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DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS JAMES T. POTT. DIRECTOR 

SANTA CLARA COUNTY OFFICE BUILDING 20 WEST HEDDING STREET 
CIVIC CENTER SAN JOSE, CALIFORNIA 95110 

Mr. Howard W. Campen 
County Executive 
County of Santa Clara 
70 West Hedding Street 
San Jose, California 

June 28, 1966 

Subject: County General Aviation Plan 

Dear Mr. Campen: 

This General Aviation Plan for the County of Santa 
Clara is presented because the 1960 Friedland Report is 
now in need of up-dating, and because recent events have 
shown that there are, and will be in the future, additional 
revenue sources which can markedly aid the financing of 
the cash program for the airport system. Legislative 
approval to pursue these additional revenue sources would 
be desirable at this time. 

The report shows that the ultimate cost of the airport 
system for the County of Santa Clara will be $9,000,000 
and that this cost has been, and can continue to be, 
financed on a cash basis in the future if the additional 
revenue sources named in the report are brought to bear on 
the County's program. 

JTP:es 

Very truly yours, 

~Qa.. ..... ,c...c \ -

JAMES T. POTT 
Director 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

The County of Santa Clara committed itself to an 

airport program following submission of the Friedland 

Report in June 1960. The County had been actively engaged 

in aviation and airport studies and planning projects as 

early as December 1946 when the County Planning Commission 

prepared a report entitled "Master Plan of Airports." 

Subsequently, several additional reports and studies were 

prepared which finally led to the June 1960 report entitled 

"Airport Study, General Aviation Requirements" prepared by 

H.K. Friedland and Associates. 

Partially because of the commitment to a County Airport 

Program, there has been a marked change in general aviation 

activity within Santa Clara County. This change was 

primarily in the area of growth of general aviation activity. 

Santa Clara County now has approximately 975 taxed aircraft 

based within the County. This represents more than 8% of 

the taxed aircraft in the State of California. For compara

tive purposes, the population of Santa Clara County is 

approximately 5% of the population of the State. The 975 

based aircraft in 1966 equals the number of aircraft 

projected by the Friedland Report for 1973. In other words, 

the predicted number of aircraft, seven years after the 

prediction was made, is seven years out of phase with what 

is actually happening within the County. 
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The purpose of this report is to up-date the previous 

Friedland plan and to permit the administration of the 

County to be more responsive to changing combinations of 

revenue sources which will be required in order to finance 

a committed program. If maximum utilization is made of 

existing and contemplated revenue-providing programs, the 

County Airport Program can be continued on a permanent 

"pay-as-you-go" basis for this integral part of the 

transportation plan of the County. 

The Friedland Report recognized the overall importance 

of general aviation to the economic growth and development 

of the County. It has been the basis of the County's 

general aviation and airport development program. 

Generally, the Friedland study recommended: 

1. That the County purchase and develop 
Hillview Airport or a new airport to 
replace it. 

2. That Palo Alto Airport be maintained, 
developed and expanded by either the 
City of Palo Alto, the County of San 
Mateo, the County of Santa Clara, or 
by a combination of these agencies. 

3. That immediate steps be taken to 
acquire a site in the southern part 
of the County for a new airport, or 
airports, and be developed as needed 
and as funds became available. 

The Friedland Report recommended the following capacities 

at these three airports: 

1. Hillview - 500 based aircraft 

2. Palo Alto - 400 based aircraft 

3. South County - 400 based aircraft 

I-2 
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The report stated that airports suitable for use by business 

aircraft are an aid in attracting desirable industry and 

commerce since modern firms make extensive use of general 

aviation aircraft. He recommended that the County Airports 

be developed as a part of the permanent transportation plan 

of the County. The recommendation for government develop

ment of these airports recognized that public ownership is 

necessary since experience has shown that privately-owned 

airports cannot compete with other land uses. The Friedland 

Report further recognized the value of airports as a part of 

the Civil Defense network and that airports should receive 

public support for this purpose alone regardless of the 

other advantages. 

With the failure of the airport bond issue in June 1964 

a decision was made to preserve the airport program on a 

cash basis. Following the recommendations of the Friedland 

Report, the County acquired Reid's Hillview Airport in San 

Jose, and on July 1, 1965 began active operation and manage

ment of the facility. Prior to this time, a major construction 

program had been launched under the Federal Aid to Airports 

Act and has resulted in overall reconstruction. The initial 

phase of development for the Hillview Airport will be com

pleted early in 1967 and will include public storage space 

for 336 aircraft as follows: 

247 tie-down spaces 
50 tee-hangars 
39 open aircraft shelters 

Landing area facilities now include a 75-foot by 3100-foot 
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- paved and lighted runway which is served by a parallel taxi

way and a rotating airport beacon. Construction of an FAA 

air-traffic control tower will be started in 1966. Maximum 

projected capacity of this airport is 550 based aircraft. 

In 1961, the County leased the Palo Alto Airport from 

the City of Palo Alto for a period of 25 years. Simultaneous 

with this development of Hillview as its mid-County airport 

in San Jose, the County began development of a similar 

facility in the North County. Construction at Palo Alto, 

during the past year, includes a new 75-foot by 2500-foot 

paved and lighted runway, rotating airport beacon and modest 

ramp paving. Active County operation and management of 

Palo Alto Airport will begin on July 28, 1966. A revised 

· - lease for this facility has been proposed by the Board of 

Supervisors and is presently under consideration by the City 

of Palo Alto. The revised lease is for a period of 50 years 

so that there will be adequate time for the amortization of 

necessary private investment in the commercial lease plots. 

Bids have recently been opened for the provision of addi

tional apron paving to accommodate some of the based aircraft 

which are now using unpaved areas. Construction proposed 

under the Federal Aid to Airports Act during 1966-67 

includes a new parallel taxi-way, further ramp extension, 

tee-hangar construction and completion by the FAA of the 

air-traffic control tower. The maximum projected capacity 

of the Palo Alto Airport is 400 based aircraft. 
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The 1966-67 airport budget proposes funds for initial 

acquisition of land for a South County Airport. The 1975 

based aircraft at this facility is estimated to be 200. 

Near term expenditures for all three airport facilities 

are included in the Capital Improvements Program Report of 

the County Executive to the Board of Supervisors, dated 

June 13, 1966. Based upon the County's present and proposed 

airport development, together with the anticipated develop

ment of a South County Airport, a County airport system will 

have a 1975 capacity for 1150 based general aviation aircraft. 
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II. GENERAL AVIATION DE:MAND 

The Friedland Report projected a need in 1985 for 

accorrn:nodating 1,500 based aircraft within the County. It 

is generally recognized, however, that by 1985 San Jose 

Municipal Airport will not be able to handle its share of 

general aviation aircraft because of a growth of the air 

carrier schedule and training flights, together with the 

incompatability of large commercial aircraft with smaller 

general aviation aircraft. City officials have indicated 

that they plan to reduce the number of general aviation 

aircraft presently based at San Jose Municipal because 

of these reasons. As a result, the County Airport System 

must be able to accommodate the major share of future 

general aviation aircraft growth. 

PLATE No. 1 shows projections for general aviation 

aircraft as they were projected as a part of the Friedland 

Report and as they are now projected. It is apparent that 

the number of actual based aircraft in the County as of 

January 1966 already exceeds the Friedland Report forecast 

for 1970 by 125 aircraft. The Friedland Report did not 

predict 975 based aircraft in Santa Clara County until 

1973. A re-evaluation of Friedland's forecast based upon 

present data indicates substantial increases in the 

numbers of based aircraft in the future. Using 1975 as 

a planning base, it is estimated that there will be 

between 1,375 and 1,650 general aviation aircraft within 
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the County, and that the total will probably be 1,500. 

This estimate is almost 40% greater than the 1960 prediction. 

Using 1985 as a long-term, but foreseeable, planning period, 

it is likely that there will be somewhere between 1800 and 

2400 based aircraft within the County and that the planning 

number should be 2000 based aircraft. 

Projections of the growth of general aviation aircraft 

in Santa Clara County are regarded as reasonably conserva

tive. California is a "flying" State. Of the 87,000 

nationally registered aircraft in 1964, California had about 

11,400. California led all other states in the nation in 

terms of total active aircraft and in all types of general 

aviation aircraft. It was fourth in numbers of air carrier 

aircraft, but these numbers are small when compared with 

the numbers of general aviation aircraft. In the general 

aviation aircraft field, California had more than 70% more 

general aviation aircraft than the number two State of 

Texas. In addition, the proportion of general aviation 

aircraft based in Santa Clara County, with respect to the 

rest of the State, is significantly greater than would be 

indicated by its relative ranking in population. The 975 

taxed aircraft based in Santa Clara County represent 8.15% 

of the total taxed aircraft within the State and represents 

one airplane for every 945 people now residing within the 

County. 

The economic impact of this general aviation demand 

__ should not be minimized. For example, at Hillview Airport 
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there are now 57 private employees, or about 9.5 private 

employees per acre of commercial leased development. This 

represents one private employee for each four of the based 

aircraft at Reid-Hillview Airport. The experience at Palo 

Alto Airport is approximately the same. If these numbers 

of private employees are projected into the future, the 

1500 general aviation aircraft in 1975 represents 375 

private employees, 1350 people, $2,670,000 of personal 

income each year, $860,000 in bank deposits, 245 additional 

jobs in non-manufacturing activities, and $1,240,000 in 

retail sales. 

With the growing acceptance of aircraft as one of the 

basic means of transportation, there is a need for a 

balanced network of airports without unnecessary duplica

tion, designed to meet the needs of metropolitan, urban, 

rural, recreational areas and other special use and 

emergency needs. According to the Aero-space Industries 

Association, "the community that is not accessible by air 

is a community that will be by-passed by industry." An 

airport is not merely a luxury for a few wealthy plane 

owners. One of the most impressive trends in the United 

States is the fast growing use of company-owned and 

operated aircraft. Air transportation is affecting 

industrial development throughout the country. Many 

industrial firms have started their planning with the 

potential of air transportation well in mind, and many 

facilities have been built which capitalize on the 
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·- advantages of air transportation. It can be reasonably 

assumed, therefore, that air transportation facilities 

are a part of a total balanced transportation network and 

that these air transportation facilities will be required 

for balanced community development. 

The California Council of Aviation Association has 

taken the position that "airports of suitable size and 

capacity should be located within twenty miles of every 

center of population of 2500 or more." If even a portion 

of this theory is correct, it is apparent that a South 

County Airport will be required, not only to achieve a 

system approach to the County Airport Program, but also 

to aid the employment problem and the development of the 

. - South County. Industries seek a labor pool, the existence 

of recreational amenities for potential employees and a 

convenient and balanced transportation capability as 

incentive to locate. The South County has two of these 

three fundamental features at the present time . 

.. 

--
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III. COMPARISON OF DEMAND AND PLANNED CAPACITY 

The County general aviation airport system is currently 

being planned to accommodate 1,150 based aircraft by 1975, 

if the present plans for existing airports are carried out 

and if a South County Airport is constructed as provided 

for in the 1966 Capital Improvement Program. The 1975 

demand, however, can be reasonably expected to approach 

1,500 based aircraft. There will be a deficiency in terms 

of general aviation aircraft capacity of 350 aircraft. 

San Jose Municipal Airport can accommodate 500 general 

aviation aircraft under current operating capabilities. 

With anticipated increases in commercial air carrier 

activities at San Jose, however, it is doubtful that this 

airport would maintain its present capacity in the future. 

Despite the revised projections which indicate that there 

could be a maximum shortage in capacity of 500 aircraft, 

it is still reasonable to assume that development of 

Hillview and Palo Alto to ultimate capacity, and develop

ment of the South County Airport for 200 based aircraft 

by 1975 will meet the demand if San Jose still serves 

general aviation. 

The 1985 demand for general aviation will be in the 

neighborhood of 2,000 based aircraft. If the South County 

Airport is developed to its ultimate 400 based aircraft 

capacity by 1985, and if it is assumed that San Jose will 

continue to handle 500 aircraft, there still will be a 
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- deficiency in 1985 in accommodating 150 aircraft. Such a 

deficiency is not regarded as particularly serious, but 

there should be an element of future planning to provide 

suitable flexibility should the deficiency become more 

serious due to inability at this time to project so far 

into the future. 

Flexibility can be achieved if the County of Santa 

Clara moves now to declare itself as a sponsor for any 

possible future joint civil-military use of Moffett Field. 

It is recognized that in April 1960, Admiral Massey informed 

the County Executive that Moffett Field was not available 

for scheduled joint use by air carriers, nor for civil-

military joint use including locally based aircraft, nor 

. - for declaration as excess to the needs of the Navy. At 

that time, Admiral Massey also stated, however, that the 

Navy would evaluate the need for continued military 

operations at Moffett Field after its Jet Squadrons had 

moved to Lemoore Naval Air Station and that feasibility 

of joint civil-military use of Moffett Field would be 

considered. In view of the expressed willingness to con

sider the problem, it might be appropriate for the County 

to express itself to the Federal Government, at this time, 

as to the County's desire and willingness to sponsor joint 

civil-military use of Moffett Field at such time as conditions 

might be appropriate from the standpoint of the Federal 
,I 

Government. Future joint use of Moffett Field might be 

·- appropriate for larger executive aircraft in numbers which 
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·- could not be conveniently served by San Jose Municipal. 

If such were the case, air taxi service would be an integral 

part of the operations in order to make all areas of the 

County equally accessible to this larger facility. 

Some of the 1985 deficient capacity in the planned 

County Airport System might also be accommodated by the 

development of a system of private flight strips. These 

flight strips could well be incorporated as a feature of 

cluster subdivision development, both for residential 

purposes and for industrial purposes. Recognition of 

this possibility and the creation of planning incentives 

for this type of land use would be required if future 

airport capacity deficiencies are to be resolved on a 

. - "flexible response" basis. Based on past experience, it 

would appear that these aviation sub divisions could 

receive considerable support if they were properly planned 

so that development in the immediate vicinity followed 

·-

the development of the flight strip rather than preceded 

the development of the flight strip. The concept would 

be a useful tool in preserving future open space. 

111-3 



--

--

IV. RECOMMENDED PLAN 

The foreseeable long range plan for a system of County 

General Aviation Airports contemplates a core of publicly

owned airports down the center of Santa Clara Valley. These 

publicly-owned County airports would be supplemented by 

smaller flight strips as integral parts of cluster housing 

developments. PLATE No. 2 shows locations of existing 

publicly-owned airports in Santa Clara County, together with 

a generalized location for the proposed South County Airport. 

PLATES 3 and 4 are of some interest to indicate what has 

happened at Hillview Airport since the facility came under 

public ownership. It can be seen that the recommended plan 

which, basically, is an updating of current efforts, will 

produce quality facilities. 

Establishment of a publicly-owned airport system in 

the County opens the possibility for extending commercial 

common carrier service into presently unserved regions of 

the County. While inter-state and intra-state carriers 

will serve only the larger terminals of San Francisco, 

Oakland and San Jose, a flourishing industry has appeared 

in recent years devoted to connecting outlying areas to 

these terminal areas. This industry includes the so-called 

"third level" air carriers flying light twin-engine aircraft 

and extending air service into regions not covered by trunk 

lines or local service lines. Securing an airport facility 

in the South County is the first step toward enabling air 
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·- service to cover that area. In addition to light twin

engine aircraft, there is also the possibility that air 

taxi service would include helicopter carriers. PLATE 

No. 5 shows the air taxi service currently in existence 

at the Palo Al to Airport and at San Jose Municipal. These 

air taxi carriers deliver travellers directly to their 

flight terminals without the problem of car parking. 

Some of the national carriers will provide schedule and 

ticket service on an integrated basis. The key to partici

pation in the National Air Transport network by a third

level connection is the securing of a public facility, not 

threatened by closure, so that enterprising third-level 

carriers can develop the route. 

· - There are master plans in existence for both Palo 

--

Alto and Hillview. The master plan for Palo Alto is 

currently undergoing revision. It has been approved by 

the Board of Supervisors and has been forwarded to the City 

of Palo Alto for action. The revised Palo Alto master plan 

is shown on PLATE No. 6. The Hillview master plan has been 

in existence for some years and has developed, over the 

course of these years, into a satisfactory working document. 

It is shown on PLATE No. 7. A proposed master plan for the 

South County Airport, at a site yet to be determined, is 

shown on PLATE No. 8. 

An integral part of the recommended plan is the Moffett 

Field possibility and the flight strip possibility discussed 
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elsewhere in this report. It is essential that these two 

features be included as a part of the recommended plan if 

there is to be sufficient flexibility to be responsive to 

future needs which cannot be accurately predicted at this 

time. The "flexible response" aspect of this recommended 

plan can be achieved without significant public investment. 

This system concept involving the three County General 

Aviation Airports working in conjunction with San Jose 

Municipal Airport, together with the built-in flexibilities 

which would be provided by future possible use of Moffett 

Field and future private development of flight strips in 

airport subdivisions will be an essential feature of the 

total balanced transportation system which is sensitive 

to the needs of all of the diverse interests in Santa Clara 

County. 

The probable ultimate costs to the County of Santa 

Clara to develop this general aviation plan are estimated 

in today's dollars at $9,000,000. Approximately $3,000,000 

has already been invested by the County and by the FAA in 

implementing this plan and program. 
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V. FINANCING PROGRAM 

There are a large number of revenue sources which can 

be utilized in implementing the recommended General Aviation 

Plan on a cash basis. A brief listing and description of 

these various sources is as follows: 

1. Operating Revenues. Operating revenues derived 

from fixed base operator leases, fuel flowage 

fees, tee-hangar rentals, tie-down charges and 

ancillary rentals are generally adequate to 

cover operating expenses but not capital recovery. 

As airports approach ultimate capacity, operating 

revenues may exceed operating costs in a minor 

amount and this excess of revenues over costs 

can, and should, be devoted to the airport program. 

2. Tax Subsidy. Capital investment, in order to 

implement the recommended general aviation plan, 

will be required by County government for some 

features of capital investment, regardless of 

other revenue sources, Participating revenue 

programs from other levels of government generally 

do not cover all of the items of cost associated 

with the complete and integrated development of 

a quality airport. Construction of certain 

features such as tee-hangars, service roads, 

restaurant facilities, and auto parking are 

generally at County cost. It can be argued, 
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however, that the tax subsidy by County govern

ment would be a temporary matter, since there ,. 

would be a recovery of these subsfdies due to 

increased economic activity associated with 

the development of an airport. 

3. Federal Aviation Agency. The Federal Government 

in recognizing general aviation facilities as an 

integral part of a transportation system, com

piles annually a five-year national airport plan 

programming anticipated needs for airport pur

poses. As a present Federal policy and in 

accordance with established needs, the Federal 

Government will participate to the extent of 

53.64% of total costs for land acquisition, 

runway and taxi-way construction, lighting and 

certain other aircraft use facilities. 

4. California Aeronautics Commission. Senate Bill 

1347 entitled "The Airport Assistance Revolving 

Fund" established a fund under the control of 

the California Aeronautics Commission into which 

is paid all refundable but unclaimed aviation 

gasoline taxes, as well as a general aviation 

fuel tax of two cents per gallon. The Division 

of Aeronautics will administer the funds under 

the policy to be established by the Aeronautics 

Commission. While the Commission has not yet 

ruled on the criteria for the disbursement and 
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apportionment of funds, certain reasonable 

conclusions can be drawn based upon the burden 

of public testimony leading to the enactment 

of Senate Bill 1347. Funds are available to 

assist in the establishment and preservation 

of publicly owned airports. Since the funds 

originate solely from general aviation, it is 

probable that policy will favor their expendi

ture upon general aviation projects. The 

following points were repeatedly made by public 

officials and aviation groups testifying before 

the Senate Transportation Committee and, later, 

the Aeronautics Commission: 

a. Insufficient funds will be available 

for many years to come because of the 

backlog of unmet airport needs accumu

lated over the years and a priority 

system will be required for allocation. 

b. Any priority system must give considera

tion to the principle of greatest need 

and urgency. Airports about to be lost 

in areas where they cannot be replaced 

were universally cited as examples. 

The California Council of Aviation Associations 

has recommended apportionment of the Airport 

Assistance Revolving Fund by two categories 

of acquisition and improvement. It is anticipated 
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.e that approximately 75% of the Airport Assist

ance Revolving Fund will be set aside for 

acquisition purposes to preserve those few 

remaining airport sites which are priceless 

and irreplaceable. It is likely that AARF 

acquisition funds will need to be matched on 

an equal basis. It is quite possible, however, 

that AARF matching need not be entirely local 

funds and could consist of FAA funds in some 

proportion. 

5. Public Works and Economic Development Act of 

1965. This Federal legislation provides for 

50% Federal participation in projects which 

will have a lasting economic impact and which 

will create new jobs in areas which have sub

stantial and persistent unemployment rates. 

Santa Clara County has been certified as this 

type of area and will likely be eligible for 

funds under the terms of the Act. The nature 

of matching monies is not clear, and it is 

possible that the necessary matching monies 

can be obtained by a combination of sources 

and need not exclusively be local sources. 

The South County Airport appears to be a highly 

eligible project under the terms of the Public 

Works and Economic Development Act and under 

the coordination of the recently approved 

Overall Economic Development Program (OEDP). 
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6. Private Enterprise. This sector of revenue 

sources would primarily be devoted to develop

ment of ancillary facilities at airport sites 

as well as development of the flight strip 

support system to the County General Aviation 

Airports. This revenue source would minimize 

the amount of public investment required in 

order to create a quality airport facility. 

It is apparent that the revenue sources listed above 

pose a large number of alternatives for financing airport 

acquisition and development on a flexible and on a cash 

basis. The exact relationship of these revenue sources 

cannot be firmly determined at the present time and will be 

the subject of continuing investigation and negotiation in 

order to minimize the amount of local tax subsidy required 

to implement the recommended plan. It is recommended that 

the administration of the County be authorized to pursue 

all of the possible revenue sources which will be useful 

in implementing the plan described in Section IV with a 

view toward minimizing the amount of tax subsidies required . 
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VI. RECO:MMENDATIONS 

1. It is recommended that the overall General Aviation 

Plan described in this report be approved as a 

guide for the development of an integrated and 

responsive County General Aviation Airport System. 

2. It is recommended that the County administration 

3. 

be instructed to pursue the Aviation Plan on a 

cash basis, and to udlize all of the revenue sources 

described in Section V of this report with a view 

toward minimizing the amount of County tax monies 

which will be required to subsidize the program. 

It is recommended that tax subsidies be employed 

as required to achieve the recommended plan in 

such a manner as to satisfy the requirements of 

1975 and 1985 for general aviation aircraft because 

of the beneficial effect which the existence of 

these general aviation aircraft will have upon the 

economy of the County. 
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In addition to the above,an attempt has been made to identify 
those specific factors which may have a bearing upon site selection 
decision by the Board of Supervisors. Nine possible factors have 
been identified and generalized ratings.have been attached to each 
site. A table showing this attempted rating is also attached. 
The table is essentially a surr~ary of the important factors 
contained in the description of each possible location for an 
airport. 

AGENDA DATA 

DATE: -----------
ITEM NO: ----------
BOARD ACTION 

. I 

---------
., - • ·~--' t .... 

APPROVED: 

755 Re V !0/65 

JAMES T. PO'fT, COUNTY ENGINEER 
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S.D. All 

TRANSMITTAL MEMORANDUM DATE: April 17, 1967 ___ _,.. ___ --'-------
DATE OF AGENDA: April 24, 19 6 7 

TITLE:_ Report on Implementation of the 
County General Aviation Plan 

' 
The selection of any single airport location for the South 

County will undoubtedly meet with some objection. Similarly, the 
selection of no airport location for the South County will meet 
with some objection. The decision, as a result, regarding site 
selection, eventually reduces itself to a twofold operation: 

1. Should there be a South County airpor~. 

2. If there should be a South County airport, 
what is the location which is the best 
compromise which can be made of all of the 
various conflicting interests without 
jeopardizing flight safety. 

With respect to question number 1, a South County airport is 
a part of the adopted County General Aviation Plan. It is believed 
that the need for such a facility has been established. Consideration 
is urged of the problem posed by timely acquisition. A deferred 
decision on acquisition will undoubtedly create a situation where 
acquisition cannot be made on a cash basis. It is more than likely, 
as a result, that acquisition will not be made. 

/' 

With respect to question number 2, it is the recommendation of 
this Department that site location C continues to be the most feasible 
placement of a South County airport. 

11077 

Financing of the land acquisition is recommended as follows: 

1. Submission of an FAA application for financial 
aid for roughly 55% of the cost of land acquisition. 

2. Initial use of the right of way revolving fund in 
the amount of $450,000 as the partial local share 
to match the Federal subsidy. 

3. Approval in the budget for 1967-68 of $450,000 to 
complete local matching of Federal share. 

4. Submission of an application to the State Division 
of Aeronautics for $150,000 to support land acquisition. 

5. Approval in the 1968-69 budget of approximately $450,000 
to repay the right of way revolving fund. 

PAGE2 of 3 
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TRANSMITTAL MEMORANDUM 
DATE OF AGENDA: April 24, 1967 

TITLE: Report on Implementation of the 
County General Aviation Plan 

s.n. All 

DATE: __ A~p_r_i_1_1_7_,_1_9_6_7 ___ _ 

It is not known whether or not applications for Feder a 1 and 
State aid would be finally approved. Without these subsidies, 
at least in the amount of FAA aid, the acquisition of the South 
County airport becomes economically unsound from the standpoint 
of local financing. The time for submission of these applications 
is at hand. Submission of applications does not finally bind the 
Board of Supervisors to any given precise location, nor does the 
submission of application bind the Board of Supervisors irrevocably 
to fund the local share. It is recommended that authorization be 
granted to submit the applications for outside aid without delay 
so that some indication might be available in the near future as 
to whether or not there is any possibility for such an important 
project. 

JTP:dg 
Atts . 

1077 PAGE_~_ of 3 



fTJ - SELECTIO.ITERIA -. ·,~ ,. ... 

Flight Area Util- Political Social Land · Dev. Subsidy 
Site Pattern Potential ity Acceptance Acceptance Cost Cost Potential Access --

A. Poor Very Good O.K. ~ k 2 HM O.K. Good Excellent 

B 'Excellent Good O.K. 1 1 LM O.K. Excellent Excellent 

C Excellent Good O.K. 1 1 LM O.K. Excellent Excellent 

D Poor Satisfac- O.K. 1 ~ HM O.K. Poor Excellent 
tory 

·E Unsafe Satisfac- O.K. 1 ~ M O.K. Poor Fair 
tory 

F Poor Satisfac- O.K. 1 1: 2 H O.K. Poor Satisfac-
tory tory 

G Excellent Very Good O.K. ~ ~ H O.K. Poor Excellent 

H Excellent Very Good O.K. ~ 1: 2 H O.K. Poor Excellent 

I Excellent Good O.K. ~ ~ HM O.K. Poor Fair 

J Excellent Satisfac- O.K. ~ k LM O.K. Poor 
, 

Fair 2 
tory 

1 Unsafe Poor ? ~ ~ L High Poor Poor 

2 Excellent Satisfac- O.K. . 1: 
2 ~ ,H O.K. Poor Fair 

tory 

South County Airport Site Evaluation Summary 
4-15-67 
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SOUTH COUNTY AIRPORT 
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SOUTH COUNTY AIRPORT 

GENERAL 

Field and office investigations have be~n conduct~d 
by the Public Works Department to determine suitable sites 
for a future South County Airport. These investigations 
were limited to considerations of site adaptability for 
airport purposes and did not include detailed financial 
studies comparing land acquisition and site development 
costs. This report identifies what are believed to be the 
most favorable potential airport sites as indicated on the 
appended location map. It should be noted that the width 
of the valley area narrowssignificantly north of Site "A" 
and restricts the flight patterns of aircraft. From this 
point southerly the valley progressively widens and allows 
a greater freedom for. air traffic patterns. To be considered 
also in this air clearance category is the fact that areas 
to the west of the Monterey Highway and the proposed South 
County Freeway exist or are planned for high density develop
ment and lie close to the westerly mountain areas. With 
ultimate development of a parallel rurnvay facility requiring 
both right and left hand traffic patterns, sites west of the 
proposed freeway-including Sites "D", "E", and "F"-would be 
less suitable for airport purposes. 

Appended are detail sheets for each of the sites indicated 
on the location map, listing location data, advantages, and 
disadvantages. At the onset it appeared that detailed site 
acquisition costs for all of the sites would exceed the scope 
of this report, so consequently only an estimated acreage 
cost range excluding improvements has been included. Develop
ment costs fot the airport facilities at each of the sites 
would only vary because of topographical conditions and 
availability of utilities. These factors are considered as an 
advantage or disadvantage for each site, for it is felt that 
detailed cost evaluations would be premature at this time. 

Existing State and Federal programs provide for financial 
assistance in airport land acquisition. The State Airport 
Assistance Revolving Fund program presently limits annual 
expenditure participation to $150,000 for a single airport; 
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GENERAL (Cont'd) 
' .... 

while the Federal Airport Program has no such limitation. It 
has been noted that the existing private airport at Morgan Hill 
(Site "A") is presently included in the National Airport Plan 
and is therefore eligible for Federal Aid if specific requests 
are approved. Because of the limitations of Site "A", contact 
has been made with representatives of the Federal Aviation 
Agency. It has been learned that there is little sanctity 
attached to the inclusion of· one site in the National Airport 
Plan as long as there are compelling reasons for ~he selection 
of an alternative site. The FAA has indicated that it will 
investigate any other site as requested and, if suitable, · 
recommend inclusion or substitution. A general requirement 
of the FAA is that airports be located approximately 30 minutes 
driving apart. Site "A" does not meet this requirement. Sites 
"B" and "C" are approximately centered between Reid-Hillview 
and Hollister and best answer this requirement. 

This report is based upon the development of a South County 
Airpqrt as a Basic Utility Stage II type of facility. Included 
in the appendix for informational purposes is a listing of the 
air space requirements for this type of airport. A Basic Utility 
Stage II type facility is one which can qualify for a tower in 
the future should traffic warrant. The airport would be shown 
on flight maps and runway lights are included as a part of the 
necessary accessories to the runway. This type of airport would 
be a two-runway type of facility. For comparative purposes the 
appendix also includes a listing for similar requirements if the 
airport were to be developed as an air cargo facility with a 
runway length of 10,000 feet. 

The Basic Utility airport is the classification approved by 
the FAA for any airport to be located in the South County. 
Regional airport plans proposed by pther agencies envision a 
general aviation type facility in this area. With the growth 
of air carrier airport activity in San Francisco, Oakland and 
San Jose, the need for an additional general aviation airport 
becomes more pressing. According to guidelines established by 
the Federal Aviation Agency in the National Airport Plan it is 
noted that "Important segments of general aviation tend to desert 
air carrier airports when air carrier operations have reached 
30,000 to 50,000 operations annually." Separate general aviation 
airports are needed because of the very great air carrier activity 
and the excessive time it takes to get to an air carrier airport 
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GENERAL (Con't) 

from many parts of a metropolitan area .. In addition, high air 
carrier activity, it is understood, tends to discourage general 
aviation activity on a concurrent basis because of differential 
flight speeds and weight turbulence problems. 

In addition to the specific locations shown in this report 
an investigation has been made of a possible airport location 
west of Monterey Highway, west of the Southern Pacifi_c Railroad, 
in the area immediately southerly of Coyote. Flight investigation 
of such a location was made by members of the Department, together 
with an FAA-designated inspector. The conclusion of the flight 
survey is that the rising terrain on each side of a relatively 
narrow valley in this location is such that aircraft making 
approaches to or departures from an airport in this area would 
be required to fly patterns over mountainous terrain on either 
side of Monterey Highway. Such a practice has hazardous 
limitations. In addition, Tulare Hill, immediately westerly 
of Coyote, would pose a major traffic hazard to arriving and 
departing air traffic. As a result, further investigations 
of the site were terminated . 
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SITE: -A-

Outlined area approximately 620 acres. 
Estimated Cost -- $4,500 - $6,500/acre excluding improvements. 

' SITE LOCATION: 

Area bounded by proposed South County freeway, Cochran 
Road, Main Avenue and the Southern Pacific Railroad tracks; 
10.9 miles to Gilroy, 16.5 miles to Reid Hillview Airport 
via Monterey Highway, 1.9 miles to downtown Morgan Hill. 

DISADVANTAGES: 

Distance from Gilroy. 

School 2,500 feet south of area. 

To utilize southern portion of area, Central Avenue may 
have to be closed. 

Orchards on the southern portion of site. 

Typical right hand flight pattern will be over area planned 
for future medium density residential area if existing air
port runway is utilized. 

ADVANTAGES: 

Good access to proposed freeway and Monterey Highway. 

Existing facilities - (hangars·, paved runway). 

Existing airport included in ;National Airport Plan. 

Adjacent areas planned for industrial use. 

City water availableo 

Gas line in proximity. 

Proposed freeway drainage system will intercept highland 
storm drainage; therefore, only runbff should be local. 

City sewer line in proximity of southwest portion of area; 
however, the line is on the west side of the railroad. 

Northwest po~tion of area is held in single ownership 
(370+ ~cres) and is cleared land. 



.. 

- SITE: -A- _(Con_t.) .. 

• 

FLIGHT PATTERNS: 

Flight patterns unsafe due to prdximity 
of residences and proximity to hills . 

-.. --- ----------. ,_-1 
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SITE: -B-

Outlined area approximately 24Q. acres. 
Estimated Cost -- $3,000 - $6,500/acre excluding improvements . 

... 
SITE LOCATION: 

Area bounded by Center Avenue, San Martin Avenue, Colombet 
Avenue and Middle Avenue; 6.2 miles to Morgan Hill Airport, 
6.6 miles to downtown Gilroy via proposed South County 
freeway~ 5.7 miles to downtown Morgan Hill. 

DISADVANTAGES: 

Multiple ownershipo 

Several structures on property. 

Sewer facilities not available. 

Runoff from a portion of the mountains presently crosses the 
area necessitating storm drainage system • 

Land use partially orchardo 

Flight patterns would pass over planned medium density area 
if airport abutted Middle Avenue. 

ADVANTAGES: 

Access to proposed freeway. 

City water line in proximity of southern half. 

Gas line in proximity. 

FLIGHT PATTERNS: 

Excellent. 
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SITE: -c-

Outlined area approximately 260 acres. 
Estimated Cost -- $3,000 $6,500/acre excluding improvemen.ts. 

' SITE LOCATION: 

Area bounded by Center Avenue, Church Avenue·, Colombet 
Avenue and San Martin Avenue; 6.2 miles to Morgan Hill 
Airport, 6.6 miles to downtown Gilroy via proposed 
Soqth C?unty freeway, 5.7 miles to downtown Morgan Hill. 

DISADVANTAGES: 

Multiple ownership. 

Several structures on property. 

City sewer facilities not available. 

Site is traversed by two major drainage channels fed 
by a tributary area of approximately 2,500 acres. A 
diversion channel will have to be constructed . 
(Refer Appendix) 

Land use partially orchard. 

ADVANTAGES: 

Access to proposed South County freeway. 

City water line available to northern half of site. 

Gas line in proximity. 

FLIGHT PATTERNS: 

Excellent .. 



.e SITE: -D-

• 

Outlined area approximately 340 acres. 
Estimated Cost -- $5,000 - $6,000/acre excluding improvements • .... 

SITE LOCATION: 

Area bordered by Monterey Highway, Masten Avenue, 
Church Avenue, proposed South County freeway; 7.6 
miles to Morgan Hill Airport, 3.4 miles to downtmm 
Gilroy via propose9 South County freeway) 6.4 miles to 
downtown Morgan Hill. 

DISADVANTAGES: 

School 1,000 feet south of site. 

Stream crosses site diagonal_ly necessitating diversion 
in-order to utilize northeasterly half of site. 

Multiple ownership. 

City sewer and water lines are not available . 

Part of site in orchard use. 

The site's 4,400 foot length barely satisfies criteria 
length of 4,000 feet. 

ADVANTAGES: 

Access to Proposed South County freeway and Monterey 
Highway. 

Stream would facilitate drainage disposal. 

Lena Avenue will be blocked off by freeway, allowing 
more area than is now evident. 

Gas line in iroxlmity. 

Two wells in area: 

FLIGHT PATTERNS: 

Left-hand flight pattern for double runway ultimate 
operation is too tight. Runway too close to highway 
for desirable placement because of hazard of landing 
on highway. 
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SITE: -E-

Outlined area approximately 275 acres. 
Estimated Cost -- $4,000 - $6,000/acre excluding improvements • ... 

SITE LOCATION: 

Area bordered by proposed Santa Teresa Boulevard, 
Fitzgerald Road, West Branch Llagas Creek and High
land Avenue; 8.5 miles to Morgan Hill Airport via 
proposed South Cou_nty freeway, 3. 4 miles to downtown 
Gilroy via Monterey Highway, 6.7 miles -to downtown 
Morgan Hill. 

DISADVANTAGES: 

Multiple ownership. 

City sewer and water lines are not available. 

Area south of Fitzgerald Road planned for medium 
density living and schools. 

Partially in orchard use presently. 

Nearest gas line 2,000 feet away. 

ADVANTAGES: 

Good access to proposed freeway, Santa Teresa Bouievard 
and existing Monterey Highway. 

Stream adjacent for drainage -disposal. 

South County Office nearby. 

Two wells in vicinity. 

FLIGHT PATTERNS: 

Proximity to hills makes flight patterns unsafe. 
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SITE: -F:-

Outlined area approximately 200 acres. 
Estimated Cost -- $5,000 - $7,000/acre excluding improvements • 

.... 

SITE LOCATION: 

Area bounded by Monterey Highway, Rucker Avenue, pro
posed South County freeway and Buena Vista Avenue; 8.7 
miles to Morgan Hill Airport via proposed South County 
freeway, 2. 4 miles. to downtown Gilroy via Monterey 
Highway, 6. 7 miles to downtown Morgan Hill. 

DISADVANTAGES: 

Multiple ownership. 

School 1,000 feet north of site. 

Access to freeway is indirect. 

Sewer and water lines do not currently extend to the 
site (approximately 6,000' away). 

Distance to Morgan Hill. 

Land use presently is partially orchard. 

Site's length of 3,500 feet does not meet minimum .criteria 
length of 4,000 feet. 

ADVANTAGES: 

Good access to Monterey Highway. 

Proximity to planned industrial area. 

Denio Avenue will be blocked off allowing greater land 
use thin is now evident. 

Gas lines in vicinity. 

FLIGHT PATTERNS: 

Left-hand flight pattern is too tight. Placement of 
runway parallels to highway; so close to highway, 
quite undesirable. Worse than D. 
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SITE: -G-

Outlined area approximately 1,210 acres. 
Estimated Cost -- $6,000 - $8,000/acre excluding improvements. 

SITE LOCATION: 

Area bordered by Lcavesley Road, proposed South County 
freeway, Buena Vista Avenue and Llagas Creek; 11.1 
miles to Morgan Hill Airport via proposed freeway, 1.7 
miles to downtown Gilroy via Leavesley Avenue and 
Monterey Highway, ·10. 2 miles to downtown Morgan Hill. 

DISADVANTAGES: 

Eastern portion is considerable distance from existing 
city water and sewer lines . 

. 
Northerly portion has indirect access to proposed freeway .. 

Distance from Morgan Hill • 

Land use presently is partially orchard. 

Storm drainage system necessary. 

ADVANTAGES: 

City sewer and water lines 1,000 feet distant of south
western portion. 

Land owned in many large parcels. 

Portion abutting Leavesley Road his good access to pro
posed freeway. 

Proximity to planned industrial area. 

FLIGHT PATTERNS: 

Excellent. Too close to Hollister Airport for FAA 
financing pribrity. 
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SITE: -H-

Outlined area approximately 905 acres. 
Estimated Cost -- $6,500 - $9,000/acre excluding improvements. 

SITE LOCATION: 

Area bounded by Leavesley Road, Llagas Creek, proposed 
South Co.unty freeway, Pacheco Pass Road and Miller's 
Slough; 11.3 miles to Morgan Hill Airport via proposed 
South County freeway, 1.0 miles to downtown Gilroy, 10.2 
miles to downtown Marian Hill. 

DISADVANTAGES: 

Eastern portion of block is considerable distance from 
existing City sewer and water lines. 

Distance from Morgan Hill. 

Storm drainage system necessary. 

Typical flight pattern would pass over planned medium 
density residential area and two schools if airport abutted 
proposed freeway. 

ADVANTAGES: 

Northerly portion has good access to proposed freeway. 

Area north of Gilman Road adjacent to creek has existing 
private airstrip.' 

Current land use is row crops. 

Water and sewer lines in proximity of proposed freeway. 

Land owned in several large parcels. 

Near planned industrial area. 

Gas lines along Pacheco Pass Road and Leavesley Road. 

FLIGHT PATTERNS: 

Excellent. Tqo close to Hollister for priority FAA 
participation. 
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SITE: -I-

Outlined area approximately 390 acres. 
Estimated Cost -- $5,500 - $7,500/acre excluding improvementso 

' . SITE LOCATION: 

Area bounded by the Santa Clara County Flood Control 
& Water District easement, Miller's Slough, Luchessa 
Avenue, and the extension of proposed Uvas Parkway 
east of proposed freeway; 14.0 miles to Morgan Hill 
Airport via proposed South County freeway, 3.3 miles 
to Gilroy via proposed roadways, 13.3 miles to down
town Morgan Hill. 

DISADVANTAGES: 

Distance ~rom Morgan Hill. 

Cnannel on easement bordering site creates dangerous 
barrier. 

Length of parcel barely permits criteria minimum of 
4,000 feet. 

Luchessa Avenue is currently the only improved road to 
·the site. 

ADVANTAGES: 

Creeks and slough provide good drainage disposal. 

Southeast portion is owned in large blocks. 

City sewer and water lines in proximity of southwest 
portion of site. 

Good access to proposed freeway when and if proposed 
roadways constructed. 

Close to planned industrial area. 

Large portions appear undeveloped. 

Gas lines along Pacheco Pass Road. 

FLIGHT PATTERNS: 

Excellent. Too close to Hollister for FAA financing 
priority. 
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SITE: -J-

Outlined area approximately 440 acres. 
Estimated-Cost $3,500 - $5,500/acre excluding improvements • 

.... 

SITE LOCATION: 

Area bounded by Frazier Lake Road, Llagas Creek, 
Bloomfield Avenue and the extension of proposed Uvas 
Parkway; 14.2 miles to Morgan Hill Airport via proposed 
South County freeway, 4 miles to downtown Gilroy via 
Frazier Lake Road ·and Monterey Highway, 14.0 miles to 
downtown Morgan Hill. 

DISADVANTAGES: 

City water not currently available. 

Area is in the extreme South County. (1~ miles to 
County line.) 

Distance from Morgan Hill and Gilroy. 

School 1,000 feet from edge of site. 

Existing sewer lines 2,000 feet from most westerly edge 
of site. 

ADVANTAGES: 

Creek would provide for drainage disposal. 

Land owned in relatively large pieces. 

Land largely undeveloped. 

Creek could possibly provide buffer against future 
developments crowding airport. 

Region planned for agriculture. 

Gas lines in proximity. 

FLIGHT PATTERNS: 
Excellent. Too close to Hollister for priority 
FAA financing. 
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SITE: -1-

Outlined area approximately 465 acres. 
Estimated Cost -- $1,000 per acre excluding improvements. 

SITE LOCATION: 

Area adjacent to Carey Avenue and extending into the 
mountains from Carey Avenue approximately 4,700 feet 
northeasterly to the easterly line of the Rancho San 
Francisco de las Llagas; 6.1 miles to Morgan Hill Air
port, 9.7 miles to Gilroy from site, 5.4 mile~ to down
town Morgan Hill. 

DISADVANTAGES: 

Distance to Gilroy. 

City 'yla ter and sewers are distant. (Approximately 5,000 feet) 

Extensive tree removal in canyon areas would be necessary. 

No improved roads extend to site. 

Storm flow from a tributary area of approximately 70 
acres needsto be diverted from site. 

Connection to proposed freeway is 3 miles distant. 

Nearest gas line one mile away. 

Terrain is mountainous, the slope analysis being: 
0 - 10% 35 acres. 
10% - 25% 160 acres. 
25% + 270 acres. 

F.A.A. side slope requirements indicate that only the ex
treme northeast area of site would be adaptable for airport 
purposes. (Approximately 170 acres) 

Cursory estimates indicate it would be necessary to dis
place 4,000,000 cubic yards to satisfy the configuration 
suggested for a South County Airport and 1,500,000 cubic 
yards to provide parallel runway configuration without 
F.B.O. areas. These estimates do not include yardage for 
roadways and other improvements. 

1-1 
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·. - SITE: --1- (Cont.) 

DISADVANTAGES: (Cont.) 
' 

Access roads would be winding and lengthy; 4,500 feet 
minimum at 15% maximum grade. This sustained grade 
would be dangerous and difficult for service vehicles. 

If City water lines were utilized, booster pumps would 
be necessary to lift ~ater to site. 
Dangerous site for aircraft landing and takeoff operations. 

-

ADVANTAGES: 

Minimal ownership. 

Few structures. 

Land acquisition costs should be minimal. 

Site is distant from all planned residential centers. 

FLIGHT PATTERNS: 

Unsafe. 
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·• 

-

• 

-

• , 

SITE: -2-

Outlined area approximately 1,060 acres. 
Estimated Cost -- $5 > 500 - $7-> 500/ acre excluding improvements . ... 

SITE LOCATION: 

Area bordered by Bloomfield Road, Llagas Creek> Luchessa 
Road, proposed Uvas Parkway extension and the Southern 
Pacific Railroad tracks; 3.3 miles to downtown Gilroy, 
13.3 miles to downtowIJ. Morgan Hill> 15.1 miles to Morgan 
Hill Airport. 

DISADVANTAGES: 

Distance from Morgan Hill. 

Area is in the· extreme South County. (2 miles to County line.) 

City water not currently available. 

ADVANTAGES: 

Creek provides for storm drainage disposal. 

Area is owned in large parcels. 

Proximity to planned industrial area. 

Good access to proposed freeway if airport abutted Luchessa 
Road and providing proposed roadways constructed. 

Sewage treatment plant adjacent site. 

Region planned for agriculture. 

· FLIGHT PATTERNS: 

Excellent. Too close to Hollister for FAA priority 
participation. 
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SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT ON SITE -C-

DIVERSION CHANNEL: 
.... 

The attached exhibits indicate two alternate routes for 
a diversion channel. Only a very preliminary study has 
been given to the indicated routings to determine scope 
of undertaking. No field survey has been performed to 
verify channel slopes or connection into the existing 
creeks. Further, no determination has been made of the 
suitability of the·receiving creeks to accept the 
diverted flows at the indicated locations. A visual 
site inspection indicated that location #2 may prove 
the most favorable route and this has been assumed for 
the following comments: 

Total estimated diversion channel excavation--199.,000 yd3 

Fiil material for existing channels------------93,000 yd3 

Balance material available for site fill- - - 106.,000 yd3 

The northern half site presently drains diagonally from 
the northeast corner into the existing channels. The 
southerly half of the site drains westerly from Center 
Avenu·e to Colombet Avenue with some confluence in the 
southwesterly corner. Ground slopes are generally less 
than one per cent. 

If the site surface water is allowed to traverse the 
site, an extensive drainage system will be required to 
intercept and divert the waters from the airport 
facilities. The surplus excavated material from the 
channel excavation should be utilized as fill material 
for the central site area, creating a ridge through the 
property and minimizing storm drainage facilities. 

A field inspection of the site indicates also a need for 
fill in the central area of the site to provide proper 
runway gradients and area grading. A cursory estimate 
of this quantity is 200>000 yd3. 

Page -1-
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DIVERSION CHANNEL: (Cont.) 

Estimating that the amount of surplus fill from the 
channel excavation can be utilized as a substitute for 
required import fill, the following cost evaluation 
may be made: 

Cost of excavation of diversion channel -

200,QQQ yd
3

@ $1.00/yd ••.• o·•••oo••••••$200,QQQ 

Cost of import material equivalent to 
surplus excavation -

3 100,000 yd @ $2.00/yd ....•.••.•.•.... $200,000 

An additional site cost pertinent to the channel ex
cavation is the amount of clearing and grubbing 
necessary in the existing stream beds. The additional 
cost of this work should be in the neighborhood of 
$5,000, an amount not significant within the scope of 
this analysis. 

This comparison indicates that the cost of channel 
excavation for the site equals the cost of required 
imported fill equivalent to the surplus and therefore, 
the channel excavation does not involve additional 
expense for the site. 

Page -2-
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James T. Pott, Director 

Report on Implementation of County General Aviation Plan 

DES_gJUPT1_0N: 

• 

- APPROVED: 

755 ncv I0/6S 

Attached is a report regarding the activity of this 
Department since the Board of Supervisors considered a 
General Aviation Plan. The General Aviation Plan was 
adopted in principle on July 7, 1966, by unonimous vot:0. 
Certain specific areas for further activity were assigned 
at that time. This report discusses those areas of 
activity. 

As a matter of interest, the Gencral'Aviation Plan has 
been furnished to each county in the State as a model plan. 
This action was taken at the request of the State Director 
of Aeronautics. 

Attached also to the report is a letter dated February 5 
from the State Director of Aeronautics relating to a proposed 
South County airport. It may be of some interest in the con
sTcTer·iitio·n-·...,or·ti=ie_ ... Fublic Works report. 

It is recommended that the report be approved, including 
the specific recommendations contained at the end of the 
report. 

JTP:dg 
Atts. 

\ 
\ . ·- _:~-- -· \... ...--- r ·; d --- . --- ---~ 

JAMES T. POTT, COUNTY ENGINEER 
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REPORT ON IMPLEMEN'l'.1\1.10N ·oF THE 
COUNTY GENERAL AVL':~:::O~~ PLAN 

February 20, 1967 

In July 1966 the Board of Supervisors approved the 
published County General Aviation Plan in principle and 
instructed the Department of Public Works to pursue its 
implementation in accordance with the Plan. Two items in 
the 1966 Plan received particular attention. These were: 

1. Further investigation regarding the possi
bilities of future joint civil-military use 
of Moffett Field. 

2. Further investigation regarding a proposed 
South County airport, together with the 
assembly of a financing package for the 
South County airport which would involve, 
in one manner or another, both the Cities 
of Morgan Hill and Gilroy. 

Appropriate resolutions of the Board of Supervisors 
concerning Moffett Field were adopted and contact has been 
made with various levels within the Department of Defense . 
The County has been notified by the Navy Department that~, 
plans for the future of Moffett Field are being re-evaluated 
and that the Navy could not at the present time conunit itself 
regarding the possibilities of future joint civil-military use. 
Contact has also been made with the Commanding Officer of 
Moffett Field so that the County might have appropriate 
liaison should the future plans of the Navy permit further 
consideration of the joint use possibilities. 

In addition to the investigation of future joint civil
military use for aviation purposes alone, efforts have been 
made, at the direction of the Board of Supervisors, to pursue 
the possibilities of a major recreational facility in the L/,.-, 

vicinity of Moffett Field. This major recreational facility 
would possibly place a general aviation activity adjacent to 
a recreational activity along the banks of the Guadalupe Slough. 
The combined operation would create an integrated recreational 
complex along the shores of the south end of San Francisco Bay. 

Immediate prospects for joint civil-military use of Moffett 
Field appear to be dim. Although transport squadrons have been 
removed, submarine patrol squadrons have replaced the transport 
activity. It is quite possible that Moffett Field will become 
a major anti-submarine patrol base and that the level of activity 
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at Moffett Field for purely military purposes will remain 
relatively constant for the foreseeable future. It is cer-
tainly unlikely that the level of military aviation activity 
would diminish at this installation while the United States 
is so heavily committed in the Pacific area. The planned 
installation of an additional 300 housing units along Moffett 
Boulevard on the westerly side of the Field is another indicator 
that the level of military activity at Moffett is not likely to ) 
decline over the near term. With respect to joint civil-military 
aviation use of Moffett Field, the County of Santa Clara has -
placed itself on record and additional active efforts along 
this line would be unproductive at the present time. A "wait 
and see" posture, coupled with the already expressed willing
ness to sponsor any future joint activity appears to be the 
appropriate extent of implementing this feature of the published 
General Aviation Plan. 

The possibilities for placing a major recreational activity 
along Guadalupe Slough, north of Moffett Field, are confused and 
subject to too many diverse planning activities to produce a 
decision at this time. The Bay Front Development Committee, 
working as a part of the County Parks and Recreation Commission, 
is still considering various possibilities for recreational 
activities around the south end of San Francisco Bay. No 
decisions have yet been reached. The City of Alviso continues 
to have recreational plans along the shoreline which would have 
an inevitable effect upon any plans for the placement of the 
recreational activity adjacent to Guadalupe Slough. The City 
of Palo Alto is considering an expanded recreational plan which 
would connect Palo Alto Yacht Harbor activitie~ across Matadero 
flood basin to connect with the proposed Mountain View Baylands 
Park. These plans will also have an impact upon any proposals 
to create a recreational complex on the banks of the Guadalupe 
Slough. Presumably there is only a limited financing for the 
development of recreational activities around the south end 
of San Francisco Bay and unless and until commitments are made 
regarding the proper level of recreational activity on the Bay 
shoreline, further discussion of a recreational complex on 
Guadalupe Slough, adjacent to Moffett Field, would probably 
be academic at best. 

More success in implementing the County General Aviation 
Plan has been achieved with respect to the installation of a 
South County airport. The remainder of this report will be 
devoted to a consideration of a South County airport along 
the lines described in the General Aviation Plan. 
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Need for a South Co~nty Airport 

The General Aviation Plan analyzed the growth of general 
aviation activity within Santa Clara County through 1985. It 
was pointed out that by 1975 the level of general aviation 
activity in this County would call for ultimate development of 
Palo Alto Airport and of Reid-Hillview Airport, together with 
the first stage of development for a South County airport, if 
the County were to be in any way responsive to general aviation 
demand. A South County airport should be developed by 1975 to 
accommodate at least 200 based aircraft. Implementation of the 
General Aviation Plan on a cash basis, as recommended in the 
Plan, requires long-range fiscal planning and the allocation of 
limited financial resources for expenditure in those areas where 
costs are rising most rapidly. One of the most critical areas 
in implementing the airport system concept described in the Plan 
is the matter of rising land prices. Construction increments 
can always be tailored, within sensible limits, to fit limited 
financial resources. It is difficult to acquire land for the 
County Airport System on a fragmented basis. To minimize 
inordinate increases in land prices, any airport site within 
the System should be acquired on the basis of ultimate airport 
site requirements rather than piecemeal. site requirements. A 
South County airport will require the acquisition of approxi
mately 250 acres. Opportunities for acquiring such a large 
block of land at even remotely reasonable prices will not be 
available for much longer. Failure to secure at least the 
land requirements for a South County airport in the immediate 
future will probably mean that this South County airport 
element of the Airport System wi 11 not be ab le. to be funded 
on a cash basis at any time. With the current trend of land 
prices in the area between Morgan Hill and Gilroy, it is also 
doubtful whether this element of the Airport System should 
even be installed unless the land is acquired immediately. 

From the pure standpoint of planning for the future overall 
development of the South County, the immediate acquisition of a 
South County airport site is also dictated. An airport has great 
impact upon the nature of surrounding uses. A properly planned 
airport operation will require suitable zoning controls in the 
vicinity of the airport and will obviously influence the pattern 
of growth of the entire South County. Failure to install the 
airport creates a situation, also, where it is quite possible 
that the South County will ultimately be merely a bedroom for 
North County industrial facilities. Such a situation would 
create great demands for transportation facilities beyond those 
which are already planned. The placement of a South County air
port should be a suitable catalyst to secure balanced community 
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development in the South County area and it would appear th=t 
this concept of balanced community development is a concensus 
objective of the South County. Within the context of planning 
for the South C6unty, a South County airport is not simply a 
facility to please weekend fliers. It can and should be con
sidered as a business investment which can produce, either 
directly or indirectly, tax benefits far in excess of the 
value of airport investment alone. The demands of modern 
society and the requirements of modern industry are making 
rapid air transportation more and more essential to the suc
cessful business enterprise. Many businessmen looking for a 
business site never even visit towns that do not have airports. 
Many industries would never consider a site that does not have 
an airport. 

Acquisition of a South County ~irport site is indicated. 
I. Such an acquisition will not make Santa Clara County "over

airported." 

Location Studies 

Since September 1966, field and office investigations have 
been conducted to determine suitable sites for a future South 
County airport. Initially these investigations were limited to 
considerations of site adaptability for airport purposes and did 
not include financial studies such as comparing land acquisition 
and site development costs among the various sites considered. 
About 20 sites were actively considered. Many site _possibilities 
were subsequently discarded for various reasons, such as difficult 
flight patterns, proximity of approach patterns to schools and 
other developed areas, and orientation to existing and planned 
ground transportation facilities. Three site possibilities were 
finally investigated in some detail. These were: 

1. An area in the vicinity of Morgan Hill, bounded 
by the proposed South Valley Freeway, Cochran Road, 
Main Avenue and the Southern Pacific Railroad tracks. 
Such a site would be 10.9 miles to Gilroy and 16.5 
miles to Reid-Hillview Airport. 

2. An area in the vicinity of San Martin, bounded by 
Center Avenue, San Martin Avenue, Columbet Avenue 
and Church Avenue. Such a site would be approxi
mately 6 miles from Morgan Hill and 6.6 miles from 
Gilroy. 

3. An area in the vicinity of Gilroy, east of Gilroy 
around Leavesley Road. Such a site would be 
approximately 1.1 miles from Morgan Hill. 
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Flighc pattern characteristics for all three possible 
sites were satisfactory. Results of preliminary site investi
gations were discussed in December with representatives from 
Gilroy and Morgan Hill to solicit their comments regarding 
airport location and to determine their willingness to provide 
the necessary utilities and zoning controls at an agreed-upon 
location. 

Actual direct financial participation was not sought from 
either Morgan Hill or Gilroy. Such a solicitation for direct 
aid would be inconsistent with the financing methods used in 
the other two airports in the County Airport System. 

A proposed South County airport was considered in the light 
of installing only one regional airport for the South County. 
As a result, a compromise of the sometimes opposing desires of 
many interests was required. In the selection of a single South 
County regional airport, however, one primary aspect of site 
selection was regarded as most important. For any airport site 
selected, sufficient non-urbanized land would have to be avail
able in the immediate vicinity to permit suitable airport
triggered development so that costs of installing a South County 
airport could be amortized over the long term by the increase in 
business activity in the surrounding area. 

There is general agreement that a South County airport should 
be located easterly of the future South Valley Freeway and some 
place between Middle Avenue and Church Avenue in the vicinity of 
San Martin. Discussions with officials from both Morgan Hill and 
Gilroy have also produced general agreement that adequate zoning 
controls, including pre-zoning as necessary, wbuld be imposed by 
both cities; that utilities would be furnished as required; that 
the San Martin location would be compatible with the balanced 
community development approach for the South County; and that a 
San Martin location would be compatible with any boundary agree
ments which might be executed by the two cities. 

Flight patterns at the San Martin site produce no conflicts 
with other existing flight patterns. Federal Aviation Agency air 
space approval can be expected without difficulty. The necessary 
State operating permit for a permanent airport facility is 
similarly expected to be obtained without difficulty. 

Access from the proposed airport to the South County community 
is good. Good access is also available to the South Valley Freeway. 
San Martin Avenue is scheduled for a full interchange at South 
Valley Freeway. Grade separations without interchange capabilities 
are planned on South Valley Freeway at both Middle Avenue and at 
Church Avenue. 

_ c:;._ 
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The recow..-;::::ir1ecl site is traversed by two major drainage 
channels fed by a tributary area of approximately 2,500 acres. 
A diversion channel will have to be constructed. Construction 
of this diversion channel is not expected to be detrimental to 
the actual development of the airport since the excess material 
created by the construction of a major diversion channel can be 
efficiently utilized for runway construction. Without construc
tion of the diversion channels, runway construction would require 
importation of material. Drainage· from the airport would ultimately 
reach Llagas Creek. 

One of the major disadvantages of the San Martin location is 
the land assemblage problem. Most of the area is in relatively 
small holdings around San Martin. Some of the small ownerships 
have been reported in opposition to the proposed location of the 
San Martin airport because of inability to participate in the 
resulting land price rise once the airport is purchased. 

A location map and tentative general plan for the San Martin 
Airport is attached. 

Name of Airport 

Considerable attention has been devoted to the selection of 
a suitable name for the proposed South County airport. Previous 
names used by the County in :Lts Airport System have proven to be 
quite cumbersome and ·subject to abbreviation for common usage. 
The designated formal names for the other airports in the County 
System, therefore, are falling into ~isuse. It would be appro
priate to select an airport name as a planned matter rather than 
as an incidental matter. 

Various historians in the County have been consulted about 
the possibility of a suitable name. There are many Spanish names 
which are available, but each one of the suitable Spanish names 
is currently utilized elsewhere in the County. As a result, 
these names were discarded. Extensive attention was given to 
the possibilitie~ of naming the South County airport in honor 
of early pioneer aviators within the County. Two of these 
pioneers are John J. Montgomery and Robert G. Fowler. Fowler's 
name is presently planned for use by the Antique Association to 
designate a possible antique aerodrome. John J. Montgomery was 
certainly a prominent aviation pioneer who has been directly 
associated with Santa Clara County. Between 1897 and 1911, John 
J. Montgomery was in Santa Clara County. His plane was called 
"The Santa Clara." He died in the Evergreen area on October 31, 
1911. Contact was made with the Federal Aviation Agency regarding 
any reservations which the FAA might have if the County were to 
designate the San Martin facility Montgomery Field. The FAA 
strongly recommends against this name because of an existing · 
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John J. Montgomery Field in San Diego County. The FAA pointed 
out that flight plans are usually filed by airport name and 
having two airports within one state having the same or similar 
names might cause confusion in possible search and rescue 
operations. 

Consideration was also given to the possibility of naming 
the San Martin facility after the first Chairman of the Board of 
Supervisors. In 1852, Isaac N. Senter was President of the first 
Board of Supervisors. "Senter Field" is not regarded, however, 
as appropriate for the San Martin facility because there would 
undoubtedly be a confusion in place names as long as Senter Road 
exists. 

The community of San Martin was originally established in 
1852 by Martin Murphy, who subsequently built a small chapel in 
the area which was named after Saint Martin. Martin Murphy was 
the grandson of Morgan Hill. The early community of San Martin 
was called Martinsville by settlers in that area. It had been 
earlier known·as the community of Mill Switch on the railroad 
line. In 1893 the name San Martin was officially established 
for the community. The FAA would prefer no.mes for airports which 
are descriptive of geographic location. It is recommended that 
the name of the proposed South County airport be "San Martin 
Airport." 

Economic Impact of Airport Location 

As pointed out in the General Aviation Plan, the economic 
impact of aviation activities should not be minimized. The pro
jected 1,500 general aviation aircraft in 1975'represents 375 
private employees, 1,350 people, $2.67 million of personal income 
each year, $860,000 in bank deposits, 245 additional jobs in non
manufacturing activities and $1.24 million in retail sales. 

With the growing acceptance of aircraft as one of the basic 
means of transportation, a balanced network of airports will pro
duce a balanced response to the needs of metropolitan, urban, 
rural and recreational areas. An airport is not merely a luxury 
for a few wealthy plane owners. One of the most impressive trends 
in the United States is the fast-growing use of company-owned-and
operated aircraft. "Sunbeam Appliances would not have come to 
McRae (Georgia) if it did not have plans to build an airport", 
according to James T. Windsor, a Sunbeam official. According to 
the Aerospace Industries Association, "the community that is not 
accessible by air is a community that will be bypassed by 
industry." More money is now being devoted to the selection 
of a given major industrial site than was used to discover America. 
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Many incl11si...rial .:irms have started their planning with the 
potentia'l ~= :..ir transportation well in mind. Many facilities 
have been built ~~?ich capitalize on the advantages of air trans
portation. Industries seek a labor pool, the existence of 
recreational amenities for potential employees and a convenient 
and balanced transportation capability as incentive to locate. 
The South County has two of these three fundamental features at 
the present time. The placement of the San Martin Airport will 
provide the third and will provide the opportunity for a truly 
balanced community development process. 

A preliminary analysis has been made to estimate how long 
it would take to amortize the investment in San Martin Airport 
land, utilizing only the estimated rise in land value around the 
airport due to airport location alone. Based upon the current 
County tax rate over the next 10 to 15-year period, it is roughly 
estimated that the incremental tax revenue increase on land only, 
due solely to the existence of the airport, would cover the now 
estimated price of acquiring the land for the airport. The 
investment aspects of acquiring land for a South County airport 
at this time are satisfactory. 

Financing 

An ample estimate of the cost of acqu1.r1.ng the 40 parcels 
for the San Martin Airport is now estimated at $2 million. It 
is obvious that this magnitude of investment cannot be accom
plished on a cash basis by the County alone. It is also apparent 
that land prices are rising so sharply in the South County area 
that if the land for the San Martin Airport is not controlled 
within the immediately foreseeable future, the prospects for 
ever securing a San Martin Airport on a cash basis will be 
indeed dim. 

After considerable investigation, it has been concluded that 
there are on~y three sources of revenue which can be signi.ficantly 
useful in the acquisition of the San Martin Airport. These three 
sources are: 

1. California Aeronautics Commission. Senate Bill 
1347 entitled, "The Airport Assistance Revolving 
Fund" established a fund under the control of the 
California Aeronautics Commission into which is 
paid all refundable but unclaimed aviation gasoline 
taxes as well as a general aviation fuel tax of two 
cents per gallon. The Division of Aeronautics ad
ministers the funds under the policy established 
by the Aeronautics Commission. Criteria for the 
disbursement and apportionment of funds have been 
published. At the present time, the only support 
for the San Martin Airport which has been proffered 
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by the Division of Aeronautlcs ~as been non
financial in nature. The guar~~~ optimism 
contained in the General Aviation Plan has 
proven to be incorrect. The administration 
of the Airport Assistance Revolving Fund under 
regulations adopted November 21, 1966, provides 
only the disappointing prospect of a possible 
maxirrrum allocation of $150,000. Efforts are 
being continued, hmvever, to convince the 
Division of Aeronautics that Section 4003 of 
these same regulations provides for a waiver 
from the restrictions imposed by the regula
tions at the option of the Division of Aero
nautics in cases of proven and extreme 
hardship. In any case, it is apparent that 
State funds would probably not be available 
on a timely basis to do any significant good 
and that delay in acquisition in hopes of a 
State subsidy might well create a situation 
where the land price rise in the interim 
exceeded the amount of possible State subsidy. 
The gambling aspects of seeking State aid 
under the present circumstances appear to 
be too great if the San Martin Airport is 
to be pursued on a businesslike basis. 

2. The Federal Aviation Agency has an established 
program of financial participation for worthy 
airport purposes in the amount of 53.64% of 
total costs for land acquisition, runway and 
taxiway construction, lighting and certain 
other aircraft use facilities. An application 
for these funds cannot be made except 'on a 
fiscal-yenr basis and then only for dcGignatecl 
sites. If the San Martin Airport is to be 
eligible for FAA aid it will first have to be 
designated as a part of the Airport System. 

3. Tax subsidy appears to be the immediately 
available source of funds which will be re
quired if the San Martin Airport is to become 
a reality. Assuming FAA participation in 
accordance with tradition, the tax subsidy to 
the airport program should be approximately 
$1 million in 1967-68. 

The following financing program is recommended: 

1. Designate the San Martin Airport as the 
location for the South County airport 
facility. 
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2. Aut~o,_ize &pplication to the Federal Aviation 
Agency for Federal participation in the costs 
oi acquiring about 261 acres in the San Martin 
location. 

3. Authoriie the Department of Public Works to move 
immediately to acquire options on the affected 
parcels, utilizing right of way revolving fund 
monies which are currently available. Depending 
upon specific negotiations, it is possible that 
options can be acquired in such a manner so as 
to effectively lengthen the pay-out period of 
local funds, even to the point of bridging a 
budget year . 

. JTP: dg 
Att. 
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------ 2. Nflme of public agency sponsor!nr: request '3 Name 0 f r i rport ! • 

'COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA Sa0. Martin Airport 
4. Name, title, e.nd o.ddress of sponsor's contact 11. Aeronautical activity new facility 

representative 
Number of revenue pnsscngers James T. Pott, Director of Public Works 

B. none enplnned l nst 12 t1onths, ••• , •• ,,, •••• 
County of Santa Clara 
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No. Description (b) (c) (d) (e) 

l Land acquisition $2,000,000 $ 927,200 $1,072,80( Immediately 
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allocation 

-

$2,000,000 $ 927,200 $1,072,800 
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List by 
Sito item of Land Paving J,ighting Buildings lfiscellnneous Total 

work number prepa.r nt ton 
(a) (b) (C) (ci) (e) (f) (g) (h) 

l $2,000,000 $2,000,000 . 
~ 

Totnln $2,000,00 0 $2,000,000 

8. StP.tU'.3 of sponsor's funds 

Avnilr.Lility date Source of funds Amount or funds Dute funds expire 
( a) (b) ( C:) (d) 
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'r.~ 
g ~. 
~1! 
.:1 .-.I 

-
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CALlFORNIA AERONJ\U'fICS DIVISION 

MR. JAMES POTT 
DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC WORKS 
SANT/\ CLARA COUNTY 
COURT ~!OUSE 
SAN JOSE, C/\LIFORNIA 

DEAR JIM: 

FEDRU/\RY 5, l9G7 

Cl.\'111 I'. I'• \l('.'-1 l / 

J)1 f ~·- Id{ l' ( . \ ~ r,,,, t l, I.,•, 

SJl.'.'tJ111u1t,) \fw1i.q·,f .\1q.• .. -! 

SH-rJm~ntu, LJ1d,,r:111 •1 f '\ :~ 

YOUR VERY ABLE AIJD DLTERM I NED MR. Tl!URMO!JD HAS BEEN LIV H;G ON MY 
DOORSTEP FOR l·!EEl(S, Af,lD I THOUGIIT MAYL',E I COULD CLEAR UP THE 
POSSIGILITIES \•✓ ITH A NOTE TO YOU Oi\J \.-.'HAT \-.T CAl'-l OR CAt,J'T DO ON 
SM~ MARTif~ AIRPORT. 

ACTUALLY, IT h'OULO [3E VERY FOOL I SH or- ME TO MAKE AIJY ST/\TEMFIHS 
\•/HAT EVER Tl-:/.\T \·WULD PR[JUDG[ MlY GI VL~f'l /\I !~PORT'S CHANCES OF MOi'l[Y 
UNTIL AFTER\![ HAV[ RECCIVED APPLIC/\TIOf,lS FROM /'.LL OF THOSE THAT 
\<!E HAVE RECL'IV[:D APPLICATior,:s FROM ALL OF THOSE H,AT \vE 11/,VE INVITED 
TO SUBMIT THEM, Af\lD Trif.:I~ \ ✓ It<IW\·/L:fJ Tfl[M AGAil~ST [/,CH OTHER FOR THE 
BEST INVESTMENTS HIAT \'/E COULD 1·ii\l~E, l·:liICH FALL l·.'ITf-ilN THE POLICY 
ALREADY ESTABLISHED BY THE BOARD. 

HO\'!EVER, ll; ALL ~IOl·J[STY, Loo1:1r~G AT n:E SITUATIOi1 AS A \·/HOLE, Ar,JD 
ALLO\•:Ir,lG FOR HliAT \'iE 1:l\O\'I TO bL OESPLR;\TlOl·J, CRISIS--CfV\Sl-l NC:EDS 
IN HIE STATE THAT DO cor-\E u1,!D[R TllE FIRST 01,1[ OR T\JO PRH~CIPLES 
LAID DOl·iN BY THE DOARD, I.E., 11 S/\LV/,GE OF AIRPORTS ABOUT TO fl[ 

LOST--CREATION OF t\[\/ AIRPORTS \'/rii.:RE NOt~E EXIST, 11 IN Al'-l Ar!EA OF 
AIR-ACCESSICILJTY 1-lf~ED, I DON'T THii'JK YOUR SAl'-l MARTIN PROJECT 
STA~DS MUCll OF A CHA/KE THE FI f~ST YEAR. 

HO\iiEVER., l URGE, PLEAD, AND E3[G \•!I Tli YOU NOT TO DROP THE PROJECT, 
IN/\SMUC!-1 AS I BELIEVE SINCERELY THE FOLLO\/II-.JG BASIC FACTS DO EXIST: 

1. FROM THE \•/AY Tl!E PRES[h/T ADMll'HSTRATION 11·1 WASllll~GTON 
IS PROC[EDHJG, \.-!E MAY VERY \•/ELL [f,JD UP \•/IHI NO F[DER/\L 
FUNDS /\VAILAGLE HEREAFTER, At,:D Uf!LESS YOU GET YOUR 
APPLICATION IN THIS YEAR, IT JS QUITE POSSIBLE TIIAT 
YOU WOULD LOSE THAT 50% HELP. 

;l.ll:\!lll:R NATIONAi ,\~<;C1C:I.\TIO:--; 01 ST:\TI. A\'11\TIO:\ OF!ICI.\I.S 
----- ---- --

_J 
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MR- JAMES POTT - 2 - FE BR U /\RY 5 , 1 9 G 7 

2. SAN MARTIN CITY IS CERTAINLY Alm VERY.Dl:TINITELY IN THE 
PATH OF Oh:[ OF THE GF!EATEST GRO\!Tll TRE~ms IN CALIFORNIA, 
AND WILL UNDOULlTEOLY IN FIVE YEARS BE A MAJOR INDUSTRIAL 
COMPLEX. 

3. TO \·JAIT Evc:1,1 A Y:::AR OR T\:o \-/ILL PROBABLY SEE MAI-JV MAJOR 
LAND USE COMMlH\EfHS HiAT \IOULD IIJ ALL PROBACILITY PRECLUDE 
THE USE OF THE ONLY REAL ESTATE AERONAUTICALLY FEASIGLE. 

4. AIR ACCESSI8ILITY IS A MUS_l lF Tl-i!S AREA IS TO r!AVE ITS 
PICI~ A~lD CHOICE OF THE BEST cor,:PAl~IES Ff~Oi'·'i TH[ POH!T OF 
VIE\·/ OF Dl:SIR/\f:jJLITY, IMTIOW\L STATUF!E, ETC., BECAUSE 
THEY S I MP LY \,JI L L NOT LO CAT l: \·.'I l [: ru.:: T t I [ R E I S NO ,'\ I R PORT • 
THIS IS BEING DEMUllSTRATED ALMOST D,'\ILY ALL OVER CALIFORrJIA. 

5. SJHCE--EVEN THOUGl-l OUR FUIW IS SO Sf.iALL--AhlD THE HAt,:Y., 
APPARENT , H I G H PR I OR IT Y r< ET D S \-fl LL P f·W a /d3 l. Y PR E C LU D [ YOU R 
PARTICIPATION,, I STILL URGE THAT YOU NOT DROP T~IIS PROJECT, 
AI-JIJ I \'/ILL CERT/-di--JLY f3E \·/ILLING TO COViE D0\-/f~ Ai<D MAK[/\ 
SPEC I AL PRES EIH AT I Oi·J TO YOUR BOARD OIJ Tli[ I MPOf<TNK E OF 
YOUR PROGRN-1. 

SINCERELY, • t.A 
~~]J/ \ 
1,(D[ · p. BAFHffTT, CSJ: . 
DIRECTOR 

CPB/VS 

. . . .. 

J 
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FINANCING OF CAPITOL IMPROVEMENTS 

COUNTY AIRPORT SYSTEM 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Separate development programs have been prepared in detail for 
each of the three County Airports by the Department's Engineering 
staff. In add;tion, an overall development program has been prepared 
combining the jhree separate development programs and presenting a 
detailed historical background of the County Airport System. This 
report will de~l primarily with the financing of the balance of 
Capitol Improvtments required for complete development of the County 
Airport Syste~ Historical background has been held to a minimum, 
and where it is included, it is directed toward the operational 
aspects of the County Airport System to date, avoiding as much us 
possible repea~ing the historical information contained in the d~vel
oprnent programs referred to above. Extracts have been made from the 
development p:::-·ogram I s report to provide a ready reference for th= 
reader as the financing program is presented. 

In July, :966, the County Board of Supervisors adopted the County 
General Aviation Plan for development of the County Airport Syst2m. 
The General Aviation Plan enumerated th2 County's activities in 1via
tion, airport studies, and planning projects dating back to Dece~ber 
of 1946, and discussed subsequent studies which led up to the ''Air
port Study, Geaeral Aviation Requirements'', which was prepared by 
H. K. Friedlanj and Associates in June of 1960. 

In early Spring of 1965, the County began actual construction 
at Reid-Hill view Airport. The reconstr11ction of the runway at Pa.lo 
Alto Airport w&s commenced in June of 1365. Active management 
responsibility was taken over by the Department of Public Works in 
July of 1965, at Reid-Hillview Airport, and in July of 1966, at 
Palo Alto Airport. 

Reid-Hillview and Palo Alto Airport, in a few short years, have 
been completely transformed from the typical undeveloped "suburban" 
private airports to thriving, urban aviation centers. The following 
is a brief breakdown of expenditures by County, Federal and State 
Governments on a yearly basis for Reid-Hillview Airport and Palo Alto 
up to July of 1971. 

-1-
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• MONEY SPENT ON AIRPORTS BY YEARS UP TO JULY, 1971 

REID HILLVIEW AIRPORT 

Year 

1962-63 

1963-64 

1964-65 

1965-66 

1966-67 

1967-68 

1968-69 

1969-70 

County 

$390,207.00 

388,475.00 

492:154.00 

300.842.00 

10:-:l~885.00 

Federal 

$345,453.00 

398,010.00 

314,403.00 

73,574.00 

37,215.00 

11,630.00 

State 

71,300.00 $,3,356.00 

Total 

$735,660.00 

786,485.00 

806,557.00 

300,842.00 

177,459.00 

- 1970-71 

Totals i, 

59,909.00 

85,631.00 

50 554.00 

48.000.00 

$1,919,657.00 $1,251,585.00 $!3,356.00 

97,124.00 

97,261.00 

145,210.00 

48,000.00 

$3,194,598.00 

-

'°'NOTE: These figur·es do not include new terminal building. 

PALO ALTO AIRPORT 

1964-65 $72:300.00 

1965-66 21,000.00 

1966-67 77,300.00 

1967-68 84,900.00 

1968.69 113,400.00 

1969-70 342,300.00 

Totals $711,200.00 

$54,600.00 

88,300.00 

98,200.00 

11,600.00 

203,300.00 

$456,200.00 

$126,900.00 

21,000.00 

165,600.00 

183,100.00 

$4,800.00 129,800.00 

26,500.00 572.100.00 

$31,300.00 $1,198,500.00 

Additionally, the July, 1966 General Aviation Plan discussed the 
need for moving forward with the South County Airport in the planned 
airport system. In July of 1968, the Department presented the Board 
of Supervisors with a brief report on the status of general aviation 
in the County and particularly recommended the immediate acquisition 
of land necessary to develop the South County Airport. Expenditures 
for land at the South County Airport are shown below. 

-2-
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SOUTH COUNTY AIRPORT 

Year County 

1969-70 $429,502.00 

1970-71 220,000.00 
(Estim.) ~•: 

Total $649,502.00 

Federal State 

$300,000.00 

150,000.00 

Total 

$729,502.00 

370,000.00 

$450,000.00 $1,099,502. )0 

* 1970-71 estimate includes $50,000 that County will spend this 
F.Y. if the State completes its acquisition of parcels under cooper
ative agreement. 

COUNTY AIRPORT SYSTEM TOTALS 

$3,280,359.00 $1,707,785.00 $504,656.00 $5,492,600.00 

The County':; share of cost for all prior years may be equated to 
tax rates as fellows: 

1962-63 $0.025 per hundred AV 

1963-64 $0.073 per hudnred AV 

1964-65 $0.0'6 per hundred AV 

1965-66 $0.015 per hundred AV 

1966-67 $0.0087 per hundred AV 

1967-68 $0.0065 per hundred AV 

1968-69 $0.0082 per hundred AV 

1969-70 $0.030 per hundred AV 

1970-71 $0.0073 per hundred AV 

-3-



- II. 
PHYSICAL DEVELOPMENT 

A. Reid-Hillview Airport 

Air traffic at Reid-Hillview Airport is controlled by the 
Federal Aviation Administration's Control Tower facility 16 
hours daily from 7:00 a.m. to 11:00 p.m. The landing area 
consists of two fully paved parallel runways, 75 feet in width 
and 3,100 feet in length. The easterly runway, runway 31R/13L, 
is fully lighted with medium intensity runway lights as is the 
parallel taxiway serving this runway. Paved airplane parking 
ramps provide 253 open tiedown spaces, of which 47 are reserved 
for itinerant or transient aircraft parking. Fifty-three !Overed 
tiedown-shelter spaces are available,and 60 fully-enclosed T
hangar parking spaces are available. Each parking shel te1· and each 
T-hangar are equipped with lights and electrical convenie~~e 
outlets. The open parking ramps are lighted throughout wi~h high 
intensity mercury vapor lights. The unimproved areas of t~e 
landing area of the airport - some 100 acres - are hay-farmed 
under contract to minimize the County's expenditures on Wl,ed 
control, dust control and mowing cf these areas. 

Seven fu~ ly developed fixed-base cperator facilities have heen 
completed at the airport, and thrE e operators provide airc1.,aft 
fueling ~ervices, with a fourth operator constructing a fuel 
facility at this time. One remaining fixed-base operator 3ite 
is availc.ble for lease. 

Public attomobile parking in a paved and lighted parking Jot is 
conveniently located adjacent to ihe airplane parking ramps and 
the temp0rary Airport Administrat:on Building. Additional auto 
parking 11.as been completed direc-Ly across from the newly con
structed Airport Terminal Building. 

The new Terminal provides space for Airport Operation Offices, 
the Aviation Division Management Offices, public waiting a~eas, 
restrooms, counter spaces, office rentals, and a restaurant
cocktail lounge. 

A total of 466 airplanes are based at Reid-Hillview Airport. 
The annual operations, that is take-offs and landings, are 
expected to exceed 300,000 annu~lly by the end of calendar year 
1970, according to FAA Control Tower estimates. These figures 
are for the 16 hours per day the Tower operates, and it is 
estimated that an additional 10 per cent can be added for un
counted operations between 11:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. daily when 
the tower is closed. 

Total investment, exclusive of capitol provided by private 
fixed-base operators, exceed $3,000,000. 

-4-
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B. Palo Alto Airport 

The FAA Air Traffic Control Tower at Palo Alto Airport operates 
on the same schedule as the Reid-Hillview Airport Tower. The 
reconstructed runway at Palo Alto Airport is fully lighted with 
medium intensity runway lights. A newly constructed parallel 
taxiway for this runway is also lighted. The runway is 60 feet 
in width and 2,500 feet in length. Development at Palo Alto 
Airport has been less dramatic than at Reid-Hillview Airport. 
Two hundred twenty-three fully paved parking spaces have been 
constructed, an airport entrance road for the westerly side of 
the airport has been completed, and an auto parking lot on the 
west side of the airport provides parking spaces for airport 
tenants, as well as for FAA Tower Jersonnel. Twenty to thirty 
additiona: unpaved parking spaces ire available on an interim 
basis, as construction permits, tc handle overflow. 

Embarcadero Road has been extendec beyond the old airport 
entrance and will provide an exceJlent four-lane access to the 
future A."_rport Terminal area, to fixed-base operator areas 
along the southerly edge of the a~rport, and to the Palo Alto 
Yacht Har:,or. One fixed-base ope·:-iator presently provides for 
the fl yin~; public, this facility -I.s expected to be fully 
reconstrut:ted to meet with County and City of Palo Al to buj lding 
standards within the next 24 months. Two other fixed-base 
operator sites have been rough gr:1ded and are ready for oct:upancy. 
Leases for these sites have been 2xecuted and construction is 
anticipated in the near future, 

From July of 1965 through mid-August of 1970, San Franciscc
Oakland H3licopter Airlines served Palo Alto Airport as an 
intermediate stop between San Jose', San Francisco and Oakl.:md. 
The Civil Aeronautics Board has a-1thorized temporary suspe.1sion 
of the San Francisco-Oakland Helicopter Airlines at Palo AJto 
and San Jose due to the Airline's financial difficulties. 
Airline service, however, was not disrupted since Golden West 
Airlines was authorized by the California Public Utilities 
Commission to serve Palo Alto on an interim basis. Golden 
Pacific Airlines has also been granted authority by the California 
Public Utilities Commission to serve the same route pending their 
acquisition of appropriate aircraft which can be accommodated 
by the limited runway length at Palo Alto Airport. A total of 
330 airplanes are based at Palo Alto Airport. 

The annual operations, that is take-offs and landings, are 
expected to exceed 190,000 annually by the end of calendar year 
1970, according to FAA Control Tower estimates. These figures 
are for the 16 hours per day the tower operates, and it is 
estimated thatan additional 10 per c2nt can be added for un
counted operations between 11:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. daily when 
the tower is closed. 

-5-



c. South County Airport 

The South County Airport has been described by both the 
Federal Aviation Administration and the California Depart
ment of Aeronautics as "the most important reliever airport 
in the Bay Area." Reid-Hillview Airport is rapidly approach
ing its designed capacity of based aircraft until additional 
construction projects for airplane parking ramps have been 
completed. There has consistently been a waiting list for 
space at Palo Al to. San Jose ,'lunicipal Airport has been at 
capacity for general aviation ~irplanes for the past six 
years. Air Traffic congestio1, particularly for general 
aviation airplanes engaged in ~ilot training flights, has 
severely limited the air space throughout the Bay Area. In 
addition to relieving air traf .L'ic congestion for training, the 
South =:aunty Airport will provide excellent commuter air
transfortation facilities for ~he Gilroy, Morgan Hill, and 
San Mertin communities of the South County. Expenditures to 
date for land at the South Co1nty Airport total $849,702. 
Estimated expenditures in 197r-71 F.Y. will increase to~al 
expenaitures to $1,099,502. ~300,000 of this amount h1s 
been provided by the State of California through the Airport 
Assistance Revolving Fund. A request for addition~l reim
bursement totaling $107,950 has been made. 

-6-
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III. PROJECTS REQUIRING FUTURE FINANCING 

A. Reid Hillview Airport 

Reid-Hillview Airport is the most completely developed of 
the three County airports. Some $3,194,598 combined County, 
Federal and State Funds have been expended to date, and for 
the most part, provide a fully usable airport facility. 
Continuing improvements in airport facilities, both ground 
and air, are required to provirle the ultimate in safety and 
efficiency in operations. During the next five years, the 
following projects should be cumpleted in order to meet the 
demanls for public services. fhe financing requirements at 
Reid-Hillview Airport are list~d in order of priority and 
require some $335,000 in Count~ Funds coupled with $166,000 
in cowbined State and Federal iunds. Not shown in this 
schedule is continued develorxent of T-hangars and shelters 
on a IUblic demand basis. It is estimated that T-hangars 
and sl el ters will cost some $ ~: 75,000, with the possibility 
of thEse funds being provided from private capitol. 

Project 
•-■ra--•Y_. ___________ D_e_s_c_r_i~p_t_i_o_n _______ C_ost 

County 
Share 

By 
OthE rs ---

71-72 

71-72 

72-73 

72-73 

73-74 

73-74 

74-75 

74-75 

Parallel taxiway & warmup pad 

Apron area - East Side 

Runway - TaJiway Lighting 

Expand Auto Parking 

Access Road - West Side 

Apron Area - West Side 

Landscaping 

Fire Stat ion 

Totals (Based on 1970 Dollars) 

-7-

$84,000 

Sl,000 

50,000 

LS,000 

25,000 

94,000 

25,000 

87,000 

$501,000 

$25,000 

43,000 

40,000 

45,000 

25,000 

45,000 

25,000 

87,000 

$59,000 

48,JOO 

10,000 

49,000 

$335,000 $166,000 
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71-72 

71-72 

71-72 

71-72 

72-73 

72-73 

73-74 

74-75 

74-75 

75-76 

76-76 

B. Palo Alto Airport 

Palo Alto Airport, the second of the County's operational 
airports is severely handicapped in its ability to provide 
aircraft storage space, public automobile parking, and 
fixed-based operator facilities to serve the flying public. 
The need for an airport terminal building will be tempor
arily satisfied by locating Airport Administrative Offices, 
pubJic waiting areas, airline ticketing counters, and rest
roon facilities in a new, fixed-base operator facility 
scheduled to be constructed in the next 10 months. Some 
$1, :_ 98,500 combined County, Federal, and St ate Funds nave 
be8;1 expended to date on the Palo Al to Airport. Backlogs 
of requirements for every type of operational area exist 
at the airport and financing requirements for improvements 
totil $1,173,000 (1970 Dollars) in County Funds, togeTher 
witr1 $348,000 in combined State and Federal Funds. T1ere 
is a possibility that the terminal building may be co1-
stYucted by private capital. We are assuming County 
exI,enditure . 

Description 

Apron Area #1 

Coun_ty'--____ B~y_O_t_h_e_r __ s __ T_o_t_a_1_~ __ _ 

$83,noo 

3 5 ' 1)0 0 

53,J00 

67,000 

$82,000 $165,000 

35,000 

105,000 

67,000 

203,000 

100,000 

Access Roaiway Lighting 

Apron Area #2 

Auto Parking Lot 

Apron Ramp Lighting Facilities 102,000 

Partial Landcaping 

Final Imp. Embarcadero Road] 

Parallel Runway & Lighting 

Terminal Building 

Landscaping 

Fire Station 

100,000 

26,000 

50,000 

320,000 

250,000 

87,000 

52,000 

101,000 

113,000 

26,000 

163,000 

320,000 

250,000 

9otals (Based on 1970 Dollars) $1,173,000 $348,000 

87,000 

$1,521.000 

-8-
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F.Y. 

71-72 

1e72 
72-73 

72-73 

72-73 

72-73 

72-73 

72-73 

73-74 

72-73 

72-73 

74-75 

74-75 

-76 

76-77 

78-79 

c. South County Airport 

A completely usable airport facility, capable of handling 
some 175 based aircraft, together with project operations 
of 125,000 annually requires expenditures of $1,944,000 
in County funds coupled with an additional $1,279,000 in 
Federal and State Funds. 

A reliever-type facility capable of handling those aircraft 
presently based at the Morgan Hill Airport, together wii:h 
overflow from Reid-Hillview Airnort, San Jose Municipal 
Airport, and an anticipated 30 ~ew aircraft which will move 
into ~he area simply because fa~ilites are available is 
expectR1 within 24 months after construction has starte~. 
During the first five years of operation of the South Countv 
Airports, it is anticipated tha~ the major utilization wili 
b~ from tr~ining flights which have overflowed the congested 
air spa(:e in the South Bay Are 2,. 

Descripti~)n ________ C_o_u_·n_t~y:__ _____ F_AA ______ s_t_a_t_e ___ 1otal 

Relocate Murphy Ave. 

Fence 

$150,000 

8,000 $13,000 

210,000 

$5,000 

i.150,00;J 

2£,00G 

West Runway 

Temporary TerITi~al Bldg. 

Taxiway and R~m?s 

Apron for 50 Tiedowns 

166,000 

31,000 

37,000 

33,000 

Water Supply & Sanitary Sewer 140,000 

62,000 

33,000 

20,000 

94,000 

25,000 

8,000 

31,000 

124,000 

66,00C 

140,000 

39,000 

~, 
! 

Runway Lighting 

Taxiway Lighting·& Guide 
Signs 

11,000 

10,000 ~ 
'a$,~OO 

Entrance Road & 1/2 
Parking Lot 

Terminal Bldg. Apron 

South Apron Area 

South Apron Lighting 

North Apron Area 

North Apron Lighting 

Complete Auto Parking 

-9. 

104,000 

10,000 

207,000 

48,000 

202,000 

40,000 

61,000 

11,000 

207,000 

79,000 

203,000 

67,000 

32,000 

27,000 

104,000 

21,000 

414,000 

159,00G 

405,000 

134,000 

61,000 



e. 
79-80 

80-81 

80-81 

80-81 

Description 

Permanent Terminal Bldg. 

East Runway & Lighting 

Landscaping 

Fire Station 

Totals (1970 Dollars) 

D. Summary 

Reid Hillview 

Palo Alto 

South County 

Total Required 

-

· ... ,' 

County 

$344,000 

670,000 

188,000 

87,000 

$1,944,000 

FAA State Total 

$344,000 

227,000 

188,000 

87,000 

$1,035,000 $244,000 $3,223,000 

$114,000 $46,000 

Total Financing Requirements 

County Others 

$335,000 $166,000 

$1,173,000 348,000 

$1,944,000 $1,279,000 

$3,452,000 $1,793.000 
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IV. REVENUE SOURCES 

In July, 1968, the Board of Supervisors received a Public Works 
Department report which related to economic justification for pursuing 
acquisition and development of the South County Airport. There were 
certain significant statistics included. Some of these statistics for 
the County Airport only, as compared to 1970 facts are: 

Fixed base operators & 
sub-lessees 

Based Aircraft 

Total number of employees 
on airport 

Lease & rental ~ncome 

Personal property taxes 

Possessory Inte~est Taxes 

*Estimated 

1967-1968 

14 

600 

157 

$168,022.00 

$45,800.00 

$9,90J.OO 

1970-71 

21 

796 

231 

;~$203,000.00 

$74,000.00 

$15,700.00 

In spite of the general slowdown in business activity over the 
past year, all facets of airport use, op1~ration, and private deve.Lop
ment have refle~ted substantial increaseu in the past three years. 

As County airport development proc3eds at the Palo Alto and 
South County Airports,private developmen~s will follow at much the 
same pace. 

Lease and rental income derived from private operations on the 
airports has been, and will continue to be, adequate to support County 
operations and maintenance as the airport systerr is completed. 

Personal property taxes and possessory interest taxes at th8 
County airports will increase as County development proceeds. Ignor
ing inflation, the total of these taxes should reach $150,000 per year 
well before 1980-81. 

The tax revenues received are not deposited in the Airport 
Enterprise Fund, but they nevertheless make up a considerable annual 
dollar volume for the County General Fund, and are available to the 
County solely because of the aeronautical activities and the taxable 
commodity or development resulting must certainly be considered as 
"airport generated revenue." 

Oftentimes we have heard the criticism that money should not be 
allocated for an airport system that tenefits so few. Unlike most, 
or perhaps all, general fund programs, and some special fund programs, 
such as parks, the user: 
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1. Pays his full share of operation and maintenance costs. 

2. Supports 21 businesses operating on 8 lease plots which 
pay revenue to the County and employ 231 individuals. 

3. Pays taxes for possessory use in addition to rent, fuel 
flowage fees and other charges. 

Airport taxes will, over a 30 to 35 year period, serve to more 
than ~mortize County's share of construction costs required to complete 
the airport system. 

-12-



V. Financing Alternates 

The Office of the County executive published a financial guideline 
for capitol improvements for the years 1970-75 under date of May, 
1970. This report suggested that the Board would have to provide a 
funding policy for airports independent of sales tax revenues, as 
such revenues are the source for funding other critical capitol 
improvements. 

The report also suggested possible alternates to funding the airport 
system as follcws: 

1. Adopt 2 yearly schedule of projects, and let the tax rate 
fluctu~te accordingly. 

2. Establjsh a consistent tax rate to be applied each year at a 
level high enough to fund all projects between 1971-72 a~d 
1979-8.l. 

3. Establish a consistent tax rate to fund more vital phase5 of 
const~Jction between 1971-72 anl 74-75, and then revise the 
consis~ent rate to fund the remaining projects between 1375-76 
and 1979-80. 

We feel that it would also be prude.1t to consider another al·:er
nate of: 

4-. Establish a Joint Powers Authority for the airport systen 
simila·_, to the Santa Clara Coun-cy Building Authority, an :l 
establ~sh a tax rate each year adequate to meet rental 
obligations to the Authority. 

We also suggest that all alternates be based on final construction 
in 1980-81 rather than 1979-80. 

The financing guide for capitol improvements includes projected 
assessed values through the 1979-80 F.Y. Previous projections have 
been reviewed and found to be conservative,and it is presumed that 
this recent projection is also conservative. For the purpose of con
sidering various alternates to financing, projected assessed values 
have been taken from the financing guide. We have not projected any 
increases above the level of the 1979-80 F.Y. 

One of the most critical considerations in reviewing possible 
alternate financing proposals is the impact of inflation. Inflation 
at the present rate serves to double the cost of a project in approxi
mately 9 years. An equally important consideration is in the relation
ship of a logical construction sequence to need and available matching 
funds by the Federal and State governments. The schedule of projects 
as set forth in III''Projects Requiring Future Financing" in this report 
reflects these considerations. 
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The attached Table shows the tax rate required to complete 

financing under each of the alternates. Some of the significant 
facts for each of the alternates are: 

Alternate 1: 

Low rate of $0.0033 in 1976-77. High rate of 0.0281 in 1972-73. 
No rate in 1977-78 or 1978-79. Inflation raises costs about 
$1,200,000 <33%). 

Alternate?. 

Level rate of $0.0118 develops alternate surpluses and deficits. 
Early deficit more than offsets later surplus in inflationary impact. 
Inflation ~1ises c0st about $1,500,000 (41%). 

Alternate 3: 

Initial rate of $0.017 for 1971-72 through 1975-76. Fina. rate 
of $0.0066 f8r 1976-77 through 1980-:11. Level rates develops alter
nate surpluses and deficits. 

Earlier construction of some 197~-80 and 1980-81 projects is 
possible if matching funds are available. If so, inflation would 
raise costs about $1,050,000 (29%). 

Alternate 4: 

An init~al rate of $0.0016 in 1971-72. A high rate of $0.0097 
in 1980-81. A final rate of 0.0009 in 1999-2000. The practicalities 
of making bond sales in reasonable ur,its would probably require some 
adjustments in scheduling construction. Inflation raises costs 
about $1,200,000 (33%). 

-14-
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ALTERNATE 
TAX TABLE 

eear Estimated Projected Tax Rate 
Project Costs Assessed Valuations Alternate No. 

1 2 3 4 

71-72 440,000 3,295,000,000 .0134 .0118 .017 .0016 

72-73 1,000.000 3,558,000,000 .0281 .0118 .017 .0048 

73-74 129,800 3,807,000,000 .0034 .0118 . 017 .0048 

74-75 966,000 4,073,000,000 .0237 .0118 .017 .0072 

75-76 756,000 4,317,000,000 .0175 .0118 . 017 .0087 

76-77 151,600 4,532,000,000 .0033 .0118 .0066 .0084 

77-78 4,758,000,000 .0118 .0066 .0077 

78-79 4,995,000,000 .0118 .0066 .0071 

79-80 591,000 5,194,000,000 .0114 .0118 .0066 .0 )80 

80-81 844,000 5,194,000,000 . )162 .0118 .0066 .0 )97 

81-82 .0094 

4'2-83 Assume .0090 

83-84 .0087 

84-85 Assessed .0)84 

85-86 .0080 

86-87 Valuations .0077 

87-88 .0074 

88-89 Remain .0071 

89-90 .0067 

90-91 Constant .0064 

91-92 .0056 

92-93 Thru .0044 

93-94 .0040 

-94-95 Fiscal Year .0029 

95-96 .0020 

96-97 1999 - 2000 .0018 

97-98 .0016 
-15-
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ALTERNATE 
TAX TABLE 

Estimated Projected 
Project Costs Assessed Valuations 

1 

Tax Rate 
Alternate No. 

2 3 4 

98-99 .0015 

99-2000 .0009 

Note: All Project costs reflect inflation 
from 1970 base. 

1980-81 Project cost includes $215,000 
for ~urchase of lessor's interest in 
Reid-Hillview Terminal. 
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VI. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Prudent scheduling of construction projects required to 
complete the Airport System opens the door to Federal and State 
participating funds. 

On today's dollars the estimated County share (2/3rds) of 
the various projects amounts to $3,452,000. One year's inflation 
on this cost approximates $250,000. Financing inflation alone 
costs $0.006 per $100 AV. 

Completion of the Airport System on any schedule requires, 
.program of financing that makes availa~le funds in excess of 

$250,000 per year (1970 base). 

The Airport System can be operated and maintained adequate~y 
out of lease income, rental income, fue.L fees and other user 
charges. 

In the lo~g range personal propert1 taxes and possessory 
interest taxes generated from use and o~cupancy of the County 
Airports will ~xceed County cost of comJleting the Airport System. 

The Airpcrt System will serve the people of the County and 
will generate tax revenue on a continual basis. It would seem 
appropriate to minimize cost to County ~y timely early construc
tion and minimize annaual cost to the taxpayer by spreading pay 
for projects over as long a term as pos3ible. 

The recommended means of financing Airport Capitol Improve-
ments is Alternate 4. 

Establish a Joint Powers Authority for the airport system 
and establish a tax rate each year adeq~ate to meet rental 
obligations to the Authority. 

-.17-



AVEMCO INSURANCE COMPANY 
411 Aviation Way 

Frederick, MD 21701 

CERTIFICATE OF INSURANCE 

THIS CERTIFICATE IS ISSUED TO: Date: March 31, 1998 

EAA Chapter 62 

DESCRIPTIVE SCHEDULE 

NAMED INSURED: Experimental Aircraft Association, Inc., its Chapters and Officers, 
Directors, Members and Volunteers 
ATTN: Bob Mackey 
EAA Aviation Center 
Oshkosh, WI 54903-3086 

POLICY NUMBER: AGL-450537-6 

POLICY PERIOD: From 04/04/98 To 04/05/98 
(12:01 a.m. local time, both days, at the named insured's address) 

EAA CHAPTER EVENT INSURAN"CE 

PREMISES COVERED: Palo Alto 

LIABILITY LIMITS: 

AIC 

Coverage Bodily Injury Property Each 
Part Coverage Each Person Damage Occurrence ,.\ggregate 

1 Airport Liability $5,000,000 $5,000,000 $5,000,000 $5,000,000 

Products Liability 
3 (food and non- 250,000 250,000 250,000 250,000 

alcoholic beverages 
only) 

This insurance covers Class 1 events, EAA/IAC Chapter sanctioned practice/critique sessions. These are eve11ts with in 
flight activities limited to transportation into and out of the insured premises by participants. This lnsuran,e does not 
include coverage for scheduled fly-bys, acrobatic demonstrations, racing or speed contests, flour or other types of 
bombing, balloon breaking or chasing, ribbon cutting, simulated dog fights or aerial combat, any activity involving 
intentional fuel exhaustion, or wing walking. 

The above certificate holder is an insured on this policy, but only with respect to liability arising out of lite named 
insured's Chapters' activities at a Class 1 Event which that Chapter(s) sponsor(s) at the above premises covered. 

This Certificate of Insurance neither affirmatively nor negatively amends, exten~ or 
alters the coverage afforded by the Policy. It is issued as a matter of information QQly 
and confers no rights upon the certificate holder. 

ISSUED BY AUTHORITY OF 
A VEMCO INSURAN"CE COMPANY 

By -~ 
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AVEMCO INSl.JJUJVCE COMPANY 
411 Aviation Wty 

Frederic)(, MO 21701 

CEkTfnCATE OF JNSWNCI 
THIS C.ERTIFJCATE rs ISSUED TO: 

Due: January 1$, 1999 

l>ESCRIPl'IVE SCffEPULE 
NAMED INSURED: &perimtntal Alter.ft ~lition, Inc. , Its Chaptora and Officen 

Oh'eeton. Members and Volunteer• ' 
ATTN: Bob Mackey 
BAA Avildon Conuir 
Oahkoab, W1 S.903-3086 

POUCV NllMJIBit: AGL--''°'37-6 

POUCY PERIOD: From 04/10/99 To 0'111/99 
(12:01 a.m. J°'aJ ii.mt, both d.tys, at the naffled fn1ured'1 iiddceu) 

PRBMISRS COVERED: 

' LIABILITY LIMITS: 

EM CHAP'J'ER EVENT Il"iSIJR.i,aCE 

S. COWlty (San Martin) AirpOrt 

s,.000.000 

AIC 

t0"d 

Coverase Bodily Injury Property Each 
Pa11 Coverage Each Percon Damage Occurrence Aiarega.te 

-
1 Airport Liability 

$5 000,000 s, 000,000 $5 000,000 $5,000.000 

Products Uability 
3 (food and non- '.250.000 250J100 '50,000 :250,000 

alcoholic beverages 
only) 

Tbfj irMIW'£nCC coven ClAilt 1 e'NftU, BAA/UC Chapter uncrioned pr.1c-tiu/eri1iq11a session,. These sre e11enu with 
In tlfpl activlda limited to trani.porutlon into and out of the insured prcm!set1 by p;i11icip.111U. Tbls lnsur1.nc• dou 
ttot llldu• conra1• fM sclledule4 fly-by,, Mcrobahc demonW.\tions. ntin1 .or,~ r;.ontt!lll, tlour or ~r types nf 
bumbln11. balloon brc:akln• or chasint. ribbon c;uttinl(, stmulaced tJog figl,rs ur aerial comb•t, ,,ny activity Involving 
in&ontioaal iuei clthaustion, or wiq wliidna. 

The above ea:rtlticatc holllu is an tmund on this pulley, t,ur t1nly wl1h rc,pec1 10 lil&bility art~fn, 01.11 of tbe named 
Insured'• Chapters• activities at I Ctus 1 Evtnt wh,c.11. that Ch:iptal'(5) sponsor(s} at th11 1bovc premises ,ovcred. 

Thll Certmcate ot ln1unuw!e neither afflrm11tlvcly nor nepduly amenat extend.I or 
alters the conrage afforded by th• .-olicy. lt '" issued as a matter of ia.tormation only 
1111d ~oaten no r~ti up,m the c•rtlncate h<lldtr. 

ISSUF.D BY AUTHORITY OF 
A VEMCO INSURANCE COMPANY 

By 

Authvrt~d Rcpr0Hntat1ve 




