 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 addr-ess the practical aspects of building, 
managing, and using a binational airport- thus testing the premise that transborder issues 
of such significance must be dealt within a transborder forum. lhe merits and location 
of a regional/binational facility were only of secondary concern. Numerous interest 
groups have dealt with those issues. 


Predictably, the discussions aiSCiosed 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 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 interdependency is very real and growing. 
Management of this relationship should be delegated in part to a transborder entity to 
ensure practical representation of local perspective 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 31). 


Specific 


The following issues should be included in the deliberations: 


o Definition of the region (page 31). 
o Vision for the future of this region (page 31 ). 
o Regional air travel patterns (page 31). 
o Market for air travel (page 31). 
o Location of regional airport (page 31). 
o Future status of Undbergh Reid (page 31). 
o Use of Rodriguez International Airport (page 31). 
o Conflicts with the Regional Growth Management Strategy (page 31). 
o Land use plans for the unincorgorated portion of Otay Mesa (page 32). 
o Impact on the Tijuana River Estuary (page 32). 
o Mexican participant for the Tijuana River National Estuarine Research Reserve 


(page 32). 
o Conflicts with the California Clean Air Act (page 32). 
o Practical aspects of running a binational airport (page 32). 
o Costs of servicing a binational airport (page 32). 
o Applicable components of "EuroAirport• (page 32). 
o International Airport Authority {Transborder Entity (page 32). 
o Rodriguez International Airport's potential for becoming the region's binational 


airport, costs and benefits, ancillary services on the U.S. side (page 32). 
o Relationship of proposed "TwinPorts• to Rodriguez International Airport (page 32). 
o Prospects for consensus (page 32). 
o Provisions for amicable dissolution of transborder collaboration in case of failure 


(page 32). 
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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 Cot,.Jnty 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 !§POrt does not intend to take sides· in the debate over the merits andJocation 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. "TwinPorts", 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 interdependencies require a new way of 


1: thinking. 


The premise does not call for sacrificing 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 DiegofTijuana border region"). 


The premise is that a transborder body, as described, should first consider what is so far 
generally accepted, i.e., the long term need for expanded airport services both for San 
Diego and Tijuana; the expansion of Rodriguez International Airport in Tijuana, the 
"TwinPorts• proposal, which 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. 
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CROSS BORDER CONCERNS IN THE SAN DIEGO REGION: 
ISSUE: PROSPECTS FOR A BINATIONAL AIRPORT 
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Rgure 1 
San Diego Airports/Regional Airport Candidate Sites 


PROBLEM STATEMENT 


The San Die o Association of Governments (SANOAG) projects that San Diego will 
generate air travel deman of up to mr 1on 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 


12 







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 unnecessary 
duplications. 


Perhaps the most significant problem is lack of consensus and political entrenchment. 
There is no common vision for the Mure of the region. There is no agreement on 
whether a new international airport is needed to serve that vision; and rr ·so, where such 
a facility should be located. There is dissention 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 ha~_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 SANDAG 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, the attention shifted to Otay Mesa. Early concepts to possibly link Brown 
Field with Rodriguez International in Tijuana would have consumed large amounts of lands 
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 this proposal. In addition, the position of the Mexican government, including the 
sharing of air space, remains unclear. A number of 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, 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 binatio~al 
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 Reid 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 Desarrolloo 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: 


o How should such a facility be managed? 
o What would be the impact on the community? 
o How would such an airport affect your activities? 
o What is the Mexican perspective on these issues? 
o How can we improve the process of making recommendations and decisions on 


common (San Diego /Tijuana) border issues? 
o 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 
astar as the merits or location of a binational airport, although it did provide a list of 
issues to be considered in the event such a facility is built. Only on one point did there 
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seem to be consensus: the need for doser 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" proposaJ 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 


Rgure 2 
Lindbergh 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 Reid 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 preferred 
is 3 degrees) further compounded by obstructions. For these reasons it is considered 
a "Special Airport", requiring special trainin of all ilots. Forty-three thousand people 
(21, 750 dwelling units are ocate 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 (Rgure 2). --


In addition, the Port District's Airport Development Study for Undberg Reid 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 
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, a report by P&D Technologies estimated that Undbergh Reid could 
accommodate up to 24 million airline passengers per year through certain expansion 
scenarios, including acquisition of Marine Corps Recruit Depot (MCRD). MCRD was 
considered for base closure in 1991 and may again be so oonsidered, given the on-going 
budget constraints. 


17 







Brown Field 


Rgure 3 , 
Brown Reid: Existing Facilitiesjlm~ediate Action Program. 


Brown Reid is located approximately 15 miles sou1heast 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. lhe 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 J!Q!:!t1 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 fimited 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) identified two alternatives for Otay Mesa (both involving 
Brown Reid) 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 (ILS), and fuel storage 
mlocat•on (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 planned 
for industrialjcommercial development between Brown Field and the border, several 
political leaders and business groups joined to pro_Q_ose a new concept, known as 
"Twin Ports". 


"Twin Ports" 


Rgure 4 
"Twin Ports", Proposed Concept 
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"TwinPorts" is a proposed binational airport which would replace the Brown Field 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 woufd 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 form hired 
b the City of San Diego to develop this conce t estimates that "TwinPorts• could serve 
24 million annua passengers AP) 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 10 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 instrum-ent 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 


Rgure 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. 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 8-7 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_ gf a 
second runway, parallel to the so~. a new international tenninal, new gates, platforms 
and taxiways. Ground access -and parking could be provided on the U.S. side; 
underground 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 future. 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 comprise 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 benefits: 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 commercialfindustrial 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 {full implementation of NAFTA 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). 


Jobs. revenue: P&D's report estimates that "TwinPorts• 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 benefits 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 benefrt from providing needed airport 
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 1-8 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 -rwinPorts•- 55 miles. 
Although travel distance does not necessarily equate travel time, it is an indicator of what 
travellers will be facing. 


Additionally, some opponents state that Undbergh Reid's inadequacies are exaggerated; 
that in fact passenger trattiCOver the last five years has levelled off. The following table 
shows Undbergh Reid 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 Reid 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 are low ($0.89 per 1,000 lbs) because the 
land there was "inherited" from the Port District. Of course, closure of Undberg Reid 
would negate this argument, however, this is not a serious consideration at the present 
time. 


Furthermore, San DiegojUndbergh Reid is already bracketed by major facilities in Los 
Angeles (LAX) and Tijuana (Rodriguez International), and Jagging 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 interdependencies that exist 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 re-define the region and to re-evaluate the Regional 
Growth Management Strategy. 


This Strategy is being developed as a consequence of Proposition 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 lite• 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 April1981 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 "Twin Ports" 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 ~_specific plan. 


Additionally, there is the 22,000 acre Otay Ranch, immediately tq_ the north, which could 
be moderately to significantly impacted 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 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 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 
a binational airport the U.S. will have some say in alleviating detrimental impacts. 


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 miles to the east in Baj~ 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 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 impact would also occur 
without a binational airport, albeit to a lesser degree. 


Lawsuits:__llle City of Chula Vista and the community of Otay /Nestor have threatened to 
file la~s 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 binational facility would provide critical impetus for expansion 
of the regional infrastructure, especially the mass transit systems, ana promote binational 
coordination in these matters. This relates directly to the proposed re-examination 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 R,roposal 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 dra 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 (imbalance) of a binational airport . 


............... 


For example, it 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 
iimitations 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 so-called "quality of lifeN. 


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. Lindbergh Field, for instance, has an airport 
manager responsible for running the terminal building and managing the basic 
·( frastructure, security, and emergency services. Space is rented out to the different 


I. 
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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. 


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


The management of a binational airport for the San DiegofTijuana 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: 


o 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 be a reluctance to relinquish control to 
Mexico. Conversely, fears of U.S. dominance may motivate Mexico's own 
proposals, such as the expansion of Tijuana's international airport 


o Binational Coordination: Fair binational negotiations and coordination are essential 
in 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. 


o Airspace Management: Presently, Mexico is by agreement allowed to infringe on 
U.S. airspace because of the proximity of its runways's to the border. Expansion 
of Rodriguez 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. 


o 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 operatfon. 


o Safety: This is a primary concern of airline pilots. They are Jess 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 SANDAG 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 identified for further study. 


o 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 


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


o 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. 


o 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 special needs 
that such a facility entails. 


o Access and Ground Transportation: Access and ground transportation must be 
carefully coorc;1inated 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 -rwinPorts•-type binational airport, the Transborder Affairs Advisory 
Board considers it logical to pursue the construction of a border crossing close fo 
ffie 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 facilities could be constructed on the 
north side of the border. 


o Wage Differences: The management of the Rodriguez International Airport 
suggests that a jointly operated facility would be complicated by the wage 
difference 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 attractive to 
inveStor& --0 Communications: Mexican law presently requires that all communications on the 
Mexican side be handled by Mexicans. However, it is unknown at this time 
whether the proposed North American Free Trade Agreement may change this 
situation. 
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o Financing: 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 de · · hese costs are to be shared b the 
two countries, w 1c again depends on the ultimate location an configuration of 
tne airport. 


Many of the concerns listed abov~ are addressed in the "TwinPorts" proposal. While this 
proposal has merits in the eyes of many, it has also been criticized for having negative 
regional impacts and from 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, according to the lnstitute__gf 
the Americas. 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 ~iudad 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 Basei
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 managem~ 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 i'exploitation de l'aeroport de Bale-Mulhouse du 22 
decembre 1949M (Franco-Swiss Convention Relative to the Construction and Operation 
of the Basei-Mulhouse Airport), it contains specific provisions ior 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, including communications and weather services, are the 
responsibilities of the Airport Commander. He is always a French official since the facility 
is located entirely on French soil. His 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 componenh? 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 ~deal model for transborder collaboration, it may not 
be appropriate for the San Diegojlljuana 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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Rgure 7 


-Swiss 
fB1 French 


EuroAirport 
Situationsplan/ 
Plan de situation 


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, 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 U.S. 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 therefor requires skillful 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 promotes the creation of a 
binational border authority for the San Diego-Tijuana region, which would provide a 
binational 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 conclusions expressed in 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 Uberrhein", 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 coincide 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? 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 unincorporated portion of Otay Mesa (east of the 
Otay Mesa border crossing) be modified to accommodate a binational facility if that 
is the consensus of Mure binational deliberations? 


10. How do we mitigate impacts on the Tijuana River Estuary, both from an expansion 
of Rodriguez International Airport and from a possible future binational airport 
located on the U.S. side? 


11 . Can we identify a Mexican participant for the Tijuana River National Estuarine 
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 ("control• issue), airspace, air traffic 
control, safety, emergencies, security, customs, immigration, design, access, 
infrastructure, wage differences, communications, and financing? 


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


15. Which components of ·EuroAirport• may be applicable to the San Diegoflijuana 
border region? 


16. Does it make sense to create an International Airport Authority, similar to the Port 
District and/or a Transborder Entity? (Both U.S. and Mexican officials may 
perceive a proposed transborder entity as an effort to infringe on their sovereignty. 


17. Does Rodriguez International Airport have the potential for becoming the region's 
binational airport? What would be the costs and benefits? If this option is chosen, 
which ancillary services should be provided on the U.S. side (e.g., terminal with 
gates, parking, border crossing exclusively for airport use, etc.)? 


18. Does the current expansion of Rodriguez International Airport permit incorporation 
of MTwinPorts" as a future stage? 


19. Can we reach a binational consensus on the concept of a binational airport, 
whether it be Rodriguez International only or a Mure incorporation of "Twin Ports•, 
so that we can move forward with the necessary steps? 


20. How do we provide for an amicable dissolution of the proposed transborder 
collaboration in the event the efforts do not work out? 
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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 interdependency with Tijuana and Baja California to the south, attention 
has recently shifted to the U.S.- Mexican border region and 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 on the meritous and locational aspects of 
such a facility specifically. 


With the many divergent viewpoints presented during these discussions, it was perhaps 
obvious that they would produce more questions than answers. Only on a few points did 
there seem to be agreement: the growing interdependencies between the two sides of 
the border, the failures of the past 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 of this relationship. Mexico has not been properly 
consulted so far, despite well intended efforts. Still, there may be 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 
exists models for such collaborative, 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 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 could be examined for applicable components, the questions posed in this study 
could be addressed, existing trans-national entities, such as the "EuRegio Uberrhein" and 
the International Boundary and Water Commission could be studied, and the works and 
proposals of the aforementioned creative minds should be examined. 


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


HISTORY 


From Blotzheim to the EuroAirport 


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-M~nnheim 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 commercial airfield. Immediately 
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 Council in 1936 to en'ter -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 was 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 bu i 1 dings had to be constructed. Work began on the 
present main terminal buil~ing 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. 







27 June 1970 was the date on which the airport in its final form 
was inaugurated. In 1972 a duty-free war~house 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 building 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. 
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STRUCTURE 


t:uro~utrport 
Basel Mulhouse Freiburg --------


Basel-Mulhouse - The world's only binational airport 


Base 1-Mu 1 house airport has the legal form of a public corporation 
incorporated under international law based in France. Its legal basis 
is the "Convention Franco-Suisse··, the treaty between France and 
Switzerland that was signed on 4 July 1949 by Federal Councillor 
Petitpierre and the French ambassador Hoppenot. 


Contrary to a widely held beiief, the treaty has not been concluded 
for a specific period (e.g. 90 years), but does contain provisions 
for its 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 including the lengthening of the runway. As the 
purpose of the airport, the treaty stipulates that it is 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 firsLtime in the history of the airport, France granted a 
subsidy for the enlargement of the terminal building 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 treaty. 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 envi~onmental 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 wou1d 
be the familiar 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 each 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 appoi~t 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 failure 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 front i er cross i ng between France and Switzerland. However, the 
French authorities are also responsible in the Swiss sector for 
general policing including the maintenance of public order and 
security. 


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, s i nce 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 
buildings which is entered into under the i nternat i ona 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 goodwi 11 of its voters. In v .i ew 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 themse 1 ves in order not to be measured by 'norma 1 • 
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 
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APPENDIX C.3 


FRANCO-SWISS AGREEMENT RELATIVE TO 
THE CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATION OF THE BASEL-MULHOUSE AIRPORT 


The original agreement contained the following documents: 


o 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: 


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. 
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Article 5: Operational Costs and Revenues; each country is responsible for providing 


its own customs, police, and health services. This artide also describes 
disbursement of profit or loss in the event the Agreement is dissolved. 


Article 6: Applicable Legislation: only French laws and regulations apply to the airport 
facilities, unless otherwise specified in the Agreement and its Annexes. 


Article 7: 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. 


Article 8: 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. 


Article 9: 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 fiom 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. 
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Article 16: Commercial Laws; Swiss civilian aircraft are subject to Swiss commercial 
taws. 


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. 


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 $taMes (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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