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Purpose of  Requested 
Amendments

• As staff of Airport Authority and other local agencies begin to 

implement urban ALUCPs, they have identified nine technical 

and process-related issues that either:
 Unnecessarily hinders review and approval of consistency 

determinations

 Are unclear or inconsistent

• Unless otherwise noted, all amendments would apply to all urban 

ALUCPs (except McClellan-Palomar, which was previously 

amended in CY2010)

• Initial review shows no CEQA impacts of proposed amendments

• Staff is coordinating with local agencies

• Seeking direction today; will request approval in December

• Maintains ability to amend in CY2011
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1. Safety Clarifications 
for Three Land Uses

ISSUE: 1) Shopping Centers are described as always including 

eating/drinking establishments; 2) Bed and Breakfasts and Small 

Indoor Assembly uses are sometimes inconsistent regarding the 

matrix / text and policy language (see table on following slide)

RECOMMENDATION: Revise text and correct matrices to match 

policy language in each ALUCP  
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1. Safety Clarifications 
for Three Land Uses

MCAS Miramar ALUCP Only:

3.4.6(d)(5): Indoor Small Assembly Rooms are conditionally compatible in APZ 

II with a maximum of 50 people and in TZ with a maximum of 300 people.

Urban ALUCPs Only:
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2. Upgrades for Non-
Conforming Structures

ISSUE: ALUCPs do not allow non-conforming structures to be 

upgraded to meet current life/safety codes, including accessibility 

(ADA) requirements (City of San Diego concern)

RECOMMENDATION: Amend ALUCPs to allow non-conforming 

structures to be upgraded without losing non-conforming status, 

provided any height increase would not be deemed a hazard by 

the FAA
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2. Upgrades for Non-
Conforming Structures

Non-conforming residential 2.11.2 (b)(2):
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2. Upgrades for Non-
Conforming Structures

Non-conforming nonresidential 2.11.2 (c)(2):
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3. Quantifying “Ancillary” Uses

ISSUE: ALUCPs currently define “ancillary” uses as no more than 

10 percent of a project, which is lower than other local agency 

standards including the City of San Diego  (City of San Diego 

concern) 

RECOMMENDATION: Increase “ancillary” uses to no more than 

25 percent of a project, consistent with City of San Diego standard
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4. Method of  Calculating 
Maximum Use of  Site 
for Mixed-Use Projects

ISSUE: ALUCPs require complex Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 

calculation by dividing proportions of each use by the 

proportionate share of project site; does not yield meaningful 

maximum use result (City of San Diego concern)

RECOMMENDATION: Determine the maximum use of a site by 

multiplying the proportion of each use by the allowable FAR in the 

ALUCP (see illustration on following slide)

*  FAR = square feet of building / square feet of entire site
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Office

(75% of total building sf)

Retail 

(25% of total building sf)

ALUCP FAR for 

Office: 0.64

Proportionate Share 

75% x 0.64 = 0.48

ALUCP FAR for 

Retail: 0.51

Proportionate Share 

25% x 0.51 = 0.13

4. Method of Calculating 
Maximum Use of Site 

for Mixed-Use Projects
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4. Method of  Calculating 
Maximum Use of  Site 
for Mixed-Use Projects
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5. Evaluating New Uses 
within Existing Structures

ISSUE: ALUCPs do not apply to existing land uses.  However, 

when a new use is proposed inside an existing building (e.g. 

tenant improvement), ALUCPs do not provide guidance regarding 

when review is required

RECOMMENDATION: Interior improvements that stay within the 

same or lower building code occupancy classification will not be 

subject to ALUC review; projects proposing a higher classification 

(e.g. retail to assembly) will be subject to ALUC review
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6. ALUC Review 
for Review Area 2 Projects

ISSUE: Urban airport ALUCPs require unessential ALUC review 

of Review Area 2 projects that do not trigger FAA review nor have 

other unique circumstances of concern, such as bright lights, 

glare, or wildlife attractants  (see following slide for illustration of 

Review Area 2)

RECOMMENDATION: Revise urban airport ALUCPs to reflect 

that ALUC review is only required for Review Area 2 projects that 

trigger FAA review or have other unique circumstances of concern

(ALUCPs for MCAS Miramar and the rural airports already contain 

this recommended policy)
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6. ALUC Review 
for Review Area 2 Projects
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6. ALUC Review 
for Review Area 2 Projects
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7. Threshold of  Change for 
ALUC Review

ISSUE: ALUCPs require ALUC review of projects when 

substantive changes are made, without quantifying what 

“substantive” means 

RECOMMENDATION: Adopt 10 percent (of total building area, 

lot coverage, or floor area ratio) as a measurable threshold above 

which projects would be subject to ALUC review; this is the 

standard used by City of San Diego & County of San Diego
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7. Threshold of Change for 
ALUC Review
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8. ALUCP Applicability to 
Amended Projects

ISSUE: For projects that changed “substantively” after local 

agency approval, ALUCPs provide no guidance on which version 

of an ALUCP would govern for subsequent reviews

RECOMMENDATION: Add policy language to specify review 

requirements, per tables in following slide
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8. ALUCP Applicability to 
Amended Projects
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9. ALUC Review of  Projects 
that are Entirely Consistent

ISSUE: Applicants for projects that are entirely consistent must 

wait for monthly ALUC hearing to reaffirm staff findings; presents 

hardship for some applicants

RECOMMENDATION: Staff review is sufficient for projects that 

are consistent with all ALUCP compatibility factors  (same as 

other California ALUCs)
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Next Steps

1. Continue coordination with local agencies

2. Complete CEQA documentation

3. Present proposed amendments in December for ALUC 

consideration


