SAN DIEGO COUNTVY
REGIONAL AIRPORT AUTHORITY

AIRPORT LAND USE COMMISSION
AGENDA

Thursday, April 3, 2014
9:00 A.M. or immediately following the
Board Meeting

San Diego International Airport
Commuter Terminal — Third Floor
Board Room
3225 N. Harbor Drive
San Diego, California 92101

Live webcasts of Authority Board meetings can be accessed at
http://www.san.orqg/airport authority/boardmeetings.asp.

Pursuant to California Public Utilities Code §§ 21670-21679.5, the Airport Land Use
Commission ("Commission”) is responsible for coordinating the airport planning of public
agencies within San Diego County. The Commission has the legal responsibility to
formulate airport land use compatibility plans ("ALUCPs") that will (a) provide for the
orderly growth of each public airport and the areas surrounding the airport within the
County and (b) safeguard the general welfare of the inhabitants within the vicinity of each
airport and the public in general. Pursuant to §21670.3, the San Diego County Regional
Airport Authority serves as the Commission.

This Agenda contains a brief general description of each item to be considered. The
indication of a recommended action does not indicate what action (if any) may be taken.
Please note that agenda items may be taken out of order. |f comments are made
to the Commission without prior notice or are not listed on the Agenda, no specific answers
or responses should be expected at this meeting pursuant to State law.

Staff Reports and documentation relating to each item of business on the Agenda are on
file in Corporate Services and are available for public inspection.

NOTE: Pursuant to Authority Code Section 2.15, all Lobbyists shall register as an Authority
Lobbyist with the Authority Clerk within ten (10) days of qualifying as a lobbyist. A
qualifying lobbyist is any individual who receives $100 or more in any calendar month to
lobby any Commission Member or employee of the Authority for the purpose of influencing
any action of the Authority. To obtain Lobbyist Registration Statement Forms, contact the
Corporate Services/Authority Clerk Department.

PLEASE COMPLETE A "REQUEST TO SPEAK” FORM PRIOR TO THE COMMENCEMENT OF THE
MEETING AND SUBMIT IT TO THE AUTHORITY CLERK. PLEASE REVIEW THE POLICY FOR
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION IN BOARD AND BOARD COMMISSION MEETINGS (PUBLIC
COMMENT) LOCATED AT THE END OF THE AGENDA.
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CALL TO ORDER:
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE:
ROLL CALL:

NON-AGENDA PUBLIC COMMENT:

Non-Agenda Public Comment is reserved for members of the public wishing to address
the Commission on matters for which another opportunity to speak is not provided
on the Agenda, and which is within the jurisdiction of the Commission. Please submit
a completed speaker slip to the Authority Clerk. Each individual speaker is limited
to three (3) minutes. Applicants, groups and jurisdictions referring items to
the Board for action are limited to five (5) minutes.

Note: Persons wishing to speak on specific items should reserve their comments until
the specific item is taken up by the Commission.

CONSENT AGENDA (Items 1-2):

The Consent Agenda contains items that are routine in nature and non-controversial. It
also contains consistency determinations that have been deemed consistent or
conditionally consistent. The matters listed under ‘Consent Agenda’ may be approved
by one motion. Any Commission Member may remove an item for separate
consideration. Items so removed will be heard before the scheduled New Business
items, unless otherwise directed by the Chair.

1. APPROVAL OF MINUTES:
The Commission is requested to approve minutes of prior Commission meetings.
RECOMMENDATION: Approve the minutes of the March 6, 2014, regular
meeting.

CONSISTENCY DETERMINATION

2. CONSISTENCY DETERMINATION — SAN DIEGO INTERNATIONAL
AIRPORT - AIRPORT LAND USE COMPATIBILITY PLAN —
CONSTRUCTION OF SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL UNIT AT DOVE
STREET AT SPRUCE STREET, CITY OF SAN DIEGO:

The Commission is requested to make a consistency determination on a
proposed project in the City of San Diego.

RECOMMENDATION: Adopt Resolution No. 2014-0007 ALUC, making the
determination that the project is conditionally consistent with the San Diego
International Airport - Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan.

(Airport Planning: Angela Jamison, Manager)

PUBLIC HEARINGS: None
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OLD BUSINESS:

3. CERTIFICATION OF AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE
SAN DIEGO INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT — AIRPORT LAND USE
COMPATIBILITY PLAN AND ADOPTION OF THE SAN DIEGO
INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT — AIRPORT LAND USE COMPATIBILITY
PLAN (Continued from the February 6, 2014 meeting):

The Commission is requested to certify an Environmental Impact Report and
adopt the Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan.

RECOMMENDATION: Adopt Resolution No. 2014-0003 ALUC, certifying the final
Environmental Impact Report for the San Diego International Airport - Airport
Land Use Compatibility Plan, and adopting California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) Findings of Fact, a Statement of Overriding Considerations and a
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, and

Adopt Resolution No. 2014-0004 ALUC, adopting the Airport Land Use
Compatibility Plan for San Diego International Airport.
(Airport Planning: Angela Jamison, Manager)

NEW BUSINESS:

COMMISSION COMMENT:

ADJOURNMENT:
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Policy for Public Participation in Board, Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC),

and Committee Meetings (Public Comment)

1) Persons wishing to address the Board, ALUC, and Committees shall complete a “"Request to
Speak” form prior to the initiation of the portion of the agenda containing the item to be
addressed (e.g., Public Comment and General Items). Failure to complete a form shall not
preclude testimony, if permission to address the Board is granted by the Chair.

2) The Public Comment Section at the beginning of the agenda is limited to eighteen (18) minutes
and is reserved for persons wishing to address the Board, ALUC, and Committees on any matter
for which another opportunity to speak is not provided on the Agenda, and on matters that are
within the jurisdiction of the Board. A second Public Comment period is reserved for general
public comment later in the meeting for those who could not be heard during the first Public
Comment period.

3) Persons wishing to speak on specific items listed on the agenda will be afforded an opportunity
to speak during the presentation of individual items. Persons wishing to speak on specific items
should reserve their comments until the specific item is taken up by the Board, ALUC and
Committees. Public comment on specific items is limited to twenty (20) minutes — ten (10)
minutes for those in favor and ten (10) minutes for those in opposition of an item. Each
individual speaker will be allowed three (3) minutes, and applicants and groups will be allowed
five (5) minutes.

4) If many persons have indicated a desire to address the Board, ALUC and Committees on the
same issue, then the Chair may suggest that these persons consolidate their respective
testimonies. Testimony by members of the public on any item shall be limited to three (3)
minutes per individual speaker and five (5) minutes for applicants, groups and
referring jurisdictions.

5) Pursuant to Authority Policy 1.33 (8), recognized groups must register with the Authority Clerk
prior to the meeting.

6) After a public hearing or the public comment portion of the meeting has been closed, no person
shall address the Board, ALUC, and Committees without first obtaining permission to do so.

Additional Meeting Information

NOTE: This information is available in alternative formats upon request. To request an Agenda in
an alternative format, or to request a sign language or oral interpreter, or an Assistive Listening
Device (ALD) for the meeting, please telephone the Authority Clerk’s Office at (619) 400-2400 at
least three (3) working days prior to the meeting to ensure availability.

For your convenience, the agenda is also available to you on our website at www.san.org.

For those planning to attend the Board meeting, parking is available in the public
parking lot located directly in front of the Commuter Terminal. Bring your ticket to the
third floor receptionist for validation.

You may also reach the Commuter Terminal by using public transit via the San Diego

MTS system, Route 992. For route and fare information, please call the San Diego MTS
at (619) 233-3004 or 511.

UPCOMING MEETING SCHEDULE

Date Day Time Meeting Type Location

May 1 Thursday 9:00 a.m. Regular Board Room

June 5 Thursday 9:00 a.m. Regular Board Room



http://www.san.org/

ITEM1

DRAFT
AIRPORT LAND USE COMMISSION
MINUTES
THURSDAY, MARCH 6, 2014
SAN DIEGO INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT
BOARD ROOM

CALL TO ORDER: Chair Gleason called the regular meeting of the Airport Land
Use Commission to order at 12:11 p.m. on Thursday, March 6, 2014 in the Board
Room at the San Diego International Airport, Commuter Terminal, 3225 North
Harbor Drive, San Diego, CA 92101.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE:

ROLL CALL:

PRESENT: Commission Members:  Alvarez, Berman (Ex Officio),
Boland, Cox, Farnam (Ex Officio),
Gleason, Hubbs, Robinson,
Sessom, Smisek

ABSENT: Commission Members: Desmond, Ortega (Ex Officio)

ALSO PRESENT:  Thella F. Bowens, President/CEQO; Breton K. Lobner, General
Counsel; Tony R. Russell, Director, Corporate and Information
Governance/Authority Clerk; Lorraine Bennett, Assistant Authority
Clerk 1l

NON-AGENDA PUBLIC COMMENT: None.

CONSENT AGENDA (Items 1-3):

ACTION: Moved by Commissioner Alvarez and seconded by
Commissioner Robinson to approve the Consent Agenda. Motion carried
by the following vote: YES - Alvarez, Boland, Cox, Gleason, Hubbs,
Robinson, Sessom, Smisek; NO — None; ABSENT — Desmond; ABSTAIN -
None. (Weighted Vote Points: YES - 88; NO — 0; ABSENT - 12)

1. APPROVAL OF MINUTES:
RECOMMENDATION: Approve the minutes of the February 6, 2014,
regular meeting.

noonot
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CONSISTENCY DETERMINATIONS

2.

CONSISTENCY DETERMINATION — SAN DIEGO INTERNATIONAL
AIRPORT - AIRPORT LAND USE COMPATIBILITY PLAN -
CONSTRUCTION OF 2 ATTACHED RESIDENTIAL UNITS AT 4945-
4947 MUIR AVENUE, CITY OF SAN DIEGO:

RECOMMENDATION: Adopt Resolution No. 2014-0005 ALUC, making
the determination that the project is conditionally consistent with the San
Diego International Airport - Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan.

CONSISTENCY DETERMINATION — SAN DIEGO INTERNATIONAL
AIRPORT - AIRPORT LAND USE COMPATIBILITY PLAN -
CONSTRUCTION OF A RESIDENTIAL UNIT AT 4655 Castelar street,
CITY OF SAN DIEGO:

RECOMMENDATION: Adopt Resolution No. 2014-0006 ALUC, making
the determination that the project is conditionally consistent with the San
Diego International Airport - Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan.

PUBLIC HEARINGS: None

OLD BUSINESS: None.

NEW BUSINESS: None.

COMMISSION COMMENT: None.

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting was adjourned at 12:12 p.m.

APPROVED BY A MOTION OF THE AIRPORT LAND USE COMMISSION THIS
3RP DAY OF APRIL, 2014.

TONY R. RUSSELL

DIRECTOR, CORPORATE &
INFORMATION GOVERNANCE /
AUTHORITY CLERK

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

BRETON K. LOBNER
GENERAL COUNSEL

N00N0z



CONSISTENCY DETERMINATION
SAN DIEGO INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT (SDIA)

AIRPORT LAND USE COMPATIBILITY PLAN (ALUCP)
April 3, 2014

Item # 2 Resolution # 2014-0007 ALUC

Recommendation: Conditionally Consistent

CONSTRUCTION OF SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL UNIT AT DOVE
STREET AT SPRUCE STREET, CITY OF SAN DIEGO

Description of Project: Based on plans submitted to the ALUC, the project
proposes the construction of a 3-story, single-family residence of 3,730 square
feet with an attached garage on a vacant property of 5,725 square feet. The
application was deemed complete by ALUC staff on March 12, 2014.

Noise Contours: The proposed project is located within the 60-65 decit
Community Noise Equivalent Level (dB CNEL) noise contour. (See the attached
map.) The ALUCP identifies residential uses located within the 60-65 dB CNEL
noise contour as conditionally compatible with airport uses, provided that the
residences are sound attenuated to 45 dB CNEL interior noise level. The
ALUCP requires that an avigation easement for aircraft noise and height be
recorded with the County Recorder.

Airspace Protection Surfaces: The proposed project is not located within the City
of San Diego Airport Approach Overlay Zone (AAOZ). The height of the
proposed project structure will be 32 feet above ground level. The height of the
proposed project is consistent with the ALUCP because a determination of no
hazard to air navigation has been issued by the Federal Aviation Administration
(FAA).

Safety Zones: The proposed project is located outside the Runway Protection
Zones (RPZs).

Interests Discl The property is owr 1 by Don Hous LLC of { 1 Di

The archi tis kogerN Tof¢ 1D jo. The structural engineer is Malek
Engineers of San Diego. The soils engineer is C. W. LaMonte Company, Inc. of
La Mesa. The civil engineer is Construction Testing & Engineering, Inc. of
Escondido. The landscape architect is Katherine Stangle of San Diego. The fire
consultant is Firewise 2000, Inc. of Escondido. The biological consultant is
Tierra Data, Inc. of Escondido.

100003
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Recommendation: Based on review of the materials submitted in connection
with the proposed project and the policies in the SDIA ALUCP, staff recommends
that the ALUC make the determination that the project is conditionally consistent
with the SDIA ALUCP.

Conditions: 1) Sound attenuation to an interior noise level of 45 dB CNEL.
2) Recordation of an avigation easement with the County Recorder.

700004






RESOLUTION NO. 2014-0007 ALUC

A RESOLUTION OF THE AIRPORT LAND USE
COMMISSION FOR SAN DIEGO COUNTY, MAKING
A DETERMINATION THAT THE PROPOSED
PROJECT: CONSTRUCTION OF SINGLE-FAMILY
RESIDENTIAL UNIT AT DOVE STREET AT
SPRUCE STREET, CITY OF SAN DIEGO, IS
CONDITIONALLY CONSISTENT WITH THE SAN
DIEGO INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT - AIRPORT
LAND USE COMPATIBILITY PLAN.

WHEREAS, the Board of the San Diego County Regional Airport
Authority, acting in its capacity as the Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) for
San Diego County, pursuant to Section 21670.3 of the Public Utilities Code, was
requested by the City of San Diego to determine the consistency of a proposed
development project: Construction of Single-Family Residential Unit at Dove
Street at Spruce Street, City of San Diego, which is located within the Airport
Influence Area (AlA) for the San Diego International Airport (SDIA) Airport Land
Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP), originally adopted in 1992 and amended in
1994 and 2004; and

WHEREAS, the plans submitted to the ALUC for the proposed project
indicate that it would involve the construction of a single-family residential unit;
and

WHEREAS, the proposed project would be located within the 60-65
decibel (dB) Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) noise contour, and the
ALUCP identifies residential uses located within the 60-65 dB CNEL noise
contour as compatible with airport uses, provided that the residences are sound
attenuated to 45 dB CNEL interior noise level, and that an avigation easement is
recorded with the County Recorder; and

WHEREAS, the proposed project is located outside the City of San Diego
Airport Approach Overlay Zone (AAOZ) height restrictions, and is in compliance
with the ALUCP airspace protection surfaces because a determination of no
hazard to air navigation has been issued by the Federal Aviation Administration
(F 1, and

WHEREAS, the proposed project is located outside the Runway
Protection Zones (RPZs); and

300006
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WHEREAS, the ALUC has considered the information provided by staff,
including information in the staff report and other relevant material regarding the
project; and

WHEREAS, the ALUC has provided an opportunity for the City of San
Diego and interested members of the public to present information regarding this
matter;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the ALUC determines that
the proposed project. Construction of Single-Family Residential Unit at Dove
Street at Spruce Street, City of San Diego, is conditionally consistent with the
SDIA ALUCP, which was originally adopted in 1992 and amended in 1994 and
2004, based upon the following facts and findings:

(1) The proposed project involves the construction of a single-family residential
unit.

(2) The proposed project is located within the 60-65 dB CNEL noise contour.
The ALUCP identifies residential uses located within the 60-65 dB CM™"
noise contour as compatible with airport uses, provided that the residences
are sound attenuated to 45 dB CNEL interior noise level and that an avigation
easement is recorded with the County Recorder. Therefore, as a condition of
project approval, the structures must be sound attenuated to 45 dB CNEL
interior noise level and an avigation easement must be recorded with the
County Recorder.

(3) The proposed project is located outside the City of San Diego AAOZ. The
proposed project is in compliance with the ALUCP airspace protection
surfaces because a determination of no hazard to air navigation has been
issued by the FAA.

(4) The proposed project is located outside the RPZs.

(5) Therefore, if the proposed project contains the above-required conditions, the
proposed project would be consistent with the SDIA ALUCP.

ITFU o\ tt tr ( mit 1
‘project” as def i ornia Enviro . y Act (CE 1b.
Res. Code Section 21065, and is not a “development” as defined by the
California Coastal Act, Pub. Res. Code Section 30106.

100007



Resolution No. 2014-0007 ALUC
I j1e30f3

PASSED, ADOPTED AND APPROVED by the ALUC for San Diego
County at a regular meeting this 3" day of April, 2014, by the following vote:

AYES: Commissioners:
NOES: Commissioners:

ABSENT: Commissioners:

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

ATTEST:

TONY R. RUSSELL

DIRECTOR, CORPORATE &
INFORMATION GOVERNANCE /
AUTHORITY CLERK

BRETON K. LOBNER
GENERAL COUNSEL
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and is a feasible mitigation measure for purposes of CEQA. The policy modification
would maintain the original intensity limits allowed by safety zone and would better
reflect the existing development pattern for mixed-use projects. Additionally, the
maodification is consistent with the Caltrans Handbook guidance for mixed-use

development.,

The compromise will reduce potential residential displacement by approximately 118
dwelling units, primarily within Safety Zone 2E (when considering the impact of the
Industrial Buffer Overlay Zone), as shown in Table 1.

Table 1
Displaced Residential Units
Displaced Residential Units with Industrial Buffer
Overlay Zone
Project 779 304
Project with New Mitigation 527 18¢

ALUC staff supports the policy modification (as outlined below) and its application within
all of the proposed safety zones.

Policy S.8 Mixed-Use Projects

000013
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The ALUC shall be guided by information in the California Department of Transportation,
Division of Aeronautics (Caltrans) Airport Land Use Planning Handbook (Handbook) in
preparing each ALUCP (Pub. Util. Code, §21674.7(a)). To be guided by the Handbook,
the ALUC must have at least examined and duly considered the material contained in
the Handbook. The Handbook further explains this principle, stating:

In 1994, a section was added to the SAA [State Aeronautics Act] to require that:
“An airport land use commission that formulates, adopts or amends a
comprehensive airport land use plan shall be guided by ... the Airport Land Use
Planning Handbook published by the Division of Aeronautics of the Department
of Transportation” (PUC Section 21674.7).

The addition of this statute changed the role of this Handbook from a useful
reference document to one that must be used as guidance in the development of
ALUC policies. This is particularly important in the development of safety
compatibility policies because very little guidance is otherwise available for
civilian airports.!

The burden is presumed to be on the ALUC to demonstrate its reasons should it deviate
from any guidance that the Handbook provides.

The ALUCP must also include and be based on an airport master plan (AMP) or an
airport layout plan (ALP), as determined by Caltrans, that reflects the anticipated
usage/operations of the airport during at least the next 20 years (Pub. Util. Code
§21675(a)). For purposes of the proposed SDIA ALUCP, forecasted growth is based
upon the projected activity levels indicated in the airport’s long-term plans. The ALUC
has received written acceptance from Caltrans that these plans are appropriate and
acceptable for preparing the proposed ALUCP.

3. The Existing ALUCP

The ALUC function for San Diego County was previously vested with the San Diego
Association of Governments (SANDAG). SANDAG adopted a Comprehensive Land Use
Plan (CLUP) for San Diego International Airport in 1992. The Airport Authority assumed
the ALUC duties from SANDAG on January 1, 2003. In 2004, the ALUC made minor
technical revisions to the CLUP and renamed the CLUP an ALUCP, consistent with
revisions to State law.

The existing ALUCP content is from 1992, prior to the release of the 2002 edition of the
Handbook and the 2011 Handbook update. Tt minor amendn tadop 1in 2004 did
not take into account the guidance in the 2002 Handbook. 1t does not include safety
zones beyond the Runway Protection Zones (RPZs), an updated safety matrix, noise
contours based on the latest forecast, an updated noise matrix, the latest airspace
protection policies or address overflight compatibility.

! California Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics, California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook,

October 2011, p. 3-14.

160015
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4. The Proposed ALUCP and Public Outreach

Staff has prepared the proposed ALUCP consistent with ALUC policy direction, input from
the Steering Committee, the requirements of the State Aeronautics Act and guidance
from the Caltrans Handbook. As required by Public Utilities Code section 21675(c), staff
conducted meetings, consulted with and sought comments from the affected local
agencies regarding all of the compatibility factors that establish the Airport Influence
Area (AIA) boundary for the proposed ALUCP. The proposed ALUCP is complete unto
itself and is separate and independent from the ALUCPs prepared for the other airports
located in San Diego County.

Based on guidance and approval by Caltrans of SDIA’s current and future operations,
the proposed ALUCP contains land use compatibility policies and standards relative to
future land uses and airport development actions. Detailed compatibility policies and
standards specifically addressing safety zones, noise contours, airspace protection
surfaces and overflight notification areas have been provided. Appendices in the
proposed ALUCP also include background data regarding the current and proposed
features of the airport, the existing airport environs, and the data and assumptions upon
which the compatibility policies, standards and compatibility maps for the Airport are
based.

Below is a list of public workshops and Steering Committee meetings held during the
process:

January 25, 2011 - Introduction to ALUCP Process Workshop
February 23, 2011 — Airport Environs

March 9, 2011 — Overflight

April 28, 2011 — Noise

April 28, 2011 — SDIA ALUCP Public Open House

June 16, 2011 - Airspace, Part 1

July 21, 2011 - Airspace, Part 2

September 29, 2011 — Safety, Part 1

November 17, 2011 — Safety, Part 2

January 19, 2012 — ALUC Review Process & ALUCP Implementation
May 1, 2012 — Safety Zone 3 Southeast

August 21, 2012 — Steering Committee Review of Draft ALUCP
March 5, 2013 — Revisions to Draft ALUCP

In addition to coordinating with the Steering Committee and local agency staff, ALUC
staff presented the proposed ALUCP to the following community groups and
organizations:

e February 19, 2013 — San Diego Regional Chamber Infrastructure, Housing and
Land Use Committee

February 20, 2013 — North Bay Community Planning Group

February 21, 2013 — Peninsula Community Planning Board

March 5, 2013 - Little Italy Association

March 6, 2013 — Ocean Beach Planning Board

000016
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March 12, 2013 — San Diego Regional Chamber Public Policy Committee
March 20, 2013 — Downtown Community Planning Council (formerly the Centre
City Advisory Committee)

Inter-Governmental Relations and ALUC staff also briefed staff from the following
elected officials’ offices about the proposed ALUCP:

February 19, 2013 — Councilmember Faulconer’s office

February 21, 2013 — Councilmember Sherman'’s office

February 25, 2013 — Councilmember Lightner’s office

February 27, 2013 — Former Mayor Filner’s office

May 1, 2013 — Councilmember (Interim Mayor) Gloria’s office

July 17, 2013 -San Diego City Council Land Use and Housing Committee
September 5, 2013 — Staff from Councilmember Faulconer’s and Lightner’s office
(Councilmember Alvarez’s staff were involved in arranging this

meeting. However, they were subsequently unable to attend).

Additionally, ALUC staff had the following meetings with local agencies, property owners
and other organizations during and after public review:

5.

August 28, 2013 — Civic San Diego

September 30, 2013 — Peninsula Community Planning Board member Paul Webb
September 30, 2013 ~ San Diego Unified School District

October 1, 2013 — City of San Diego

October 28, 2013 — Evan Gerber, Little Italy property owner representative
November 4, 2013 — City of San Diego, Civic San Diego

November 19, 2013 - City of San Diego, Civic San Diego

November 20, 2013 — San Diego Regional Chamber of Commerce; Building
Industry Association; NAIOP, the Commercial Real Estate Development
Association; City of San Diego; Civic San Diego; American Institute of Architects
— San Diego

November 22, 2013 - Bill Fulton, City of San Diego

January 21, 2014 — City of San Diego/Civic San Diego

March 7, 2014 - City of San Diego/Civic San Diego

March 14, 2014 - Civic San Diego and San Diego Alarm property owners

Areas of Potential Concern Among Certain Stakeholders

Based on the comments received during public review for the proposed ALUCP and Draft
EIR, several issues were brought to the attention of ALUC staff. ALUC staff made
revisions to the proposed ALUCP and Final EIR based on the public comments received.

Those revisions have been incorporated into the proposed ALUCP and Final EIR and are

shown in strikeout/underline format in those documents. However, the following areas
of potential concern among certain stakeholders remain.

000017
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Mixed-use Project Calculation
As originally written, the policy in the proposed ALUCP would have allowed the
residential component of a mixed-use project to be converted from density (units per
acre) to intensity (people per acre), allowing the development to exceed the
residential density limit in the applicable safety zone/community planning area.
ALUC staff determined that the proposed policy would result in the unintended
consequence of allowing significantly denser projects as compared to the existing
development pattern. After further study of the Handbook, ALUC staff determined
that this approach conflicts with the Handbook guidance in two ways. The
Handbook (p. 4-21 through 4-24; Figures 4C-4F) states that maximum residential
densities should be allowed up to the average of the surrounding area. Requests to
allow residential density to be allowed up to the nonresidential intensity limit would
be contrary to Handbook guidance. Second, the Handbook explains that ALUCs owe
a higher standard of care to residential development than to nonresidential
development. We generally expect our homes to be safer than other places. The
usage intensities of residential uses thus cannot be directly equated to those of
nonresidential uses. Therefore, ALUC staff revised the policy to not allow for
significantly denser projects.

Residential Density Conversion
Commenters requested that residential-only projects be held to the allowable
nonresidential intensity level, not the residential density level, based on the
calculation method previously contained in the ALUCP (as mentioned above).
Allowing residential-only density up to the equivalent level of nonresidential intensity
would result in significantly denser development than the existing development
pattern. For example, in Safety Zone 2E, 40 dwelling units per acre is allowed,
based on the average of existing residential development per the Handbook. If
residential development was held to the nonresidential standard, 169 dwelling units
per acre would be allowed, which is four times the average existing density of the
surrounding area. In Safety Zone 3SE, 154 dwelling units per acre is allowed and if
the nonresidential standard was used instead, 466 dwelling units per acre would be
allowed, which is three times the average existing density of the surrounding area.
The consequence of allowing this would be significantly higher residential densities
compared to Handbook guidance.

The original policy would have essentially equated residential development with
nonresidential development, treating the occupants of dwelling units the same as
occupants of nonresidential development. The request to allow residential density to
be held to an intensity limit would be contrary to Handbook guidance. ALUCs owe a
higher standard of care to residential development than to nonresidential
development. Significantly greater protection should be afforded to residential uses
with a preference towards low-density structures near airports. To clearly reflect
these differences, residential uses should be evaluated on a dwelling unit per acre
(density) basis rather than on a people per acre (intensity) basis. This methodology
has the added advantage of being consistent with how residential projects are
normally evaluated by local agencies for compliance with zoning. Therefore, ALUC
staff did not make any revisions to the proposed ALUCP to accommodate this
request.
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EIR Alternative 4
A commenter made the following summarized statements in support of EIR
Alternative 4 over the proposed ALUCP. ALUC staff responses are below each
statement.

o Comment: The Handbook does not provide clear guidance on the density and
intensity limits for large air carrier/commercial airports like SDIA; figures in
the Handbook only apply to general aviation airports.

Response: Caltrans Division of Aeronautics staff has clearly indicated to ALUC
staff that the guidance in the Handbook, including Figures 4C-4F are
intended to apply to commercial airports such as SDIA, including the density
and intensity limits.?

¢ Comment: Densities and intensities should be lower in safety zones that are
closest to the Airport. The use of average of existing density/intensity by
safety zone has no correlation to safety because the resulting limits for safety
zones closest to the Airport are sometimes higher than safety zones that are
further away.

Response: It is acknowledged that based on Handbook guidance, higher
densities and intensities are allowed in some safety zones located in higher
risk areas than other safety zones located in lower risk areas. This is directly
related to the existing development pattern, which has evolved with higher
existing land use intensities and densities in some areas that are very close
to the runway ends. Because the ALUC has no jurisdiction over existing land
use, it has no power to alter this existing land use pattern. At this time the
best that can be achieved is to hold new development to densities and
intensities similar to those that already exist.

¢ Comment: Existing zoning and height restrictions are sufficient and will limit
the density and intensity of future development. Further restrictions as
proposed in the ALUCP are unnecessary.

Response: The existing 30-foot height restriction referenced by the
commenter only applies to the western half of the Airport; the eastern half is
only partially subject to a 50- to 65-foot height restriction in the Uptown area;
and a portion of downtown is subject to a 36-foot height limit. Height limits
are not an adequate means of limitiit  in" sityl  w  dift ha
different intensity levels. For example, a two-story, 20,000 square-foot office
building would contain an average of 93 people. A two-story, 20,000 square-
foot restaurant would contain an average of 333 people. The plain language
of the Handbook states that the maximum intensities and densities in safety

2 Terry L. Barrie, Chief, Office of Aviation Planning, Caltrans Division of Aeronautics. Letter to Angela Jamison,
Manager, Airport Planning, SDCRAA, February 29, 2012.
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zones in dense urban areas should be established to allow infill up to the
average intensity/density of the surrounding areas.

o Comment: Existing zoning around other commercial airports (Los Angeles
International Airport and John Wayne International Airport were specifically
cited) is an example of how existing regulations can provide adequate
restrictions on future development for the purposes of safety.

Response: Those airports do not have updated ALUCPs that take into
consideration all five safety zones (only the RPZs/safety zone 1 are depicted).
They also have not been updated based on guidance from the 2002 or 2011
Handbook. Nothing in the Handbook indicates that it is acceptable to use
existing zoning and/or height restrictions as a basis to meet safety
compatibility requirements.

Therefore, ALUC staff did not make any revisions to the proposed ALUCP in
response to the comments regarding EIR Alternative 4.

6. ALUCP Implementation

State law requires that each local agency having jurisdiction over land uses within an
AIA modify its general plan and/or zoning ordinance to be consistent with the ALUCP, if
adopted by the ALUC, or to take the steps necessary to overrule the ALUCP as a whole
or in part. ALUC staff has met with the local agencies affected by the proposed ALUCP
on numerous occasions in order to explain the proposed ALUCP policies and standards
and answer questions related to implementation of the plan. ALUC staff will continue to
work with the affected local agencies after the adoption of the proposed ALUCP to
provide any assistance that might be required during the implementation process.

Staff submits the following documents for ALUC consideration:

e The Final EIR for the SDIA ALUCP, which includes ALUC staff responses to public
comments received on the EIR and ALUCP, and all other related environmental
documentation;

e The proposed Resolution 2014-0003 ALUC, certifying the Final EIR for the SDIA
ALUCP (including Attachment A — Statement of Overriding Considerations and
Attachment B — Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program);

e The proposed SDIA ALUCP; and

e The proposed Resolution 2014-0004, adopting the proposed ALUCP for SDIA.

These documents are intended to provide all the information sufficient and necessary for

the ALUC to certify the Final EIR for SDIA as the appropriate environmental document
for the proposed ALUCP and adopt the ALUCP for SDIA.
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Fiscal Impact:

Adequate funds for the SDIA ALUCP update program are included in the adopted Airport
Planning FY 2014 budget and conceptually approved FY 2015 Operating Expense
Budgets within the Personnel and Services — Other Professional line items.

Authority Strategies:
This item supports one or more of the Authority Strategies, as follows:

X Community [X] Customer [ ] Employee [} Financial [X] Operations
Strategy Strategy Strategy Strategy Strategy

Environmental Review:

A. In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), staff has
considered whether the proposed ALUCP may have a significant effect on the
environment using the CEQA Guidelines, set forth in Title 14 of the California Code
of Regulations at Section 15000 et segq., and the Airport Authority’s own CEQA
Procedures. Environmental effects of the proposed ALUCP were initially documented
in a Notice of Preparation (NOP) with an Initial Study, which were circulated for a
30-day period of public review beginning March 13, 2013. The Initial Study
indicated that the proposed ALUCP may result in potentially significant impacts to
the following environmental categories: Land Use and Planning; Population and
Housing; and Public Services. Staff held a scoping meeting on March 27, 2013, to
allow the public to express their opinions on the scope of the environmental analysis.
Staff received 20 comments/letters in response to the circulated NOP and Initial
Study, and the relevant comments were incorporated into the subsequent
environmental analysis and documentation.

Pursuant to the Initial Study, ALUC staff prepared a Draft EIR which concluded that
the proposed ALUCP may result in potentially significant and unavoidable impacts to
Land Use and Planning and Population and Housing. The Draft EIR was circulated
for public review and comment initially for 45 days, beginning July 12, 2013, but a
request was made for an additional two weeks (60 days total), so it concluded on
September 10, 2013. ALUC staff subsequently received 13 comment letters from
state/local agencies, organizations and individuals.
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Following the close of the public review period, ALUC staff prepared the Final EIR to
include written responses to all comments on the Draft EIR concerning
environmental issues as well as comments on the proposed ALUCP. The minor
revisions made to the proposed ALUCP following its circulation for public review and
comment do not require further environmental review. Staff has prepared CEQA
Findings and a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP; Attachment B
to the EIR Resolution) to assist with implementation of the mitigation measures
recommended to ameliorate identified environmental effects to the extent feasible.
Notwithstanding the measures identified in the MMRP, the Final EIR concluded that
the proposed ALUCP may result in significant and unavoidable impacts on a project-
specific and cumulative basis because implementation of those measures is beyond
the jurisdictional authority of the ALUC. It is therefore necessary for the ALUC to
adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations (Attachment A to the EIR
Resolution) that evidences the merits of the ALUCP despite its environmental
impacts.

At the February 6, 2014 ALUC meeting, ALUC staff was directed to evaluate a
revised method for calculating the allowable density and intensity for mixed-use
projects in addition to three other minor items identified earlier in this staff report.
An Addendum to the EIR was prepared to evaluate the impacts of these minor
changes. No new or substantially more severe environmental effects would result
from the minor revisions to Policy S.8 (Mixed-Use Projects) and to Policies 1.6.1.2,
1.10.1, 1.10.2.1, and N.7. Therefore, the legal requirements for recirculating the
Draft EIR are not applicable, and preparation of an addendum to the Draft EIR is
appropriate under the present circumstances.

B. This project is not a "development" as defined by the California Coastal Act, Cal.
Pub. Res. Code §30106.

Application of Inclusionary Policies:
Not applicable.

Prepared by:

ANGELA JAMISON
MANAGER, AIRPORT PLANNING

0000:
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RESOLLUL ..ON NO. 2014-0003 ALUC

A RESOLUTION OF THE AIRPORT LAND USE
COMMISSION FOR SAN DIEGO COUNTY
CERTIFYING THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT FOR SAN DIEGO
INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT - AIRPORT LAND USE
COMPATIBILITY PLAN AND ADOPTING
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT
(CEQA) FINDINGS OF FACT, A STATEMENT OF
OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS AND A
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING
PROGRAM.

WHEREAS, the San Diego County Regional Airport Authority (Airport
Authority), acting in its capacity as the Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) for
the County of San Diego (County), is required to prepare and adopt an Airport
Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) for San Diego International Airport (SDIA)
(see Pub. Util. Code, §21670.3, subd. (a); 21675, subd. (b)); and

WHEREAS, in preparing the SDIA ALUCP (also referred to herein as the
proposed Project), the ALUC is required to comply with the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA; Pub. Resources Code, §21000 et seq.), the
State CEQA Guidelines (CEQA Guidelines; Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, §15000 et.
seq.), and the Airport Authority’s own CEQA Procedures; and

WHEREAS, in accordance with CEQA, on March 13, 2013, ALUC staff
prepared and circulated, for a thirty (30) day public review period, a Notice of
Preparation (NOP) and Initial Study for the proposed Project (State
Clearinghouse No. 2013031060); and

WHEREAS, the NOP and Initial Study concluded that the SDIA ALUCP
may result in potentially significant environmental impacts to land use and
planning; population and housing; and public services; and

WHEREAS, the NOP and Initial Study concluded that the proposed
Project would not result in potentially significant impacts to any of the following
environmental impact areas; hetics; agricultu d forestry  sou r
quality; biological resources; cultural resources; geology and soils; greenhouse
gas emissions; hazards and hazardous materials; hydrology and water quality;
mineral resources; noise; recreation; transportation/traffic; and utilities and
service systems; and

SYCIRIENAS)



Resolution No. 2014-0003 ALUC
Page 2 of 4

WHEREAS, on March 27, 2013, after providing the public with notice via
the NOP and advertisements in multiple local publications, ALUC staff held a
scoping meeting in order to provide interested parties with an additional
opportunity to comment on the scope of the environmental analysis for the
proposed Project; and

WHEREAS, ALUC staff received comment letters in response to the NOP
and Initial Study (from state agencies, local agencies, organizations, and
individuals), none of which challenged the significance conclusions reached in
the Initial Study summarized above; and

WHEREAS, a Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) (State
Clearinghouse No. 2013031060) for the proposed Pro :t was prepared pursuant
to CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines; and

WHEREAS, ALUC staff sent a Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Draft
EIR, via certified mail, regular mail and email to all individuals, entities, agencies,
etc. on its distribution list and the affected local agencies (including the cities of
San Diego, Coronado, and National City; the County of San Diego; and the San
Diego Unified Port District), posted the NOA at the San Diego County Clerk’s
Office, and published the NOA in multiple local publications; and

WHEREAS, the Draft EIR was circulated for public review on July 12,
2013, for a forty-five (45) day comment period, which was then extended to sixty
(60) days, concluding on September 10, 2013; and

WHEREAS, ALUC staff received comment letters on the Draft EIR from
state agencies, local agencies, orgar~ 1tions, and individuals; and

WHEREAS, a Final EIR (State Clearinghouse No. 2013031060) was
prepared pursuant to CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines; and

WHEREAS, the Final EIR was released on January 16, 2014, and
incorporated the Draft EIR and included written responses to the comments
received during the review and comment period; and

WHEREAS, the ALUC held a duly noticed public meeting on February 6,
2014, to receive and consider public testimony with respect to the SDIA ALUCP
and the completeness and adequacy of the EIR for the proposed ALUCP, durir ~
which the City of San Diego requested that the density and intensity calculation
for mixed-use projects be revised to allow for a greater amount of residential
development but limiting the total number of residential occupants to half of the
maximum nonresidential intensity limit and maintaining the overall nonresidential
intensity limit, consistent with the Caltrans Handbook; and
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WHEREAS, the ALUC also made minor changes to ALUCP Policies
1.6.1.2,1.10.1, 1.10.2.1, and N.7 to provide clarifying information related to K-12
schools, local agency ALUCP implementation requirements, and new uses in
existing buildings; and

WHEREAS, on March 25, 2014, the ALUC made available to the public an
Addendum to the EIR, which evaluated the impact of the City of San Diego’s
request and determined that the request would reduce potential future residential
displacement and the impact of the minor changes made to ALUCP Policies
1.6.1.2,1.10.1, 1.10.2.1, and N.7; and

WHEREAS, in light of the analysis contained in the Addendum, ALUC
staff recommends that the City of San Diego's request be adopted as a feasible
mitigation measure to lessen the potential residential displacement effects of the
proposed ALUCP and that the minor changes to Policies 1.6.1.2, 1.10.1,
1.10.2.1, and N.7 be incorporated into the ALUCP; and

WHEREAS, in light of the analysis contained in the Addendum, CEQA
Guidelines section 15088.5 does not require recirculation of the Draft EIR; and

WHEREAS, after due notice, on April 3, 2014 the ALUC conducted a
public hearing on this matter at which it reviewed and considered the information
in the Final EIR (as defined to include the Draft EIR (July 2013), Final EIR
(January 2014) and Addendum (March 2014)) (Attachment C); and

WHEREAS, the ALUC has reviewed and considered all of the information
presented to it, as set forth above, and this Resolution and action taken hereby is
a result of the ALUC's independent judgment and analysis; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the ALUC:

(1)  Certifies that the Final EIR (State Clearinghouse No. 2013031060) has
been prepared and completed in compliance with CEQA, the CEQA
Guidelines and the Airport Authority’s own CEQA Procedures; and

(2)  Certifies that it has reviewed and considered the Final EIR, including the
information contained therein, and the whole record of these proceedings;
and

(3) Certifies that the Final EIR reflects the ALUC’s independent judgment and
analysis; and
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Resolution No. 2014-0003 ALUC
Page 4 of 4

(4)  Adopts the attached Findings and Statement of Ov  riding considerations
(Attachment A to this Resolution), which the ALUC finds are supported by
substantial evidence; adopts the attached Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program (Attachment B to this Resolution); and directs staff to
file a Notice of Determination with respect to the SDIA ALUCP within five
(5) days of approval of the SDIA ALUCP and in accordance with the
requirements of CEQA Guidelines section 15094.

PASSED, ADOPTED, AND APPROVED by the ALUC for San Diego
County at a regular meeting this 3™ day of April, 2014, by the following vote:

AYES: Commissioners:
NOES: Commissioners:
ABSENT: Commissioners:

ATTEST:

TONY R. RUSSELL

DIRECTOR, CORPORATE &
INFORMATION GOVERNANCE /
AUTHORITY CLERK

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

BRETON K. LOBNER
GENERAL COUNSEL
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Revised 4/2/14

ATTACHMENT A

FINDINGS AND STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS
FOR THE SAN DIEGO INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT - AIRPORT LAND USE
COMPATIBILITY PLAN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

1.0 INTRODUCTION

This document constitutes the independent findings and reflects the independent
judgment of the San Diego County Regional Airport Authority (Airport Authority), acting
in its capacity as the Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) for the County of San Diego
(County). The findings are fully and completely supported by substantial evidence.” All
of the language in this document constitutes findings, whether or not any particular
sentence or clause includes a statement to that effect.

In that regard, all summaries of information and the findings presented herein are
based on the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR),> the San Diego International
Airport (SDIA) Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) (i.e., the proposed Project),
and other evidence in the record, including the California Airport Land Use Planning
Handbook (Handbook; Oct. 2011), as published by the State of California Department of
Transportation, Division of Aeronautics (Caltrans). The absence of any particular fact
from any such summary is not an indication that a particular finding is not based in part
on that fact. The summaries of information below are only summaries. Therefore,
cross-references to the Final EIR and other evidence in the record have been made
where helpful, and reference should be made directly to the Final EIR and other
evidence in the record for more precise information regarding the facts on which any
summary is based. In addition, unless noted or stated otherwise, the rationale for the
findings is set forth in the Final EIR (including the responses to comments) or elsewhere
in the administrative record.

1.1 STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS FOR FINDINGS

The Final EIR identified significant environmental impacts associated with the
proposed SDIA ALUCP. Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)?,
approval of a project with significant and unavoidable impacts must be supported by
findings made by the lead agency.® Specifically, the Airport Authority, acting in its
capacity as the ALUC for the County, must make one or more of the following written
findings:

! See California Public Resources Code, §§21081.5 and 21082.1(c).

2 The Final EIR consists of the Draft EIR (July 2013), Final EIR (January 2014) and
Addendum (March 2014).

3 California Public Resources Code, §21000 et seq.

4 California Public Resources Code, §21081.



a.

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the
proposed SDIA ALUCP that avoid or substantially lessen the significant
environmental impacts identified in the Final EIR;

Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of
another public agency, and such changes have been adopted by such other
agency or can and should be adopted by such other agency; and/or

Specific economic, social or other considerations make infeasible the
mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the Final EIR.®

Accordingly, the ALUC's findings contained herein accomplish the following:

a.

They address the significant environmental impacts identified in the Final EIR
for the proposed SDIA ALUCP;

They incorporate by reference and adopt all mitigation measures
recommended in connection with the significant impacts identified in the Final
EIR, and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) prepared
for the proposed ALUCP (see Attachment B);

They indicate whether a significant impact is avoided or reduced by the
adopted mitigation measures to a less-than-significant level, or otherwise
remains significant and unavoidable either because there are no feasible
mitigation measures, or because even with implementation of mitigation
measures a significant impact will occur, or because such changes or
alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public
agency;

They address the feasibility of all Project alternatives and mitigation measures
identified in the Final EIR; and

They incorporate and adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations for all
environmental impacts of the proposed Project that remain significant and
unavoidable. (See Section 12.0, below.)

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PROJECT
The proposed Project is the SDIA ALUCP. The Airport Authority, acting in its

capacity as the ALUC for the County, is required by law to adopt an ALUCP "that will
provide for the orderly growth of each public airport and the area surrounding the airport
within the jurisdiction of the commission."® SDIA is within the jurisdiction of the ALUC.

The basic function of an ALUCP is to promote compatibility between an airport

and the land uses that surround the airport and lie within the airport's designated airport
influence area (AlA), to the extent that these areas are not already devoted to

California Code of Regulations, Title 14, §15091(a).
California Public Utilities Code, §21675(a).
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incompatible uses.” The AlA is comprised of the areas in which current or future airport-
related noise, overflight, safety and/or airspace protection concerns may affect future
land uses or necessitate restrictions on those uses. The SDIA AIA includes portions of
the cities of San Diego, Coronado, National City; the County of San Diego; and the San
Diego Unified Port District.

Accordingly, the proposed SDIA ALUCP would provide compatibility policies and
standards for the future development of new residential and nonresidential uses, and
other noise or risk-sensitive uses within the AIA based on multiple factors established
by the ALUCP, including the location of the development relative to the five safety
zones, the community noise equivalent level (CNEL) contours, the airspace protection
surfaces, and the areas subject to overflight. The proposed ALUCP's policies and
standards indicate whether the future development of specified land uses in certain
portions of the AlA is incompatible, conditionally compatible or compatible.

In addition, the proposed SDIA ALUCP would be utilized by the ALUC when it
reviews proposed land use plans and regulations and projects within the AIA. The
ALUCP also would assist local agencies in their preparation or amendment of land use
plans and ordinances, as state law explicitly requires local agencies to modify their
planning documents to be consistent with the ALUCP, or otherwise overrule the ALUC
within a specified time frame.®

3.0 IMPACTS DETERMINED TO BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT

As specifically addressed in Section 1.6 of the Final EIR and in the Initial Study
(Section 8 of Appendix B of the Final EIR), certain potential impacts to various
environmental categories were determined to be less than significant. These
environmental impact categories include:

e Aesthetics

e Agricultural and forestry resources
e Air quality

¢ Biological resources

e Cultural resources

e Geology and soils

e Greenhouse gas emissions

e Hazards and hazardous materials

e Hydrology and water quality

7 California Public Utilities Code, §21675(a).
8 California Public Utilities Code, §21676.
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e Mineral resources

e Noise

e Recreation

e Transportation and traffic

e Utilities and service systems

The ALUC hereby adopts and incorporates by reference the reasons stated in
the Final EIR as its grounds for determining that the SDIA ALUCP will have a less-than-
significant impact on each of these environmental impact categories.

4.0 LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS IDENTIFIED AND ANALYZED IN THE
EIR

The ALUC finds and determines that the impacts summarized in this Section and
identified and evaluated in the Final EIR are not significant environmental impacts and
that no mitigation measures are needed. The significance thresholds identified below in
italics and used to render these impact determinations are found in Appendix G of the
CEQA Guidelines and in the City of San Diego's California Environmental Quality Act
Significance Determination Thresholds (January 2011). Where the significance
thresholds identified in the CEQA Guidelines and by the City of San Diego are
comparable, they are presented together and subject to a single finding that
encompasses all identified thresholds in order to reduce redundancy.

4.1 LAND USE AND PLANNING

The ALUC's findings with respect to land use and planning impacts are described
in this section. The parenthetical citations included with each “impact threshold” refer to
the labeling of the impact thresholds in Section 4.2.3 and Table 4-24 of the Final EIR,
with the “CEQA” prefix noting a CEQA threshold and “SD” noting a City of San Diego
threshold.

Impact Threshold: Physically divide an established community (CEQA-a).

Finding: The ALUC finds that implementation of the proposed Project will
have no impact with regard to physically dividing an established
community, and therefore no mitigation is required.

As discussed in Sections 2.4 and 4.2.3 of the Final EIR, the SDIA ALUCP does
not propose or entail any new development, construction, or changes to existing land
uses or the environment. Therefore, the ALUCP would not result in the physical division
of an established community.



Impact Threshold: Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of
an agency with jurisdiction over the project adopted for the purpose of avoiding
or mitigating an environmental effect (CEQA-b).

Finding: The ALUC finds that implementation of the proposed Project will
have a less-than-significant impact with regard to conflicting with any
applicable land use plan, policy or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction
over the Project adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect, and therefore no mitigation is required.

As discussed in Sections 2.4 and 4.2.3 of the Final EIR, the SDIA ALUCP does
not propose or entail any new development, construction, or changes to existing land
uses or the environment. While the ALUCP conflicts with existing zoning in parts of the
ALUCP Impact Area by setting lower intensity limits for new development, as discussed
in Section 4.2.4, those conflicts would not interfere with any land use plans, policies or
regulations intended to mitigate or avoid an environmental effect. It is possible that the
policies and standards of the ALUCP could result in a shift in development patterns that
could result in conflicts with applicable land use plans, policies, or regulations adopted
to avoid or mitigate an environmental effect. Any such shifts are subject to considerable
uncertainty and would depend on a combination of factors that are extremely difficult to
predict, including future market forces and the preferences of developers and property
owners. Therefore, the proposed Project cannot reasonably be considered to result in
significant impacts with respect to applicable land use plans, policies, or regulations
adopted to avoid or mitigate an environmental effect.

Impact Threshold: Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural
community conservation plan (CEQA-c and SD-6).

Finding: The ALUC finds that implementation of the proposed Project will have no
impact on any habitat conservation plan or natural community
conservation plan, and therefore no mitigation is required.

As discussed in Sections 2.4 and 4.2.3 of the Final EIR, the SDIA ALUCP does
not propose or entail any new development, construction, or changes to existing land
uses or the environment. Furthermore, no habitat conservation plan, natural community
conservation plan or Multiple Species Conservation Program applies within the ALUCP
Impact Area. Thus, the ALUCP would have no impact on such plans.

Impact Threshold: Inconsistency or conflict with the environmental goals, objectives or
guidelines of a community or general plan (SD-1).

Finding: The ALUC finds that implementation of the proposed Project will
have a less-than-significant impact with regard to its potential to conflict
with the environmental goals, objectives or guidelines of a community or
general plan, and therefore no mitigation is required.
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As discussed in Sections 2.4 and 4.2.3 of the Final EIR, the SDIA ALUCP does
not propose or entail any new development, construction, or changes to existing land
uses or the environment. Furthermore, as discussed in Section 4.2.4 of the Final EIR,
the ALUCP would involve the reduction of development intensities within the ALUCP
Impact Area. It is possible that the policies and standards of the ALUCP could result in
a shift in development patterns that could result in conflicts with the environmental
goals, objectives or guidelines of a community or general plan. Any such shifts are
subject to considerable uncertainty and would depend on a combination of factors that
are extremely difficult to predict, including future market forces and the preferences of
developers and property owners. Therefore, the proposed Project cannot reasonably
be considered to result in significant impacts with the environmental goals, objectives or
guidelines of a community or general plan.

Impact Threshold: Inconsistency or conflict with an adopted land use designation or
intensity and indirect or secondary impacts occur (for example, development of a
designated school or park site with a more intensive land use could result in
traffic impacts) (SD-2).

Finding: The ALUC finds that implementation of the proposed Project will have a
less-than-significant impact with regard to conflicts with adopted land use
designations that would lead to indirect or secondary impacts, and
therefore no mitigation is required.

As discussed in Sections 2.4 and 4.3 of the Final EIR, the SDIA ALUCP does
not propose or entail any new development, construction, or changes to existing land
uses or the environment. As discussed in Section 4.2.4 of the Final EIR, the ALUCP
would lower the allowable residential densities and nonresidential intensities in the
safety zones. It is possible that the policies and standards of the ALUCP could result in
a shift in development patterns that could result in conflicts with adopted land use
designations, leading to indirect or secondary impacts. Any such shifts are subject to
considerable uncertainty and would depend on a combination of factors that are
extremely difficult to predict, including future market forces and the preferences of
developers and property owners. Therefore, the proposed Project cannot reasonably
be considered to result in significant impacts related to conflicts with adopted land use
designations, leading to indirect or secondary impacts.

Impact Threshold: Substantial incompatibility with an adopted plan (SD-3).

Finding: The ALUC finds that implementation of the proposed Project will not
result in substantial incompatibility with the General Plans of the cities of
Coronado and National City, the County of San Diego nor with the Port
Master Plan prepared by the San Diego Unified Port District. Therefore, no
mitigation is required.



While this impact threshold has been established by the City of San Diego, it is
helpful to apply this threshold to the land use plans of other agencies within the
proposed AlA boundary. As discussed in Section 4.1 of the EIR, the proposed ALUCP
would result in no significant Land Use and Planning Impacts outside the ALUCP
Impact Area, as defined by the 65 dB CNEL contour and the Safety Zones. Neither the
City of Coronado nor the City of National City has any territory within the ALUCP Impact
Area. Thus, the proposed ALUCP would have less than significant impacts on the
general plans of those agencies.

As discussed in Section 4.2.4.8 of the EIR, the proposed ALUCP would result in
less than significant impacts on the Port Master Plan, prepared by the Unified Port
District. While two parcels within the Port District’s jurisdiction would be subject to the
potential displacement of 1,181 square feet of nonresidential floor area, that impact is
caused by the somewhat more restrictive standards of the proposed ALUCP within
Safety Zone 2E compared with the standards of the 2004 ALUCP applying within the
Runway 27 Approach Area. The Port Master Plan is written with sufficient flexibility for
the Port District, if it so desires, to allow development intensities outside the ALUCP
Impact Area great enough to compensate for the potential displacement on these two
parcels.

Impact Threshold:  Development or conversion of general plan or community plan
designated open space or prime farmland to more intensive uses (SD-4).

Finding: The ALUC finds that implementation of the proposed Project will have
no impact with regard to the conversion of general plan or community plan-
designated open space or prime farmland to more intensive uses, and
therefore no mitigation is required.

As discussed in Sections 2.4 and 4.2.3 of the Final EIR, the SDIA ALUCP does
not propose or entail any new development, construction, or changes to existing land
uses or the environment. Furthermore, as discussed in Section 4.2.4 of the Final EIR,
the ALUCP would involve the reduction of development intensities within the ALUCP
Impact Area. Thus, no significant impacts related to the conversion of open space or
prime farmland are expected.

Impact Threshold: Incompatible uses as defined in an airport land use plan or
inconsistency with an airport’s Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP) [ALUCP]
as adopted by the Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) to the extent that the
inconsistency is based on valid data (SD-5).

Finding: The ALUC finds that implementation of the proposed Project will
have a less-than-significant impact with regard to environmental impacts
resulting from the development of land uses that are incompatible with an
adopted airport CLUP (now known as an ALUCP), and therefore no
mitigation is required.



The SDIA ALUCP is the very land use plan document identified in the
significance threshold with which projects are required to be compatible. Therefore,
there is no significant environmental impact associated with the ALUCP.

Impact Threshold: Significantly increase the base flood elevation for upstream
properties, or construct in a Special Flood Hazard Area or floodplain/wetland
buffer zone (SD-7).

Finding: The ALUC finds that implementation of the proposed Project will
have no impact with regards to raising the base flood elevation and would
not involve construction in Special Flood Hazard Areas or
floodplain/wetland buffer zones, and therefore no mitigation is required.

As discussed in Sections 2.4 and 4.2.3 of the Final EIR, the SDIA ALUCP does
not propose or entail any new development, construction, or changes to existing land
uses or the environment. Accordingly, the proposed Project will neither increase the
base flood elevation, nor result in any construction in a Special Flood Hazard Area or
floodplain/wetland buffer zone.

4.2 PoOPULATION AND HOUSING

The ALUC’s findings with respect to population and housing impacts are
described in this section. The parenthetical citations included with each “impact
threshold” refer to the labeling of the impact thresholds in Section 4.3.3 of the Final
EIR, which are summarized in Table 4-35 of the Final EIR.

Impact Thresholds: Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for
example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example,
through extension of roads or other infrastructure) (CEQA-a).

Induce substantial population grown in an area (for example, by proposing new
homes and commercial or industrial businesses beyond the land use
density/intensity envisioned in the community plan) (SD-1).

Finding: The ALUC finds that implementation of the proposed Project will have a
less than significant impact with regard to the direct or indirect inducement
of substantial population growth in an area, and therefore no mitigation is
required.

As discussed in Sections 2.4 and 4.3.3 of the Final EIR, the SDIA ALUCP does
not propose or entail any new development, construction, or physical changes to
existing land uses or the environment. It is possible that the policies and standards of
the ALUCP could result in a shift in development patterns, with less development in
some areas and more development in others than anticipated in the current General
Plan and Community Plans. Any such shifts are subject to considerable uncertainty and
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would depend on a combination of factors that are extremely difficult to predict,
including future market forces and the preferences of developers and property owners.
Therefore, the proposed Project cannot reasonably be considered to result in significant
impacts with respect to the direct or indirect inducement of substantial population
growth in an area.

Impact Threshold: Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere (CEQA-b).

Finding: The ALUC finds that implementation of the proposed Project will
have no impact with regard to the displacement of substantial numbers of
existing housing, and therefore no mitigation is required.

As discussed in Sections 2.4 and 4.3.3 of the Final EIR, the SDIA ALUCP does
not propose or entail any new development, construction, or physical changes to
existing land uses or the environment. Furthermore, the policies and standards of the
ALUCP would have no effect on existing development, including existing housing, and
would require only limited conditions for additions to existing development, including
housing. Therefore, the proposed Project cannot reasonably be considered to result in
the displacement of substantial number of existing housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere.

Impact Threshold: Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere (CEQA-c).

Finding: The ALUC finds that implementation of the proposed Project will
have a less-than-significant impact with regard to its potential to displace
substantial number of people, and therefore no mitigation is required.

As discussed in Sections 2.4 and 4.3.3 of the Final EIR, the SDIA ALUCP does
not propose or entail any new development, construction, or physical changes to
existing land uses or the environment. Furthermore, the policies and standards of the
ALUCP would have negligible effect on existing development, including existing
housing. It is possible that the policies and standards of the ALUCP could result in a
shift in development patterns, with less development in some areas and more
development in others than anticipated in the current General Plan and Community
Plans. Any such shifts are subject to considerable uncertainty and would depend on a
combination of factors that are extremely difficult to predict, including future market
forces and the preferences of developers and property owners. Therefore, the proposed
Project cannot reasonably be considered to result in significant impacts with respect to
the displacement of substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere.



Impact Threshold: Include extensions of roads or other infrastructure not assumed in
the community plan or adopted Capital Improvements Project list, when such
infrastructure exceeds the needs of the project and could accommodate future
development (SD-3).

Finding: The ALUC finds that implementation of the proposed Project will
have no impact with regard to the inclusion of infrastructure improvements
that could accommodate future development, and therefore no mitigation is
required.

As discussed in Sections 2.4 and 4.3.3 of the Final EIR, the SDIA ALUCP does
not propose or entail any new development, construction, or physical changes to
existing land uses or the environment, including the extension of roads or other
infrastructure. Therefore, the proposed Project will not result in the construction of
infrastructure that exceeds the needs of the project at issue and create the potential for
such infrastructure to accommodate future development.

4.3 PuBLIC SERVICES

The ALUC's findings with respect to public services impacts are described in this
section. The parenthetical citations included with each “impact threshold” refer to the
labeling of the impact thresholds in Section 4.4.3 and Table 4-40 of the Final EIR. This
section also summarizes the ALUC’s findings regarding cumulative impacts on public
services attributable to the SDIA ALUCP in combination with other ALUCPs adopted by
the ALUC since 2006 for other airports in San Diego County.

Impact Threshold: Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or altered governmental facilities (CEQA-a).

Finding: The ALUC finds that implementation of the proposed Project will
have no substantial adverse physical impacts associate with provision of
new or altered governmental facilities, and therefore no mitigation is
required.

As discussed in Sections 2.4 and 4.4.3 of the Final EIR, the SDIA ALUCP does
not propose or entail any new development, construction, or physical changes to
existing land uses or the environment, including the provision of new or altered
governmental facilities. Therefore, the proposed Project will not result in any adverse
impacts associated with the provision of governmental facilities.

Impact Thresholds: Result in the need for new or physically altered governmental
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other
performance objectives for any of the [following] public services:
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(i) Fire protection

(i) Police protection

(iij) Schools

(iv) Parks

(v) Other public facilities (CEQA-b)

Have an effect upon, or result in a need for new or altered, governmental services in
any of the following areas:

(i) Police protection

(i) Parks or other recreational facilities

(iii) Fire/life safety protection

(iv) Maintenance of public facilities, including roads
(v) Libraries

(vi) Schools (SD-1)

Finding: The ALUC finds that implementation of the proposed Project will
have a less-than-significant impact with regard to the need for new or
physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for any of
the aforementioned public services, and therefore no mitigation is required.

As discussed in Sections 2.4 and 4.4.3 of the Final EIR, the SDIA ALUCP does
not propose or entail any new development, construction, or physical changes to
existing land uses or the environment resulting in the need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities. It is possible that implementation of the ALUCP could resultin a
shift in development patterns, with less development in some areas and more
development in others than anticipated in the current General Plan and Community
Plans and that those shifts could result in the need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities. Any such shifts are subject to considerable uncertainty and
would depend on a combination of factors that are extremely difficult to predict,
including future market forces and the preferences of developers and property owners.
Therefore, the proposed Project cannot reasonably be considered to result in significant
impacts with respect to the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities.

Impact Threshold: Conflict with the applicable community plan in terms of the number,
size, and location of public service facilities (SD-2).

Finding: The ALUC finds that implementation of the proposed Project will
have a less-than-significant impact with regards to conflicts with the
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applicable community plans in terms of the number, size, and location of
public service facilities, and therefore no mitigation is required.

As discussed in Section 4.4.4 of the Final EIR, the SDIA ALUCP will not conflict
with the applicable community plans (or the plans of the San Diego Unified School
District) relative to the provision of public service facilities.

Cumulative Impact Threshold: Would the proposed ALUCP, in combination with any
other ALUCPs, increase the need for or interfere with the planned capability of
providing public services uses required to maintain acceptable service ratios,
response times, or other performance objectives?

Finding: The ALUC finds that the proposed Project, in combination with other
ALUCPs approved by the ALUC since 2006, will have a less-than-significant
impact on the planned capability of providing public service uses required
to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other
performance measures, and therefore no mitigation is required.

Since 2006, the ALUC has approved ALUCPs for 13 other airports in San Diego
County (six rural airports, five urban airports and two Marine air installations), seven of
which affected land in the urbanized portion of metropolitan San Diego. As discussed in
Section 4.7.6.2 of the Final EIR, the effects of the SDIA ALUCP, in combination with
the effects of the other ALUCPs in the City of San Diego, will result in less than
significant impacts on the planned capability of providing public service uses required to
maintain acceptable service area ratios, response times or other performance
measures.

The analysis in Section 4.7.6.2 found that the amount of public services floor
area that could be displaced with the SDIA ALUCP would amount to only 0.1 percent of
the total public services floor area that could conceivably be displaced by all ALUCPs
affecting the City of San Diego (see Table 4.45 of the Final EIR). The analysis also
found that the amounts of land rendered unavailable within the safety zones to
incompatible public service uses were small fractions of the total amounts of land zoned
for those uses in the City of San Diego (see Table 4-46 in the Final EIR). A
representative example involves congregate care facilities. Within the safety zones,
131 acres would become unavailable for the development of new congregate care
facilities, while 170,000 acres in the city are zoned for such uses.

Cumulative Impact Threshold: ~ Would the proposed ALUCP conflict with the planned
number, size, and location of public service facilities in any community plan that
was similarly impacted by an ALUCP for any other airport?

Finding: The ALUC finds that the proposed ALUCP does not affect any
community plans that were also affected by other ALUCPs previously
adopted for other airports in the County and that any impacts on the
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planned number, size and location of public services facilities would be
less than significant. Therefore, no mitigation is required.

Since 2006, the ALUC has approved ALUCPs for 13 other airports in San Diego
County, seven of which affected land in urbanized portion of the San Diego metropolitan
area and four of which affect land in the City of San Diego. The analysis in Section
4.7.6.2 of the Final EIR found that the SDIA ALUCP affects none of the community
planning areas that are affected by the other three ALUCPs in the City of San Diego
(also, see Exhibit 4-18 in the Final EIR). Thus, the SDIA ALUCP will result in less than
significant impacts related to the planned number, size and location of public service
facilities in community plans impacted by ALUCPs for other airports.

5.0 SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS THAT
CANNOT BE MITIGATED TO A LEVEL OF INSIGNIFICANCE

The Final EIR identified the following significant and unavoidable impacts
associated with Project approval, and, where feasible, recommended mitigation
measures. The ALUC hereby finds that these significant and unavoidable impacts are
outweighed by the public benefits provided by the proposed Project, and are
acceptable, as more fully specified in the "Statement of Overriding Considerations"
(Section 12.0, below.) As noted above, the significance thresholds used to render these
impact determinations are found in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines and in the City
of San Diego's California Environmental Quality Act Significance Determination
Thresholds (January 2011).

5.1  LAND USE AND PLANNING
Impact Threshold: Substantial incompatibility with an adopted plan (SD-3).

Finding: The ALUC finds that implementation of the proposed Project will
have a significant impact with regard to incompatibility with adopted plans
of the City of San Diego. While the proposed ALUCP is broadly consistent
with the City of San Diego General Plan, including applicable community
plans, it is inconsistent with applicable zoning within the ALUCP Impact
Area. Since zoning is the means by which the City of San Diego
implements its General Plan and community plans, the inconsistencies
with applicable zoning represent “substantial incompatibility with an
adopted plan.” The inconsistencies include lower intensity limits and the
declaration of certain allowable land uses as incompatible in certain noise
contour ranges and safety zones. While the inconsistencies would not
affect the intent or policy framework of the affected community plans, the
inconsistencies can be remedied only with zoning amendments that are
relatively large in scope.

With implementation of the mitigation measures proposed in Section 4.2.6
of the Final EIR, any substantial incompatibilities with adopted plans would
be reduced to levels below significant. However, implementation of the
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mitigation measures is within the jurisdiction of the City of San Diego,
rather than the ALUC. Thus, the ALUC has no authority to guarantee
implementation of the proposed mitigation measures. If the City of San
Diego does not implement the mitigation measures, then the identified
substantial incompatibilities would remain significant and unavoidable.

Therefore, the ALUC finds that the impact resulting from the substantial
incompatibility of the proposed Project with adopted land use plans is
significant and unavoidable. The ALUC finds this significant impact to be
acceptable for the reasons set forth in the Statement of Overriding
Considerations (see Section 12.0).

5.1.1 Environmental Impacts

Section 4.2.4.of the Final EIR presents an analysis of the impacts of the
proposed Project on Land Use and Planning. That analysis is summarized below by
community planning area.

=  Downtown Community Planning Area

As discussed in Section 4.2.4.1 of the Final EIR, the SDIA ALUCP will result in
as much as 12.8 acres on 64 parcels in the Downtown Community Planning Area (CPA)
becoming unavailable for the development of selected incompatible land uses, including
group quarters, sport/fitness facilities, emergency communication facilities, transit
centers and bus and rail stations. Those land uses would be allowed under the current
zoning applying within the Downtown CPA.

The SDIA ALUCP will result in the potential displacement of nearly 400,000
square feet of future nonresidential floor area in the Downtown CPA. The potential
additional nonresidential floor area would be reduced from 1,118,308 to 789,426 square
feet, a reduction of 34 percent (see Table 4-9 in the Final EIR). The potential
nonresidential build-out estimates were based on the current zoning applying within the
Downtown CPA.

»  Midway/Pacific Highway Corridor Community Planning Area

As discussed in Section 4.2.4.3 of the Final EIR, the SDIA ALUCP will result in
as much as 6.8 acres on 16 parcels becoming unavailable for selected incompatible
land uses, including single room occupancy facilities, group quarters, manufacturing
and processing of hazardous materials, electrical substations, emergency
communication facilities, marine passenger terminals, transit centers, bus and rail
stations and marinas. Those land uses would be allowed under the current zoning
applying within the Midway/Pacific Highway Corridor CPA.

The SDIA ALUCP will result in the potential displacement of 62,532 square feet
of future nonresidential floor area in the Midway/Pacific Highway Corridor CPA. The
potential additional nonresidential floor area would be reduced from 491,532 to 428,999
square feet, a reduction of 13 percent (see Table 4-13 in the Final EIR). The potential
nonresidential build-out estimates were based on the current zoning applying within the
Midway/Pacific Highway Corridor CPA.
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» Peninsula Community Planning Area

As discussed in Section 4.2.4.5 of the Final EIR, the SDIA ALUCP will result in
the potential displacement of 1,586 square feet of future nonresidential floor area in the
Peninsula CPA. The potential additional nonresidential floor area would be reduced
from 52,984 to 51,318 square feet, a reduction of 3 percent (see Table 4-17 in the Final
EIR). The potential nonresidential build-out estimates were based on the current zoning
applying within the Peninsula CPA.

= Uptown Community Planning Area

As discussed in Section 4.2.4.7 of the Final EIR, the SDIA ALUCP will result in
as much as 15.1 acres on 77 parcels becoming unavailable for selected incompatible
land wuses, including group quarters, sport/fitness facilities, manufacturing and
processing of hazardous materials, electrical substations, transit centers and bus and
rail stations. Those land uses would be allowed under the current zoning applying
within the Uptown CPA.

The SDIA ALUCP will result in the potential displacement of 22,792 square feet
of future nonresidential floor area in the Uptown CPA. The potential additional
nonresidential floor area would be reduced from 487,935 to 465,143 square feet, a
reduction of 5 percent (see Table 4-20 in the Final EIR). The potential nonresidential
build-out estimates were based on the current zoning applying within the Uptown CPA.

5.1.2 Mitigation Measures

Two mitigation measures that would reduce the substantial incompatibilities with
the City of San Diego’s adopted land use plans to less-than-significant levels were
identified in Section 4.3.6 of the Final EIR and are hereby adopted by the ALUC. They
would require action by the City of San Diego.

LUP-1: Following adoption of the SDIA ALUCP, the City of San Diego
can and should prepare and adopt the Airport Land Use Compatibility
Overlay Zone (ALUCOZ) to apply within the SDIA AIA.

LUP-2: Following adoption of the SDIA ALUCP, the City of San Diego
can and should prepare and adopt amendments to community plans or
applicable base zones outside the ALUCP Safety Zones to increase
prescribed nonresidential intensities or floor area ratios (FARs) to
compensate for the future development displaced from the safety zones
and to maintain current buildout targets.

By law, affected cities and counties are required to make their land use plans and
zoning regulations consistent with new or amended ALUCPs.® Adoption of the ALUCP
policies and standards by the City of San Diego can be achieved by adoption of the
ALUCOZ for the SDIA AIA, which appears to be the City’s preferred means of ensuring

9 California Public Utilities Code §§21675.1(d), 21676, 21676.5.
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consistency with the proposed ALUCP." By definition, this would eliminate substantial
incompatibilities between the proposed ALUCP and the City’s adopted land use plans.
At the same time, however, the future nonresidential floor area within the ALUCP
Impact Area would be reduced compared with existing conditions. If the potential
development of those nonresidential land uses is to be fully offset, then additional
nonresidential development must be allowed elsewhere. This could be accommodated
through further zoning amendments increasing allowable floor area ratios in areas
outside the safety zones of the proposed ALUCP.

Under the law, the City of San Diego also can overrule the proposed ALUCP,
rather than implement it through amendments to zoning regulations.  Thus,
implementation of the proposed ALUCP cannot be guaranteed by the ALUC. If the City
chooses to overrule the proposed ALUCP, no adverse environmental impacts would
result, although the City would be required to adopt findings demonstrating that overrule
of the proposed ALUCP would be consistent with the intent of the ALUC statute (PUC
§21670, et seq.) as required by law."

5.2 PopPULATION AND HOUSING

Impact Threshold: Substantially alter the planned location, distribution, density, or
growth rate of the population of an area (SD-2).

Finding: The ALUC finds that implementation of the proposed Project will
result in potentially significant impacts by substantially altering the
planned location, distribution and density of population within the ALUCP
safety zones. The reduction in allowable residential densities would result
in the potential displacement of 779 future housing units from the safety
zones. (Due to the City of San Diego’s recent amendment to the Centre
City Planned District Ordinance to include an Industrial Buffer Overlay
Zone, potential residential displacement attributable to the proposed
Project has been reduced to 304 future housing units.) Given the level of
anticipated future housing needs and the relatively limited amount of land
in the City, the displacement is potentially significant, even though it would
represent only 1.8 percent (or just 0.7 percent, with adoption of the
Industrial Buffer Overlay Zone) of the potential additional housing that
could be built in the entirety of the four CPAs affected by the proposed
safety zones.

10 See letter from Myra Herrmann, City of San Diego Development Services Department,

commenting on Draft EIR, in Appendix E of this EIR.

" To overrule the ALUCP, a local governing body must make specific findings that its

current land use plans and regulations are consistent with the purposes of the state’s airport
land use compatibility law and approve the overrule resolution by a two-thirds majority vote.
See California Public Utilities Code, §§21675.1(d) and 21676.5(a).
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With implementation of mitigation measure PH-1, allowable residential
densities outside the safety zones would be increased, potentially
compensating for the displacement of future housing from within the safety
zones. However, implementation of the mitigation measures is within the
jurisdiction of the City of San Diego, rather than the ALUC. Thus, the ALUC
has no authority to guarantee implementation of the proposed mitigation
measures. If the City of San Diego does not implement the proposed
mitigation measure, then the potential displacement of future housing units
would remain significant and unavoidable.

Additionally, while implementation of mitigation measure PH-2 would
reduce the potential residential displacement from 779 to 527 future
housing units (or from 304 to 186 future housing units with implementation
of the City’s Industrial Buffer Overlay Zone). In either case, the potential
displacement of future housing units would continue to be considered a
significant and unavoidable impact.

Therefore, the ALUC finds that the impact resulting from the potential
displacement of future housing units with the proposed Project is
significant and unavoidable. The ALUC finds this significant impact to be
acceptable for the reasons set forth in the Statement of Overriding
Considerations (see Section 12.0).

5.2.1 Environmental Impacts

Section 4.3.4.2 of the Final EIR presents an analysis of the impacts of the
proposed Project on Population and Housing. That analysis is summarized below by
community planning area.

= Downtown Community Planning Area

As discussed in Section 4.3.4.2.1 of the Final EIR, the SDIA ALUCP will result in
the potential displacement of 696 future dwelling units in the Downtown CPA because of
the reduction in allowable residential densities in the safety zones. The potential
additional dwelling unit capacity within the safety zones in the Downtown CPA would be
reduced from 2,150 to 1,454 units with the proposed Project (see Table 1). The total
additional dwelling unit capacity in the entire Downtown CPA would be reduced from
30,562 to 29,866 units, a 2.3 percent reduction (see Table 3).

With the Industrial Buffer Overlay Zone, the additional dwelling unit capacity in
the portion of the Downtown CPA within the ALUCP Impact Area would be reduced
from 2,150 to 956 and would be further reduced to 735 with adoption of the SDIA
ALUCP (See Table 2). With implementation of the Industrial Buffer Overlay Zone, the
additional dwelling unit capacity in the entire Downtown CPA would be 29,368; with
adoption of the SDIA ALUCP, it would be reduced to 29,147, a 0.8% reduction (See
Table 4).

17



Table 1: Residential Displacement with ALUCP as Originally Proposed and Mitigation Measure PH-2

CAPACITY FOR ADDITIONAL DWELLING

CPA/Neighborhood UNITS IN ALUCP IMPACT AREA DISPLACEMENT WITH DRAFT ALUCP
With
ALUCP as Mitigation
With Current Originally Measure ALUCP With

Regulations Proposed PH-2 as Originally Proposed Mitigation Measure PH-2

Percentage Percentage

Dwelling Units Reduction Dwelling Units Reduction
DOWNTOWN 2,150 1,454 1,706 696 32% 444 21%
CORTEZ 244 244 244 0 0% 0 0%
LITTLE ITALY 1,906 1,210 1,462 696 37% 444 23%

MIDWAY-PACIFIC

HIGHWAY 51 50 50 1 2% 1 2%
PENINSULA 431 389 389 42 10% 42 10%
UPTOWN 1,013 973 973 40 4% 40 4%
Total 3,645 2,866 3,118 779 21% 527 14%

SOURCE: Ricondo & Associates, Inc., March 2014
PREPARED BY: Ricondo & Associates, Inc., March 2014
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Table 2: Residential Displacement with Industrial Buffer Overlay Zone, ALUCP as Originally Proposed and Mitigation Measure PH-2

CAPACITY FOR ADDITIONAL DWELLING

CPA/NEIGHBORHOOD UNITS IN ALUCP IMPACT AREA DISPLACEMENT WITH DRAFT ALUCP
With
ALUCP as Mitigation
With Current Originally Measure ALUCP With
Regulations Proposed PH-2 as Originally Proposed Mitigation Measure PH-2
Percentage Percentage
Dwelling Units Reduction Dwelling Units Reduction
DOWNTOWN 956 735 853 221 23% 103 11%
CORTEZ 244 244 244 0 0% 0 0%
LITTLE ITALY 712 491 609 221 31% 103 14%
MIDWAY-PACIFIC HIGHWAY 51 50 50 1 2% 1 2%
PENINSULA 431 389 389 42 10% 42 10%
UPTOWN 1,013 973 973 40 4% 40 4%
Total 2,451 2,147 2,265 304 12% 186 8%

SOURCE: Ricondo & Associates, Inc., March 2014

PREPARED BY: Ricondo & Associates, Inc., March 2014
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Table 3: Capacity for Additional Residential Units throughout Entire CPAs with Current Regulations,
ALUCP as Originally Proposed and Mitigation Measure PH-2

CPA/NEIGHBORHOOD CAPACITY FOR ADDITIONAL DWELLING UNITS

With Current With ALUCP as Originally With Mitigation Measure

Regulations Proposed PH-2

Dwelling Percent Dwelling Percent
Units Reduction Units Reduction

DOWNTOWN 30,562 29,866 2.3% 30,310 0.8%
CORTEZ 3,140 3,140 0.0% 3,140 0.0%
EAST VILLAGE 19,106 19,106 0.0% 19,106 0.0%
LITTLE ITALY 4,250 3,554 16.4% 3,998 5.9%
OTHER DOWNTOWN
NEIGHBORHOODS 4,066 4,066 0.0% 4,066 0.0%
MIDWAY-PACIFIC HIGHWAY 1,760 1,759 0.1% 1,759 0.1%
OCEAN BEACH 1,230 1,230 0.0% 1,230 0.0%
PENINSULA 1,737 1,695 24% 1,695 2.4%
UPTOWN 7,004 0.6% 6,964 0.6%
Total 42,293 41,514 1.8% 41,958 0.8%

SOURCE: Ricondo & Associates, Inc., March 2014

PREPARED BY: Ricondo & Associates, Inc., March 2014
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Table 4: Capacity for Additional Residential Units throughout Entire CPAs with Current Regulations,
Industrial Buffer Overlay Zone, ALUCP as Originally Proposed and Mitigation Measure PH-2

CPA/NEIGHBORHOOD CAPACITY FOR ADDITIONAL WELLING UNDITS
%{m With ALUCP as Originally With Mitigation Measure
Zone Proposed PH-2
Dwelling Percent Dwelling Percent
Units Reduction Units Reduction
DOWNTOWN 29,368 29,147 0.8% 29,208 0.9%
CORTEZ 3,140 3,140 0.0% 3,140 0.0%
EAST VILLAGE 19,106 19,106 0.0% 19,106 0.0%
LITTLE ITALY 3,056 2,835 7.2% 2,896 5.2%
OTHER DOWNTOWN
NEIGHBORHOODS 4,066 4,066 0% 4,066 0.0%
MIDWAY-PACIFIC HIGHWAY 1,760 1,759 0% 1,759 0.1%
OCEAN BEACH; 1,230 1,230 0% 1,230 0.0%
PENINSULA 1,737 1,695 2% 1,695 2.4%
UPTOWN 7,004 6,964 1% 6,964 0.6%
Total 41,099 40,795 0.7% 40,856 0.6%

SOURCE: Ricondo & Associates, Inc., March 2014

PREPARED BY: Ricondo & Associates, Inc., March 2014

»  Midway/Pacific Highway Corridor Community Planning Area

As discussed in Section 4.3.4.2.2 of the Final EIR, the SDIA ALUCP will result in
the potential displacement of only one dwelling unit in the Midway/Pacific Highway
Corridor CPA. The potential additional dwelling unit capacity within the safety zones in
the Midway/Pacific Highway Corridor CPA would be reduced from 51 to 50 units with
the proposed Project (see Table 1). The total additional dwelling unit capacity in the
entire Midway/Pacific Highway Corridor CPA would be reduced from 1,760 to 1,759
units (see Table 3).
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»  Peninsula Community Planning Area

As discussed in Section 4.3.4.2.4 of the Final EIR, the SDIA ALUCP will result in
the potential displacement of 42 dwelling units from the safety zones in the Peninsula
CPA. The potential additional dwelling unit capacity within the safety zones in the
Peninsula CPA would be reduced from 431 to 389 units with the proposed Project (see
Table 1). The potential nonresidential build-out estimates were based on the current
zoning applying within the Peninsula CPA. The total additional dwelling unit capacity in
the entire Peninsula CPA would be reduced from 1,737 to 1,695 units, a 2.4 percent
reduction (see Table 3).

= Uptown Community Planning Area

As discussed in Section 4.3.4.2.5 of the Final EIR, the SDIA ALUCP will result in
the potential displacement of 40 future dwelling units in the Uptown CPA because of the
reduction in allowable residential densities in the safety zones. The potential additional
dwelling unit capacity within the safety zones in the Uptown CPA would be reduced
from 1,013 to 973 units with the proposed Project (see Table 1). The total additional
dwelling unit capacity in the entire Uptown CPA would be reduced from 7,004 to 6,964
units, a 0.6 percent reduction (see Table 3).

» Indirect Impacts on Planned Location, Distribution, Density, or Growth Rate of
Population

As discussed in Sections 2.4 and 4.2.3 of the Final EIR, the SDIA ALUCP does
not propose or entail any new development, construction, or changes to existing land
uses or the environment. However, the proposed Project will place certain residential
density restrictions on future housing development within the ALUCP safety zones in
order to reduce the public's exposure to safety hazards. These limitations may result in
a lower level of development within the safety zones than would be the case based on
current zoning. The future residential development that is foregone within the safety
zones may possibly occur in other areas outside the safety zones. Any displaced
development would have the potential to cause environmental impacts to these other
areas. Thus, in addition to reducing the potential future housing units within the safety
zones, the proposed safety compatibility standards may indirectly influence future
residential development in areas outside the safety zones, impacting the planned
location, distribution, density, or growth rate of the population in a broader area.

Importantly, any indirect effects on residential development patterns and related
impacts on the environment that may arise from implementation of the proposed Project
are uncertain from a timing and location standpoint. It is speculative to anticipate the
specific characteristics of any development that may arise as a result from a shift in
future development patterns or the types of impacts to population and housing that
would be associated with such development. Whether actual population and
development shifts will, in fact, occur in surrounding areas in any particular case
necessarily depends on a multitude of factors, including, but not limited to, the rate,
timing, location, and extent of development; economic and market conditions; and the
nature and type of the project or projects. Further, any such future development would
be dependent on what the affected local agencies would permit. Any attempt to
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forecast such eventualities, including predictions about the significance of any
environmental effects, is impracticable.

5.2.2 Mitigation Measures

Two mitigation measures to reduce the adverse impacts of the proposed ALUCP
on Population and Housing were proposed in the Final EIR for the SDIA ALUCP. The
first one would require action by the City of San Diego:

PH-1: Following adoption of the SDIA ALUCP, the City of San Diego can
and should prepare and adopt amendments to the existing zoning outside
the ALUCP Safety Zones to increase prescribed residential densities to
compensate for the future development displaced from the safety zones
and to maintain current buildout targets.

Whether this mitigation measure is a realistic option is unclear. The land use
plans for the CPAs are prepared through an extensive technical and consultative
process involving the full participation of CPA planning boards and committees and
local residents. The Downtown Community Plan has a unique process that requires
Civic San Diego to consult with its independent board of directors appointed by the
Mayor and City Council of San Diego. The process also involves consulting with Civic
San Diego’s committees and local residents. Changes in allowable housing densities
can create impacts on community character, traffic, and demands on local public
services. These concerns must be considered by the City of San Diego and Civic San
Diego before determining whether community plan and zoning revisions are feasible.

Because the impact area and the number of potentially displaced dwelling units
are relatively small compared to the entirety of the City of San Diego, relatively small
increases in prescribed densities, distributed among several CPAs, may be feasible,
enabling the City to recover the 779 potentially displaced dwelling units without
imposing a significant impact in any one CPA. Small increases in planned densities
near transit stops and in other nodes of high village propensity outside safety zones
would be consistent with the City of Villages strategy of the City of San Diego General
Plan and community plans.

Because this mitigation alternative is under the exclusive control of the City of
San Diego, the Airport Authority cannot guarantee its implementation.

Mitigation measure PH-2 would require action by the Airport Authority:

PH-2 Concurrent with adoption of the SDIA ALUCP, the Airport Authority
shall revise Policy S.8 (Mixed-Use Projects) of the ALUCP in a manner
consistent with the City of San Diego's request in order to reduce the
potential displacement of residential units within mixed-use projects. The
precise parameters of the policy modification are set forth in the
Addendum (March 2061432014) to the EIR, and shall be incorporated directly
into Policy S.8 of the SDIA ALUCP.

As addressed in the Addendum, implementation of this mitigation measure is
within the control of the Airport Authority, acting in its capacity as the ALUC for the
County. And, implementation of this measure would reduce the potential residential
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displacement of the proposed SDIA ALUCP to 527 future housing units without
implementation of the City of San Diego’s Industrial Buffer Overlay Zone and 186 future
housing units with implementation of the City’s Industrial Buffer Overlay Zone.

5.3 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Since 2006, the ALUC has approved ALUCPs for 13 other airports in San Diego
County (six rural airports, five urban airports and two Marine air installations), seven of
which affected land in the urbanized portion of metropolitan San Diego and four of
which affect land in the City of San Diego. Section 4.7 of the Final EIR assessed
potential cumulative impacts associated with the SDIA ALUCP in combination with the
previously approved ALUCPs for other airports. The analysis revealed potentially
significant cumulative impacts on Land Use and Planning and Population and Housing.

Cumulative Impact Threshold: Would the proposed ALUCP, in combination with any
other ALUCPs, increase the degree of conflict with any community plan?

Finding: The ALUC finds that implementation of the proposed Project, in
combination with other previously approved ALUCPs, will have a
potentially significant impact on the City of San Diego General Plan
because of the cumulative incompatibilities with community plans and
applicable zoning in the affected AlAs.

With implementation of the mitigation measures proposed in Section 4.2.6
of the Final EIR, any substantial incompatibilities of the SDIA ALUCP with
adopted plans would be reduced to less than significant. However, it
remains possible that the effects of overlay zoning amendments for all
ALUCPs affecting the City of San Diego or metropolitan San Diego may
lead to complex interactions among the future development patterns in the
affected CPAs, necessitating additional community plan or zoning
amendments. Furthermore, implementation of the mitigation measures is
within the jurisdiction of the City of San Diego, rather than the ALUC.
Thus, the ALUC has no authority to guarantee implementation of the
proposed mitigation measures. If, for any reason, the City of San Diego
does not implement the mitigation measures, then the identified substantial
incompatibilities would remain significant and unavoidable.

Therefore, the ALUC finds that the conflicts of the proposed Project (in
combination with the other ALUCPs), with community plans in the City of
San Diego and general plans elsewhere in metropolitan San Diego must be
considered cumulatively significant and unavoidable. The ALUC finds this
significant impact to be acceptable for the reasons set forth in the
Statement of Overriding Considerations (see Section 12.0).

While the impacts on Land Use and Planning attributable to the proposed
ALUCP for SDIA would occur in CPAs unaffected by the other ALUCPs, a substantial
portion of the city — 14.7 percent of its area — is affected by ALUCPs (see Section 4.7.4
in the Final EIR).

24



While the required zoning amendments in the CPAs affected by the SDIA
ALUCP will be independent of the amendments previously required to achieve
consistency with the other ALUCPs affecting the City of San Diego, it is possible that
the cumulative effect of all required amendments will result in complex interactions
among the future development patterns in the affected CPAs, compromising the ability
of the City is to achieve its overall planning and development goals and objectives.

Because the relevant mitigation actions are under the exclusive control of the
City of San Diego, the ALUC cannot guarantee their implementation.

Cumulative Impact Threshold:  Would the impacts of the proposed ALUCP interact
with the impacts of any other ALUCPs to substantially alter the planned location,
distribution, density, or growth rate of the population of an area?

Finding: The ALUC finds that implementation of the proposed Project, in
combination with other previously approved ALUCPs, will have a
potentially significant impact on housing and population in the City of San
Diego and in the metropolitan area because of the cumulative effect of all
ALUCPs in reducing potential future housing development in the affected
AlAs. Total future housing development could be reduced by 1,250 to
2,001 dwelling units due to the reduction in allowable housing densities
proposed in all eight ALUCPs within metropolitan San Diego (see Section
4.7.5 and Table 4-42 in the Final EIR). The cumulative displacement of
dwellings would be reduced by 252 units (a total between 998 and 1,749
units) with the adoption of mitigation measure PH-2, discussed in Section
5.2. With adoption of the City’s Industrial Buffer Overlay Zone, the total
reduction in housing units would range from 657 to 1,408 units.

With implementation of the mitigation measures proposed in Section 4.3.5
of the Final EIR, allowable residential densities outside the safety zones
would be increased, potentially compensating for the displacement of
future housing from within the safety zones of each affected ALUCP.
However, implementation of the mitigation measures is within the
jurisdiction of the City of San Diego, rather than the ALUC. Thus, the ALUC
has no authority to guarantee implementation of the proposed mitigation
measures. If the City of San Diego does not implement the proposed
mitigation measures, then the potential displacement of future housing
units would remain significant and unavoidable.

Therefore, the ALUC finds that the cumulative impacts on housing and
population resulting from the potential displacement of future housing
units with the SDIA ALUCP, in combination with the other seven ALUCPs
affecting metropolitan San Diego, are significant and unavoidable. The
ALUC finds this significant impact to be acceptable for the reasons set
forth in the Statement of Overriding Considerations (see Section 12.0).

The effect of all eight ALUCPs within metropolitan San Diego would be to reduce
potential future housing yield by 1,250 to 2,001 units (see Section 4.7.5 and Table 4-42
in the Final EIR). The greatest effect would be experienced in the City of San Diego,

25



where an estimated 1,010 to 1,761 future dwelling units could be displaced. The SDIA
ALUCP would account for 779 of those potentially displaced housing units, to 62
percent of the total at all eight airports (see Section 4.7.5 and Table 4-42 in the Final
EIR). With adoption of mitigation measure PH-2, the number of units displaced from
with the SDIA ALUCP would decrease to 527 (30 to 53 percent of the total). With the
City’s adoption of the Industrial Buffer Overlay Zone, the number of units displaced with
the SDIA ALUCP would be 186 (13 to 28 percent of the total),

Given the pressures on all local agencies, and the City of San Diego in particular,
to provide affordable housing in an expensive and high demand market, the potential
loss of 1,250 to 2,001 future housing units only increases the difficulty of meeting the
affordable housing challenge. (This would remain true even if the cumulative
displacement were reduced to 998 to 1,749 units with Mitigation Measure PH-2 or even
to 657 to 1,408 units with the Industrial Buffer Overlay Zone.)

As discussed in Section 5.2, above, the City of San Diego has the authority to
increase the allowable residential densities in portions of the CPAs outside the ALUCP
safety zones to compensate for the reduction in future housing development caused by
implementation of the SDIA ALUCP. Whether this is a realistic option is unclear. Given
the relatively small amount of developable land remaining in the City of San Diego, it is
likely to be difficult to find suitable locations to designate for higher density housing
development to offset the potentially displaced housing. Furthermore, the land use
plans for the CPAs are prepared through an extensive technical and consultative
process involving the full participation of CPA planning boards and committees and
local residents. The Downtown Community Plan has a unique process that requires
Civic San Diego to consult with its independent board of directors appointed by the
Mayor and City Council of San Diego. The process also involves consulting with Civic
San Diego’s committees and local residents. Changes in allowable housing densities
can create impacts on community character, traffic, and demands on local public
services. These concerns must be considered by the City of San Diego before
determining whether community plan and zoning revisions are feasible.

Because the relevant mitigation actions are under the exclusive control of the
City of San Diego, the ALUC cannot guarantee their implementation.

6.0 ALTERNATIVES ANALYZED IN THE EIR

A reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed Project that could potentially
attain at least some of the objectives of the proposed Project must be described and
evaluated under CEQA. Included in this range of alternatives must be the "No Project"
alternative. The purpose of the alternatives analysis is to explain potentially feasible
ways to avoid or minimize significant impacts caused by the proposed Project.

An alternative may be eliminated from detailed consideration in the Draft EIR if it
fails to meet most of the basic project objectives, is infeasible, or is unable to avoid
significant environmental impacts. As discussed in Section 5.1 of the Final EIR, due to
the nature of the ALUCP (i.e., the ALUC's statutory obligation to prepare and adopt an
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ALUCP for SDIA), there are no alternative locations for the proposed Project and,
therefore, the analysis did not evaluate any alternative locations to the proposed
Project."

In addition, as discussed in Sections 5.2.3, 5.3.3, 5.4.3 and 5.5.2 of the Final
EIR, the ALUC is constrained by the requirement to “be guided by information prepared
and updated pursuant to Section 21674.5 and referred to as the Airport Land Use
Planning Handbook...”” The statute further explains that ‘it is the intent of the
Legislature that local agencies shall be guided by the height, use, noise, safety, and
density criteria that are compatible with airport operations, as established by this article,
and referred to as the Airport Land Use Planning Handbook...”"

The alternatives identified and subject to a detailed analysis in Section 5.0 of the
Final EIR are discussed below.

6.1  Alternative 1 — No Project

CEQA requires evaluation of the "No Project" alternative.” Where the project is
the "revision of an existing land use or regulatory plan . . ., the 'no project' alternative will
be the continuation of the existing plan . . . into the future.""® Therefore, the "projected
impacts of the proposed plan or alternative plans would be compared to the impacts
that would occur under the existing plan.""’

The existing ALUCP for SDIA was originally adopted in 1992 and was last
amended in October 2004. Therefore, the "No Project" alternative is equivalent to the
continuation of the existing plan.

As discussed in Section 5.2 of the Final EIR, this alternative would result in less
environmental impacts than the proposed Project by avoiding the potential displacement
of nonresidential floor area and dwelling units. Specifically, the displaced nonresidential
floor area would be zero compared to 485,793 square feet with the proposed Project,
and the displaced housing units would be zero compared to 779 with the proposed
Project. Due to the elimination of all potential displacement, Alternative 1 would avoid
the significant impacts of the proposed Project.

As also explained in Section 5.2.2 of the Final EIR, however, implementation of
Alternative 1 would result in some impacts compared to the existing condition. This is
because the City of San Diego has not amended its zoning regulations to implement the
2004 ALUCP. Implementation of the 2004 ALUCP would require the City to amend its
Airport Environs Overlay Zone (AEOZ) by adopting the noise contours from the 2004

12 California Code of Regulations, Title 14, §15126.6(f)(2).

3 California Public Utilities Code §21674.7(a).

1 California Public Utilities Code §21674.7(b).

15 California Code of Regulations, Title 14, §15126.6(e)(1).

1 California Code of Regulations, Title 14, §15126.6(e)(3)(A).

7 California Code of Regulations, Title 14, §15126.6(e)(3)(A).
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ALUCP, which are larger than the noise contours currently in effect under the AEOZ.
Such an amendment would increase the area rendered unavailable to selected
incompatible land uses, as described in Table 5-2 on page 5-4 of the Final EIR. The
result is that the area that would become unavailable for the development of new
incompatible uses would be enlarged, relative to the AEOZ, as described in Table 5.

Table 5: Land Rendered Unavailable for Incompatible Uses within 70 dB CNEL Contour with
Implementation of Alternative 1

PROPERTY RENDERED UNAVAILABLE

LAND USE TYPE NUMBER OF PARCELS* AREA (ACRES)*
Office Buildings, Auditoriums, Churches 322 94.2
Concert Halls 275 81.6
Indoor Arenas - 83 39.2

NOTE:

1/ The data in the columns cannot be summed because the same properties are reported in more than one row of the table. This is
because the baseline zoning permits more than one type of compatible use on numerous properties.

SOURCE: Ricondo & Associates, Inc., June 2013, Table 5-2, Section 5.2.2 of EIR. .
PREPARED BY: Ricondo & Associates, Inc., June 2013.

That being said, the impacts on land uses rendered incompatible under the No
Project alternative are considerably less than with the proposed Project. First, only five
land use types (office buildings, auditoriums, churches, concert halls and indoor arenas)
are considered incompatible under the 2004 ALUCP, and only within the 70 dB CNEL
contour. Under the proposed ALUCP, over 20 land use types are considered
incompatible at various noise levels and in different safety zones. The total amount of
developable land rendered unavailable for the development of incompatible institutional
uses under the proposed Project, for example, totals over 110 acres.™

An evaluation of this alternative revealed that the "No Project" alternative would
achieve some, but not all, of the Project objectives, as described in Table 5-3 on pages
5-5 and 5-6 of the Final EIR and summarized below:

Objective 1. To ensure that new development within the noise contours is
consistent with the state noise law (Title 21) and is compatible with aircraft noise by (a)
limiting new noise-sensitive development within the 65 dB CNEL noise contour for 2030
forecast conditions, and (b) ensuring that any new noise-sensitive development within
the 65 dB CNEL contour is treated to ensure noise compatibility as defined in the state
noise law.

The noise contours in the 2004 ALUCP represent 1990 conditions rather than the
latest forecast conditions. Additionally, the list of incompatible uses for noise is not

18 These institutional uses include schools, nursing homes, places of assembly for children,

hospitals, and child care facilities. See Table A-8 in Appendix A of the EIR.
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consistent with the latest guidance in the Caltrans Handbook and Title 21. Therefore,
this Project objective would not be satisfied by the “No Project” alternative.

Objective 2. To protect the public health, safety and welfare by (a) establishing
safety zones in areas subject to the highest risks of aircraft accidents, in accordance
with guidance provided in the California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook, (b)
avoiding the new development of certain sensitive land uses within the safety zones,
and (c) limiting the number of people occupying new development in the safety zones.

The 2004 ALUCP does not reflect the latest guidance in the Caltrans Handbook
because only the Runway Protection Zones and an Approach Zone on the east side of
the Airport are depicted as safety zones. Certain sensitive uses are deemed
incompatible only within the Approach Zone on the east side of SDIA, but the list of
incompatible uses for safety is not consistent with the latest guidance in the Caltrans
Handbook. Additionally, Safety Zones 2-5 are not included in the 2004 ALUCP, so
there is no prohibition on certain sensitive land uses in those areas. Limits on density
and intensity only apply in the east side Approach Zone; no limits on density and
intensity apply on the west side of the Airport. Thus, this objective would not be
satisfied by the “No Project” alternative.

Objective 3. To ensure that new development is consistent with (a) the
assurance of flight safety by limiting the height of new structures and objects consistent
with FAA guidance and regulation, (b) the preservation of the operational capability of
the Airport, and (c) the avoidance of further reductions in the available runway landing
distances.

The City’s existing Airport Approach Overlay Zone (AAOZ), which is reflected in
the 2004 ALUCP, provides protection for the Runway 27 approach. In addition, the City
has been exercising its authority to enforce FAA Hazard Determinations and obstruction
marking recommendations in accordance with the 2004 ALUCP and AAOZ. Therefore,
this Project objective would be satisfied by the “No Project” alternative, although the
proposed ALUCP provides clearer guidance with respect to airspace protection and
would promote a more complete understanding of FAA requirements.

Objective 4. To ensure that prospective buyers of new housing within areas
subject to aircraft overflights are informed about the potential effects of overflights by (a)
promoting compliance with the state’s real estate disclosure law,"” and (b) ensuring that
owners and developers of new residential projects provide notice of the presence of
aircraft overflight to prospective buyers.

The 2004 ALUCP defines an Airport Influence Area (AIA), within which the
requirements of the state’s real estate disclosure law apply. The AIA in the 2004
ALUCP, however, is considerably smaller than the AIA in the proposed ALUCP because
the 2004 AlA is based only on the 60 dB CNEL contour, rather than all four compatibility
factors (including airspace and overflight areas). The delineation of the AlA in the 2004
ALUCP is not consistent with the latest guidance in the Caltrans Handbook. The

19 California Business and Professions Code §11010(a) and (b)(13); California Civil Code
§§1102.6, 1103.4 and 1353; California Code of Civil Procedure §731a.

29



requirement in the 2004 ALUCP for the dedication of avigation easements for certain
residential development within the 65 dB CNEL contour promotes awareness of aircraft
overflights among prospective buyers of property, but it does so in a less expansive
manner than the proposed ALUCP. In conclusion, the 2004 ALUCP (the “No Project”
alternative) meets this objective, but in a minimal way that is not completely consistent
with the guidance in the latest edition of the Caltrans Handbook.

Finding: Based on the analysis in Section 5.2 of the Final EIR, summarized
above, the ALUC finds that the "No Project" alternative would avoid the
significant impacts of the proposed Project. However, the “No Project”
alternative would fail to achieve Project Objectives 1 and 2, and would only
partially achieve Project Objective 4. The failure to achieve Objectives 1
and 2 leads the ALUC to conclude that the “No Project” alternative is
infeasible.

6.2 Alternative 2 — Standard Safety Zones 3NW and 4W

Under the proposed ALUCP, Safety Zones 3NW and 4W were widened beyond
the generic dimensions suggested in the Caltrans Handbook for safety zones at air
carrier airports.®® The boundaries of both safety zones were fanned to the north to
reflect the commonly used 290-degree departure heading used by aircraft taking off on
Runway 27. This adjustment was made to comply with Handbook guidance advising
modifications in safety zone configurations to reflect commonly used flight procedures
and corridors. Refer to Exhibit 5-2 in the Final EIR for a depiction of the commonly
used departure corridors off Runway 27.

Alternative 2 was developed to understand the differences in environmental
impact that would occur if the generic Caltrans safety zone configuration was used for
Safety Zones 3NE and 4W, without making the adjustments to reflect the 290-degree
departure heading (see Exhibit 5-3 in the Final EIR for a depiction of the safety zones
boundaries under Alternative 2).

Alternative 2 would result in slightly less environmental impact than the proposed
ALUCP. Differences would occur only in the Peninsula and Midway/Pacific Highway
Corridor CPAs. Under Alternative 2, 776 dwelling units could potentially be displaced,
compared with 779 under the proposed ALUCP, a reduction in potential displacement of
three units. The potentially displaced nonresidential floor area would decrease to
470,254 square feet under Alternative 2, a reduction of 15,539 square feet compared
with the proposed ALUCP (see Section 5.3.2 and Table 5-4 in the Final EIR). The
minor decrease in potential displacement resulting from Alternative 2 would not avoid or
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the proposed Project.

20 California Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics, California Airport Land

Use Planning Handbook, 2011, Figure 3B, p. 3-19.
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Because Alternative 2 is only slightly different than the proposed ALUCP, it would
achieve almost all objectives of the proposed Project, as summarized below (see
Section 5.3.3 and Table 5-5 of the Final EIR for greater detail).

Objective 1. To ensure that new development within the noise contours is
consistent with the state noise law (Title 21) and is compatible with aircraft noise by (a)
limiting new noise-sensitive development within the 65 dB CNEL noise contour for 2030
forecast conditions, and (b) ensuring that any new noise-sensitive development within
the 65 dB CNEL contour is treated to ensure noise compatibility as defined in the state
noise law.

Alternative 2 would involve no changes in the noise contours or noise policies
and standards of the proposed ALUCP. Thus, Alternative 2 would fulfill Objective 1 in
the same way as the proposed ALUCP.

Objective 2. To protect the public health, safety and welfare by (a) establishing
safety zones in areas subject to the highest risks of aircraft accidents, in accordance
with guidance provided in the California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook, (b)
avoiding the new development of certain sensitive land uses within the safety zones,
and (c) limiting the number of people occupying new development in the safety zones.

Alternative 2 would partially achieve this objective. The revised safety zone
configuration would continue to apply safety policies and standards to the area along
the extended centerline of Runway 27. The Alternative 2 safety zone configuration
would not, however, apply policies and standards beneath the heavily used departure
corridor along the 290-degree heading, as the Caltrans guidance would suggest.?’
Thus, Alternative 2 would not provide as much safety compatibility coverage as the
proposed ALUCP.

Objective 3. To ensure that new development is consistent with (a) the
assurance of flight safety by limiting the height of new structures and objects consistent
with FAA guidance and regulation, (b) the preservation of the operational capability of
the Airport, and (c) the avoidance of further reductions in the available runway landing
distances.

Alternative 2 would involve no changes in the airspace protection boundaries and
policies of the proposed ALUCP. Thus, Alternative 2 would fulfill this objective in the
same way as the proposed ALUCP.

Objective 4. To ensure that prospective buyers of new housing within areas
subject to aircraft overflights are informed about the potential effects of overflights by (a)

2 The nominal configuration of safety zones for air carrier airports presented in the

Caltrans Handbook (Exhibit 5-1 in the Final EIR) is based on the assumption of primarily
straight-in and straight-out flight routes. The Handbook advises the consideration of common
flight routes and “special flight procedures” in determining optimum safety zone shapes and
sizes. See California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook, 2011, pp. 3-21 — 3-22.
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promoting compliance with the state’s real estate disclosure law, 2 and (b) ensuring that
owners and developers of new residential projects provide notice of the presence of
aircraft overflight to prospective buyers.

Alternative 2 would involve no changes in the overflight area boundaries, the AIA
boundaries, or the overflight notification policies of the proposed ALUCP. Thus,
Alternative 2 would fulfill this objective in the same way as the proposed ALUCP.

The key shortcoming of Alternative 2 is that the revised boundaries of Safety
Zones 3NW and 4W would not extend beneath the heavily used 290-degree departure
path off Runway 27. Based on the guidance in the Caltrans Handbook, the
enlargement of these safety zones as provided in the proposed ALUCP is fully
justified.”> Alternative 2 indicates that the amount of potential displaced development
would decrease very slightly if these zones were reduced in size. The potential
reduction in impacts is not great enough to warrant consideration of changes to the
safety zone boundaries, especially when those boundaries have been developed
through a technical analysis that applied guidance from the Caltrans Handbook.

Finding: Based on the analysis in Section 5.3 of the Final EIR, summarized
above, the ALUC finds that Alternative 2 would not avoid or substantially
lessen any of the significant impacts of the proposed Project. And, while
Alternative 2 would achieve three of the four Project Objectives (1, 3 and 4)
and would partially fulfill Objective 2, the small reduction in environmental
impacts is not great enough to warrant adoption of Alternative 2 in place of
the proposed Project.

6.3 Alternative 3 — Less Restrictive Standards in Safety Zone 3SE

The proposed ALUCP would establish residential density and nonresidential
intensity standards in Safety Zone 3SE that are less restrictive than suggested by the
guidance in the Caltrans Handbook. As explained in Appendix E-4 (page E-62) of the
proposed ALUCP, this area is subject to very few direct overflights because of the
infrequent use of Runway 9 for takeoffs and the published departure procedures that
require straight-out routes or left turns away from this area. Because of the nature of
the activity off the east end of the runway, the probability of accidents in Safety Zone
3SE is likely to be considerably less than in the other safety zones.?*

Alternative 3 was developed in recognition that a substantial share of the
displacement impacts caused by the proposed ALUCP would occur in Safety Zone 3SE.

22 California Business and Professions Code §11010(a) and (b)(13); California Civil Code
§§1102.6, 1103.4 and 1353; California Code of Civil Procedure §731a.

2 California Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics, California Airport Land

Use Planning Handbook, October 2011, pp. 3-20 — 3-26.

2424 This assertion is based on an interpretation of the location patterns for large aircraft

accidents, supplemented by a review of the location of general aviation accidents presented in
the Caltrans Handbook.
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This alternative would retain the safety standards relating to incompatible uses but
would eliminate the limits on residential densities and nonresidential intensities in Safety
Zone 3SE. It would ensure that the future development of highly sensitive uses serving
vulnerable populations, processing or storing hazardous materials, or involving critical
public utilities would be avoided in this safety zone, just as in the proposed ALUCP.
The elimination of the intensity and density standards, however, would reduce the
potential development displacement in the area.®®

Alternative 3 would result in less environmental impact than the proposed
ALUCP (see Section 5.4.2 and Table 5-6 in the Final EIR). Under Alternative 3, 614
dwelling units could potentially be displaced, compared with 779 under the proposed
ALUCP, a reduction of 165 units (162 units in Downtown and 3 units in Uptown). The
potentially displaced nonresidential floor area would decrease to 268,407 square feet
under Alternative 3, a reduction of 217,386 square feet compared with the proposed
ALUCP. All of the reduction in nonresidential displacement would occur in the
Downtown CPA. The decrease in potential displacement resulting from Alternative 3
would not avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the proposed
Project as appreciable quantities of potential displacement would remain in both
residential and nonresidential land use categories.

Alternative 3 would be similar to the proposed ALUCP in accomplishing the
objectives of the proposed Project. The one difference relates to the attainment of
Project Objective 2, limiting the number of people occupying new development within
the safety zones. A summary of the relationship of Alternative 3 to the objectives of the
proposed ALUCP follows (refer to Section 5.4.3 and Table 5-7 of the Final EIR for
greater detail).

Objective 1. To ensure that new development within the noise contours is
consistent with the state noise law (Title 21) and is compatible with aircraft noise by (a)
limiting new noise-sensitive development within the 65 dB CNEL noise contour for 2030
forecast conditions, and (b) ensuring that any new noise-sensitive development within
the 65 dB CNEL contour is treated to ensure noise compatibility as defined in the state
noise law.

Alternative 3 would involve no changes in the noise contours or noise policies
and standards of the proposed ALUCP. Thus, Alternative 3 would fulfill Objective 1 in
the same way as the proposed ALUCP.

Objective 2. To protect the public health, safety and welfare by (a) establishing
safety zones in areas subject to the highest risks of aircraft accidents, in accordance
with guidance provided in the California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook, (b)

2 The density and intensity of development in Safety Zone 3SE would be limited indirectly,

however, by the airspace protection standards, which would limit the heights of buildings in this
area near the runway end and near the approach to Runway 27. (The airspace protection
standards are currently in effect, so this situation would not be a change from current
conditions.)
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avoiding the new development of certain sensitive land uses within the safety zones,
and (c) limiting the number of people occupying new development in the safety zones.

Alternative 3 would partially achieve this objective. The effective prohibition on
future incompatible uses in Safety Zone 3SE would be consistent with this objective, but
the elimination of limits on the intensity and density of development in the safety zone
would be inconsistent with this objective. While the airspace-related limits on building
heights could result in indirect limits on the density and intensity of development in
Safety Zone 3SE, those limits are likely to be less restrictive than the proposed ALUCP.
Furthermore, the elimination of direct limits on the intensity and density of future
development in the safety zone would deviate from the guidance provided in the
Caltrans Handbook.”®  Thus, Alternative 3 would not provide as much safety
compatibility coverage as the proposed ALUCP or as advised in the Handbook, and is
contrary to the ALUC'’s statutory mandate to protect the public health, safety and
welfare.

Objective 3. To ensure that new development is consistent with (a) the
assurance of flight safety by limiting the height of new structures and objects consistent
with FAA guidance and regulation, (b) the preservation of the operational capability of
the Airport, and (c) the avoidance of further reductions in the available runway landing
distances.

Alternative 3 would involve no changes in the airspace protection boundaries and
policies of the proposed ALUCP. Thus, Alternative 3 would fulfill this objective in the
same way as the proposed ALUCP.

Objective 4. To ensure that prospective buyers of new housing within areas
subject to aircraft overflights are informed about the potential effects of overflights by (a)
promoting compliance with the state’s real estate disclosure law,?” and (b) ensuring that
owners and developers of new residential projects provide notice of the presence of
aircraft overflight to prospective buyers.

Alternative 3 would involve no changes in the overflight area boundaries, the AIA
boundaries, or the overflight notification policies of the proposed ALUCP. Thus,
Alternative 3 would fulfill this objective in the same way as the proposed ALUCP.

While the amount of potential development displacement with Alternative 3 would
be less than with the proposed ALUCP, the alternative deviates substantially from the
Handbook in eliminating density and intensity standards in Safety Zone 3SE. The
deviation from Caltrans’ guidance would be contrary to the intent of the ALUC statute,
as stated in the Public Utilities Code:

21674.7. (a) An airport land use commission that formulates, adopts, or
amends an airport land use compatibility plan shall be guided by

% California Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics, California Airport Land

Use Planning Handbook, 2011, p. 4-22.

7 California Business and Professions Code §11010(a) and (b)(13); California Civil Code
§§1102.6, 1103.4 and 1353; California Code of Civil Procedure §731a.
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information prepared and updated pursuant to Section 21674.5 and
referred to as the Airport Land Use Planning Handbook published by the
Division of Aeronautics of the Department of Transportation.

(b) It is the intent of the Legislature to discourage incompatible land uses
near existing airports. Therefore, prior to granting permits for the
renovation or remodeling of an existing building, structure, or facility, and
before the construction of a new building, it is the intent of the Legislature
that local agencies shall be guided by the height, use, noise, safety, and
density criteria that are compatible with airport operations, as established
by this article, and referred to as the Airport Land Use Planning
Handbook...

Finding: Based on the analysis in Section 5.4 of the Final EIR, summarized
above, the ALUC finds that Alternative 3 would not avoid or
substantially lessen any of the significant impacts of the proposed
Project because appreciable quantities of potential displacement would
remain in both residential and nonresidential land use categories. And,
while Alternative 3 would achieve three of the four Project Objectives (1,
3 and 4), Alternative 3 only would partially fulfill Objective 2. Relative to
Objective 2, Alternative 3 would deviate significantly from the Handbook
guidance advising limits on the density and intensity of future
development in all safety zones. The ALUC finds that adoption of
Alternative 3 would be inconsistent with the intent of the Handbook and
the ALUC statute and, therefore, is not feasible.

6.4 Alternative 4 — Elimination of Density and Intensity Standards in All Safety
Zones

Alternative 4 would retain the safety zone configuration and the corresponding
incompatible land use standards from the proposed ALUCP. It would eliminate,
however, the residential density and nonresidential intensity standards that would apply
to conditionally compatible uses in the safety zones. Thus, under this alternative, the
safety standards would apply only to incompatible uses.

Under Alternative 4, no residential displacement or nonresidential floor area
displacement would occur (see Section 5.5.1 and Table 5-8 in the Final EIR). The
elimination of any potential displacement would have the greatest effect in the
Downtown CPA, the part of the ALUCP Impact Area planned for the greatest densities
and intensities under current community plans and zoning. Due to the elimination of all
potential displacement, Alternative 4 would avoid the significant impacts of the proposed
Project.

The relationship of Alternative 4 to the objectives of the proposed ALUCP is
summarized below (see Section 5.5.2 and Table 5-9 in the Final EIR for more detail).
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Objective 1. To ensure that new development within the noise contours is
consistent with the state noise law (Title 21) and is compatible with aircraft noise by (a)
limiting new noise-sensitive development within the 65 dB CNEL noise contour for 2030
forecast conditions, and (b) ensuring that any new noise-sensitive development within
the 65 dB CNEL contour is treated to ensure noise compatibility as defined in the state
noise law.

Alternative 4 would involve no changes in the noise contours or noise policies
and standards of the proposed ALUCP. Thus, Alternative 4 would fulfill Objective 1 in
the same way as the proposed ALUCP.

Objective 2. To protect the public health, safety and welfare by (a) establishing
safety zones in areas subject to the highest risks of aircraft accidents, in accordance
with guidance provided in the California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook, (b)
avoiding the new development of certain sensitive land uses within the safety zones,
and (c) limiting the number of people occupying new development in the safety zones.

Alternative 4 would partially achieve this objective. While it would meet parts (a)
and (b) of Objective 2, it would only minimally meet part (c) of this objective. Alternative
4 deviates substantially from Caltrans Handbook guidance by not setting explicit density
and intensity limits in any safety zones. While it is possible that density and intensity
could be limited indirectly through the airspace protection-related height standards, any
such limitations are likely to be considerably less restrictive than direct application of the
Caltrans guidance limiting density and intensity to the average of surrounding
development. Thus, Alternative 4 would not provide as much safety compatibility
coverage as the proposed ALUCP or as advised in the Handbook, and is contrary to the
ALUC’s statutory mandate to protect the public health, safety and welfare.

Objective 3. To ensure that new development is consistent with (a) the
assurance of flight safety by limiting the height of new structures and objects consistent
with FAA guidance and regulation, (b) the preservation of the operational capability of
the Airport, and (c) the avoidance of further reductions in the available runway landing
distances.

Alternative 4 would involve no changes in the airspace protection boundaries and
policies of the proposed ALUCP. Thus, Alternative 4 would fulfill this objective in the
same way as the proposed ALUCP.

Objective 4. To ensure that prospective buyers of new housing within areas
subject to aircraft overflights are informed about the potential effects of overflights by (a)
promoting compliance with the state’s real estate disclosure law,?® and (b) ensuring that
owners and developers of new residential projects provide notice of the presence of
aircraft overflight to prospective buyers.

28 California Business and Professions Code §11010(a) and (b)(13); California Civil Code
§§1102.6, 1103.4 and 1353; California Code of Civil Procedure §731a.
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Alternative 4 would involve no changes in the overflight area boundaries, the AIA
boundaries, or the overflight notification policies of the proposed ALUCP. Thus,
Alternative 4 would fulfill this objective in the same way as the proposed ALUCP.

While the amount of potential development displacement with Alternative 4 would
be much less than with the proposed ALUCP, the alternative deviates substantially from
Caltrans guidance in eliminating density and intensity standards in all safety zones.
This deviation is great enough to consider this alternative as inconsistent with the intent
of the ALUC statute, as excerpted in the analysis of Alternative 3 above.”® Despite the
reduction in impacts, the deviation from Caltrans guidance and state law is not
warranted.

Finding: Based on the analysis in Section 5.5 of the Final EIR, summarized
above, the ALUC finds that Alternative 4 would avoid the significant
impacts of the proposed Project. However, while Alternative 4 would
achieve three of the four Project Objectives (1, 3 and 4), Alternative 4 only
would partially fulfill Objective 2. Relative to Objective 2, Alternative 4
would deviate substantially from Handbook guidance in failing to set
development density and intensity limits in the safety zones. Thus, the
ALUC finds that adoption of Alternative 4 would be inconsistent with the
intent of the Handbook and the ALUC statute and, therefore, is not feasible.

7.0 SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES

An EIR must discuss any potentially significant effects on the environment that
would be irreversible if the proposed project were implemented.*® As discussed in
Section 4.5 of the Final EIR, the SDIA ALUCP is a regulatory, land use planning
document, and no significant irreversible environmental changes would result from its
approval and implementation. Specifically, because implementation of the ALUCP will
not propose or entail any new development, construction, or changes to the existing
land uses or the environment, the proposed Project will not require the commitment or
use of any nonrenewable resources. Accordingly, the SDIA ALUCP will not result in
significant irreversible environmental changes stemming from the use of nonrenewable
resources or the irretrievable commitment of resources.

8.0 GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS

An EIR also must discuss the "ways in which the proposed project could foster
economic or population growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly

29 California Public Utilities Code, §21674.7.

%0 California Public Resources Code, §21100(b)(2)(B); California Code of Regulations, Title
14, §15126.2(c).
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or indirectly, in the surrounding environment."*' As discussed in Section 4.6 of the
Final EIR, the SDIA ALUCP does not directly facilitate growth as it does not contain any
growth-accommodating features (e.g., infrastructure). Further, the proposed Project
does not directly necessitate the construction of growth-accommodating facilities
because the Project, which is a regulatory planning document, will not directly attract
residential and/or non-residential growth.

The SDIA ALUCP may indirectly displace planned land uses from certain areas
within the ALUCP Impact Area, potentially setting in motion a chain of events that could
induce growth in areas outside the ALUCP Impact Area. As explained in Section 4.6 of
the Final EIR, it is not possible to predict how the real estate market and local
developers and property owners would respond to the displacement of potential
development from the ALUCP Impact Area. While some of the displaced development
may induce growth in certain areas outside the ALUCP Impact Area, it is impossible to
predict the location and magnitude of such an effect. Any development that would be
displaced from the ALUCP Impact Area would be allowed under the current community
plans that apply outside the ALUCP Impact Area. Therefore, it can reasonably be
concluded that the proposed ALUCP would have less-than-significant growth-inducing
impacts and that any localized growth-inducing effects have been accounted for in the
applicable community plans and the City’s General Plan.

9.0 ABSENCE OF SIGNIFICANT NEW INFORMATION

The CEQA Guidelines require a Lead Agency to recirculate an EIR for further
review and comment when significant new information is added to the EIR after public
notice is given of the availability of the Draft EIR but before certification.®* New
information includes: (i) changes to the project; (ii) changes in the environmental setting;
or (iii) additional data or other information.*® The CEQA Guidelines further provide that
"[nlew information added to an EIR is not 'significant' unless the EIR is changed in a
way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial
adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such
an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the project's proponents have
declined to implement."*

Here, the Final EIR incorporated a number of changes and revisions to the
proposed Project. However, these changes and revisions do not result in any new
significant environmental impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of an
environmental impact which cannot be mitigated. In addition, all feasible mitigation
measures are included in the MMRP, which is hereby adopted and incorporated into the

¥ California Code of Regulations, Title 14, §15162.2(d); California Public Resources Code,
§21100(b)(5).

3 California Code of Regulations, Title 14, §15088.5.

% California Code of Regulations, Title 14, §15088.5.

3 California Code of Regulations, Title 14, §15088.5.
38



Project. Therefore, having reviewed the information in the Final EIR, the administrative
record, the requirements of the CEQA Guidelines, and applicable judicial authority, the
ALUC hereby finds that no new significant information was added to the Draft EIR
following public review and thus, recirculation of the EIR is not required by CEQA.

10.0 PAYMENT OF FISH AND GAME FILING FEE

As discussed above, an Initial Study was prepared by ALUC staff in order to
evaluate the SDIA ALUCP's potential to result in adverse environmental impacts.
Based on the information presented in the Initial Study, and the record as a whole, there
is no substantial evidence before the ALUC that the SDIA ALUCP may result in a
significant adverse effect on wildlife resources, or the habitat on which the wildlife
depends. Nevertheless, because an EIR has been prepared for the SDIA ALUCP, the
Airport Authority will remit the required filing fees to the San Diego County Clerk at the
time of filing the Notice of Determination in compliance with state law.*

11.0 MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN

Pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21081.6, the ALUC is required to
adopt an MMRP for the proposed Project in order to ensure compliance with the
adopted mitigation measures during project implementation.*® The ALUC finds that the
impacts of the proposed Project have been mitigated to the extent feasible by the
mitigation measures identified in the Final EIR and MMRP. Further, by these findings,
the ALUC adopts the MMRP (see Attachment B) that accompanies the Final EIR.

The ALUC reserves the right to make amendments or substitutions to the
mitigation measures if it is determined that the amended or substituted measure will
mitigate the identified potential environmental impact to at least the same degree as the
original measure, and if the amendment or substitution would not result in a significant
new environmental impact that cannot be mitigated.

12.0 STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS

The Final EIR for the SDIA ALUCP identified significant and unavoidable impacts
to Land Use and Planning and Population and Housing that will result from
implementation of the proposed Project.

CEQA requires the decision-making body to balance the economic, legal, social,
technological or other benefits of a project against its significant and unavoidable
impacts when determining whether to approve a project.*” If the benefits of a project
outweigh the significant and unavoidable impacts, those impacts may be considered

% California Fish and Game Code, §711.4 (d)(3).
% Also, see California Code of Regulations., Title 14, §15091(e).
¥ California Code of Regulations, Title 14, §15093.
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acceptable. CEQA also requires the public agency to provide written findings
supporting the specific reasons for considering a project acceptable when significant
impacts are unavoidable. Such reasons must be based on substantial evidence in the
Final EIR or elsewhere in the administrative record. Those reasons are provided in this
Statement of Overriding Considerations.

The Airport Authority finds that the economic, social and other benefits of the
proposed Project outweigh the significant and unavoidable impacts identified in the
Final EIR and elsewhere in the record. In making this finding, the Airport Authority has
balanced the benefits of the proposed Project against its significant and unavoidable
environmental impacts and has indicated its willingness to accept those impacts in light
of the benefits to the community surrounding SDIA and the benefits associated with the
protecting the long-term viability of SDIA that would stem from Project approval. The
Airport Authority further finds that each one of the following benefits of the proposed
Project, independent of the other benefits, warrant approval of the proposed Project
notwithstanding the significant and unavoidable impacts of the proposed Project:

1. The Airport Authority has duly considered the guidance provided in the
California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook,*® published by the Caltrans
Division of Aeronautics, as required by law.*® Furthermore, the proposed
Project is broadly consistent with the Handbook guidance. Therefore,
adoption of the proposed Project ensures that the Airport Authority complies
with existing state law when adopting an ALUCP for SDIA.

2. The proposed Project will assist the Airport Authority and local agencies
(specifically, the cities of San Diego, Coronado and National City, the County
of San Diego and the San Diego Unified Port District) in ensuring that future
land use development within the vicinity of SDIA is compatible with the
Airport's operations.

3. The proposed Project will enable the Airport Authority to coordinate land use
planning at the local level in order to provide for the orderly development of
air transportation, while at the same time protecting the public health, safety
and welfare, as required by the State Aeronautics Act.*

4. The proposed Project will protect the public health, safety and general welfare
of the inhabitants within the vicinity of SDIA and the public in general by
establishing land use measures that minimize the public's exposure to
excessive noise and safety hazards to the extent that these areas are not
already devoted to incompatible uses. This is of particular import with respect
to the policies and standards related to the future development of noise-
sensitive land uses and other land uses posing safety concerns (e.g., facilities

3 California Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics, California Airport Land

Use Planning Handbook, 2011.

% California Public Utilities Code, §21674.7(a).

40 California Public Utilities Code, §21670(a).
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serving people with low effective mobility and facilities processing or storing
hazardous materials) near SDIA.

5. The proposed Project will secure the continued operation of SDIA as it is
currently designed and in accordance with the future Airport Layout Plan, to
the extent that the aeronautical activities otherwise could have been
adversely impacted by incompatible land use development in the SDIA
vicinity.

The Airport Authority hereby finds that each of the reasons stated above constitutes
a separate and independent basis of justification for the Statement of Overriding
Considerations, and each is able to independently support the Statement of Overriding
Considerations and override the significant and unavoidable environmental effects of
the proposed Project. In addition, each reason is independently supported by
substantial evidence contained in the administrative record.

13.0 CUSTODIAN OF RECORD

Public Resources Code section 21081.6, subdivision (a)(2), requires the Lead
Agency (i.e., the Airport Authority, acting in its capacity as the ALUC) to specify the
location and custodian of the documents or other material that constitute the record of
proceedings upon which the decision is based.”’

The custodian of the record for the proposed Project is the Airport Authority. The
documents constituting the record are available to the public during ordinary business
hours at the Airport Authority's offices, which are located at the SDIA Commuter
Terminal, Third Floor, 3225 North Harbor Drive, San Diego, California 92101.

4 Also, see California Code of Regulations, Title 14, §15091(e).
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ATTACHMENT B

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
SAN DIEGO INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT
AIRPORT LAND USE COMPATIBILITY PLAN

AUTHORITY

This Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) has been prepared pursuant to Section
21081.6 of the California Public Resources Code in order to provide for the monitoring of mitigation
measures required for the proposed San Diego International Airport (SDIA) Airport Land Use
Compatibility Plan (ALUCP), as set forth in the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) prepared
for the proposed ALUCP." (The Final EIR consists of the Draft EIR (July 2013), Final EIR (January
2014) and Addendum (March 2014).)

Concurrent with certification of the Final EIR, the MMRP will be adopted by the San Diego County
Regional Airport Authority (Airport Authority), acting in its capacity as the Airport Land Use
Commission (ALUC) for the County of San Diego and the lead agency for the proposed ALUCP. The
MMRP will be kept on file in the offices of the Airport Authority, located at 3225 North Harbor Drive,
San Diego, California 92101.

MONITORING REQUIREMENTS

The Airport Authority will be responsible for ensuring compliance with the MMRP to the extent it is
able. Importantly, as noted in the Final EIR, implementation of the mitigation measures LUP-1, LUP-
2, and PH-1 are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of the City of San Diego, rather than the
Airport Authority. The City may elect not to implement the mitigation measures adopted by the
Airport Authority. In that instance, the impacts to Land Use and Planning and Population and
Housing identified and analyzed in the Final EIR would remain significant and unavoidable.

Although the Airport Authority does not have the capacity to require implementation of these
mitigation measures, it will collaborate with the City of San Diego in implementing the mitigation
measures, if the City requests the assistance of the Airport Authority. Specifically, the Airport
Authority, acting in its capacity as the ALUC for the County, will coordinate with the City to facilitate
its efforts to make its applicable zoning ordinances and, to the extent necessary, general plans,
community plans, specific plans, efc., consistent with the proposed ALUCP.

REPORTING REQUIREMENTS, AND CHANGES TO MITIGATION MEASURES

Any substantive change in the MMRP made by the Airport Authority shall be recorded in writing.
Reference to such changes shall be made in the Mitigation Monitoring Report prepared by the Airport
Authority no earlier than 180 days following approval of the proposed ALUCP. In addition,
Mitigation Monitoring Reports will be prepared annually if affected land use plans and regulations are
not made consistent with the proposed ALUCP 180 days after approval, unless the affected local
agency has overruled the ALUC by that time. The preparation of additional Mitigation Monitoring

! Also, see California Code of Regulations, Title 14, §15097.
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Reports at regular intervals is intended to provide the Airport Authority and the public with the
implementation status of the proposed ALUCP and the compliance of the affected jurisdictions with
state law.

Modifications to the mitigation measures may be made by the Airport Authority subject to one of the
following findings, documented by evidence in the record:

(a) The mitigation measure included in the Final EIR and the MMRP is no longer required
because the significant environmental impact identified in the Final EIR has been found not to
exist, or to occur at a level which makes the impact less than significant as a result of changes
in the ALUCP, changes in conditions of the environment, or other factors.

OR

(b) The modified or substitute mitigation measure to be included in the MMRP provides a level of
environmental protection equal to or greater than that afforded by the mitigation measure
included in the Final EIR and the MMRP; and
The modified or substitute mitigation measure does not have significant adverse effects on the
environment in addition to or greater than those that were considered by the Airport Authority

in its decisions on the Final EIR and the proposed ALUCP; and

The modified or substitute mitigation measure is feasible, and the affected Agency, through
measures included in the MMRP or other Agency procedures, can assure its implementation.

SUPPORT DOCUMENTATION

Findings and related documentation supporting the modifications to mitigation measures shall be
maintained in the project file with the MMRP and shall be made available to the public upon request.

FORMAT OF MITIGATION MONITORING MATRIX

The following matrix identifies the environmental issue areas for which monitoring is required, the
required mitigation measures, the time frame for monitoring, and the responsible monitoring agencies.

-
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SAN DIEGO COUNTY REGIONAL AIRPORT AUTHORITY

SDIA ALUCP, MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

MITIGATION MEASURES TIME FRAMET=RESP=(7V=SIBL=E=
MONITORING | MONITORING
MILESTONE PARTY
4.2 LAND USE AND PLANNING
LUP-1  Following adoption of the SDIA ALUCP, the City of |  within 180 Airport
San Diego can and should prepare and adopt the Days of Authority and
Airport Land Use Compatibility Overlay Zone ALUCP City of San
(ALUCOQOZ) to apply within the SDIA AIA. Adoption; Diego
annually
afterwards
LUP-2  Following adoption of the SDIA ALUCP, the City of |  within 180 Airport
San Diego can and should prepare and adopt Days of Authority and
amendments to community plans or applicable base ALUCP City of San
zones outside the ALUCP Safety Zones to increase Adoption; Diego
prescribed nonresidential intensities or floor area ratios annually
(FARs) to compensate for the future development| afterwards
displaced from the safety zones and to maintain
current buildout targets.
4.3 POPULATION AND HOUSING
PH-1 Following adoption of the SDIA ALUCP, the City of Within 180 Airport
San Diego can and should prepare and adopt Days of Authority and
amendments to the existing zoning outside the ALUCP ALUCP City of San
Safety Zones to increase prescribed residential Adoption; Diego
densities to compensate for the future development annually
displaced from the safety zones and to maintain afterwards
current buildout targets.
PH-2 Concurrent with adoption of the SDIA ALUCP, the Concurrent Airport
Airport Authority shall revise Policy S.8 (Mixed-Use with ALUCP Authority
Projects) of the ALUCP in a manner consistent with Adoption

the City of San Diego's request in order to reduce the
potential displacement of residential units within
mixed-use projects. The precise parameters of the
policy modification are set forth in the Addendum
(March 2013) to the EIR, and shall be incorporated
directly into Policy S.8 of the SDIA.

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
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ATTACHNMcnN: C

ADDENDUM TO THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
FOR THE SAN DIEGO INTERATIONAL AIRPORT ALUCP
(STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NO. 2013031060)

MARCH 2014

1. INTRODUCTION AND REVISED PROJECT OVERVIEW

The Draft EIR (July 2013) and Final EIR (January 2014) (State Clearinghouse No. 2013031060),
for the proposed Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) prepared for San Diego
International Airport (SDIA) (Project), evaluated the environmental impacts of the proposed
Project as presented at the February 6, 2014 Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) meeting.
The San Diego County Regional Airport Authority (Airport Authority), acting in its capacity as
the ALUC for San Diego County, directed ALUC staff at that meeting to evaluate a revised
method for calculating the allowable density and intensity of mixed-use projects presented by the
City of San Diego (City) for the ALUC's consideration. Additionally, ALUC staff was asked to
further evaluate questions raised at the February 6, 2014 meeting related to ALUCP Policies
1.6.1.2, 1.10.1, 1.10.2.1, and N.7. This Addendum evaluates the environmental ramifications of
the City's proposal, the proposal's ability to feasibly mitigate the identified significant effects of
the proposed Project relative to residential displacement, and the minor changes ALUC staff
made to ALUCP Policies 1.6.1.2, 1.10.1, 1.10.2.1, and N.7.

As discussed in greater detail below, the City's proposal would feasibly reduce the amount of
potential displacement of future residential development identified in the EIR, such that potential
residential displacement would be less than previously anticipated. Therefore, this Addendum
recommends that the City's proposal be treated as a feasible mitigation measure for purposes of
CEQA, though the proposed Project's residential displacement impacts would remain significant
and unavoidable even with implementation of this mitigation measure. This Addendum also
recommends that minor revisions to Policies 1.6.1.2, 1.10.1, 1.10.2.1, and N.7 be incorporated
into the SDIA ALUCP.

2. RECIRCULATION OF AN EIR PRIOR TO CERTIFICATION

Under CEQA, a lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant new information
is added to the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the draft EIR for public
review under Section 15087, but before certification (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, §15088.5, subd.

(a).).

New information added to an EIR is not “significant” unless the EIR is changed in a way that
deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse
environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect
(including a feasible project alternative) that the project’s proponents have declined to implement
(Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, §15088.5, subd. (a).).

Circumstances requiring recirculation include the following:
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(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new
mitigation measure proposed to be implemented.

(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless
mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance.

(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others
previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but
the project’s proponents decline to adopt it.

(4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature
that meaningful public review and comment were precluded. (Mountain Lion Coalition v.
Fish and Game Com. (1989) 214 Cal.App.3d 1043)

(Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, §15088.5, subd. (a).) Recirculation is not required when new
information added to the EIR clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an
adequate EIR (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, §15088.5, subd. (b).).

In this instance, recirculation of the EIR is not required because, although the City identified a
new feasible mitigation measure during the February 6, 2014 meeting, the Airport Authority —
acting in its capacity as the ALUC — intends to adopt the measure to reduce the proposed
Project's potential residential displacement effects. The evidence supporting this determination
is contained in Section 3.0, Environmental Analysis of the City's Recommended Mitigation
Measure, below.

3. ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS OF THE CITY'S RECOMMENDED MITIGATION
MEASURE

As background, during the February 6, 2014 ALUC meeting, the City requested that the ALUC
consider the feasibility of a policy modification to the proposed SDIA ALUCP in order to lessen
the residential displacement effects of the proposed Project. Specifically, the City's request
contemplated the following text revisions to Policy S.8 (Mixed-Use Projects) of the SDIA
ALUCP:

3.3 Supplemental Safety Compatibility Policies

Policy 5.8 Mixed-Use Projects

For a proposed project with a mix of residential and nonresidential uses,
residential density is converted to intensity and the total number of
residential _occupants is limited to --'f of the =~-ximum nonresidential
inte=-~*" sp--*“ied ir T-ble 3-1.

For live/work projects, each dv ling unit is to be counted t A
anc ~-'y the square footage devo*- - *o nonresidential use is to be used in
the calculation of n~=-asidential in*~~-ty.

Areas devoted to parking (whether above/below ground or enclosed) are not
to be included in the gross square footage of the building and, therefore, are
not considered in the calculation of intensity.
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Step 1. The density of the residential portion of the proposed project is calculated
by dividing the number of dwelling units by the net acreage of th~ ~nti-~ ~roject
site. The residential density limits identified in Table 3-1 do not apply.

Step 2: The resulting residential density is then converted to “intensity” by
multiplying the density, in units per acre, by the number of persons per hour~*7ld
for the corresponding safety zone indicated at the top of Table 3-1.

Step 3: Nonresidential intensity is calculated by dividing the total occupants of the
nonresidential uses by the net acreage of the project site. (The number of
occupants s calculated by dividing the gross square footage of the building by the
occupancy_factor shown in Table 3-1.) if different types of nonresidential uses are
proposed, the number of people occupying each component nonresidential is
calculated separately, as presented in Table 3-2. Example D.

Step 4: The residential and nonresidential_intensities calculated in Steps 2 and 3
are summed, and the total intensity level (s compared with the maximum
allowable intensity limits presented at the tor ~* Table 3-1 to determine if the
proposed use complies with the ALUCP. The sum total of the project’s residential
and _nonresidential_intensities cannot exceed the allowed intensity limit identified
in Table 3-1.

ALUC staff reviewed the City's request and determined that the policy modification is consistent
with the California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook (Caltrans Handbook) and is a feasible
mitigation measure for purposes of CEQA. The policy modification would maintain the original
intensity limits allowed by safety zone and would better reflect the existing development pattern
for mixed-use projects. Additionally, the modification is consistent with the Caltrans Handbook
guidance for mixed-use development. Therefore, ALUC staff identified the following additional
mitigation measure for consideration and adoption by the Airport Authority, acting in its capacity
as the ALUC:

PH-2 Concurrent with adoption of the SDIA ALUCP, the Airport Authority shall revise Policy
S.8 (Mixed-Use Projects) of the ALUCP in a manner consistent with the City of San
Diego's request in order to reduce the potential displacement of residential units within
mixed-use projects. The precise parameters of the policy modification are set forth in the
Addendum (March 2013) to the EIR, and shall be incorporated directly into Policy S.8 of
the SDIA ALUCP.
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Therefore, the purpose of this Addendum is to assess whether mitigation measure PH-2 requires

recirculation of the EIR or otherwise results in environmental impacts not previously disclosed
and studied in the EIR.

The Draft EIR, at Section 4.0, Environmental Impacts, determined that implementation of the
proposed SDIA ALUCP would result in significant unavoidable impacts to Land Use and
Planning and Population and Housing. The feasible mitigation measure identified by the City
would reduce the amount of potential displacement of future residential development (due to the
modified method of calculating density/intensity for mixed-use projects), does not increase the
level of any previously identified impacts, and creates no new significant impacts. Therefore,
the Airport Authority has determined that, based on the entire record, the mitigation measure will
not change the EIR's conclusions regarding potential impacts and the significance of those
impacts, and that the proposed Project will have Jess environmental impact (in the form of
residential displacement) than that identified in the Draft EIR with implementation of mitigation
measure PH-2.

A. Land Use and Planning

With implementation of the City's recommended mitigation measure, the proposed Project would
result in the same level of impact to Land Use and Planning as that disclosed in the Draft EIR,
summarized in Table 4-24 of the EIR. The following statement from Table 4-24 would remain
true, even with implementation of mitigation measure PH-2: “the proposed ALUCP is
inconsistent with applicable zoning, primarily because it would set lower intensity limits and, in
some cases, would declare certain allowable land uses as incompatible.”

In general, mitigation measure PH-2 would reduce the degree of inconsistency insofar as mixed-
use development is concerned. Specifically, mitigation measure PH-2 would allow a greater
number of housing units in mixed-use projects, but would reduce the allowable amount of
nonresidential square footage, compared with the previously proposed Project. However,
nonresidential uses represent a relatively small portion of the total square footage expected in
future mixed-use developments (based on the amount of nonresidential square footage in existing
mixed-use projects), and the nonresidential intensity achievable with mitigation measure PH-2
would still meet expectations for mixed-use development in the proposed safety zones.
Appendix A, Attachment F of the EIR provides additional details on the basis for nonresidential
buildout expectations assumed for mixed-use developments. Overall, when averaged over all
developable mixed-use properties affected by mitigation measure PH-2, it would still allow for a
greater intensity of nonresidential development than would be expected based on the mix of
residential and nonresidential square footage in existing mixed-use developments.

Thus, when compared with potential nonresidential development under current zoning,
mitigation measure PH-2 would result in no net change in nonresidential displacement from the

previously proposed Project.

B. Population and Housing

With implementation of the City's recommended mitigation measure, the proposed Project would
result in less residential displacement than previously identified in the Draft EIR because mixed-

4
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use projects would be permitted to have a greater allotment of residential development. (See
Table 1, below.) Specifically, the City's requested revisions to Policy S.8 (above) would allow
for greater residential density, which would reduce residential displacement impacts, but not to a
level below significant.

Additionally, after the release of the Draft EIR for public review, an amendment to the Centre
City Planned District Ordinance to create an Industrial Buffer Overlay Zone was approved by the
City of San Diego City Council in early 2014. The Industrial Buffer Overlay Zone prohibits
residential use on several parcels within the proposed safety zones. Implementation of this
overlay zone further reduces residential displacement associated with the proposed Project, as
shown in Table 1.

Table 1
Displaced Residential Units
Displaced Residential Units with Industrial Buffer Overlay
Zone
Project 779 304
Project »ith New Mitigation 527 186

4. ADDITIONAL PROJECT REVISIONS

The following minor revisions to ALUCP Policies 1.6.1.2, 1.10.1, 1.10.2.1, and N.7 have been
incorporated into the proposed Project as a result of the discussion at the February 6, 2014
ALUC meeting. These revisions represent minor, clarifying information and do not trigger
recirculation of the EIR.

1.10 Local Agency Implementation

1.10.1 Local Agency Requirements and Responsibilities
Within 180 calendar days of the ALUC's adoption or amendment of this ALUCP, each local

agency affected by this ALUCP must: **

1. Amend its land use plans and regulations to be consistent with this ALUCP,_if needed, or

2. Overrule this ALUCP by a two-thirds vote of its governing body after adopting tindings
that justify the overrule and providing notice, as required by law**

If a local agenéy fails to take either action, it must follow the review process detailed in Section
1.9
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1.10.2.1 Methods of Implementing this ALUCP

A local agency can make its land use plans and regulations consistent with this ALUCP in the
following ways:

+ Incorporate ALUCP policies into General Plan Elements—Individual elements of local
general plans may be amended to incorporate applicable policies from this ALUCP. For
example, noise compatibility policies and standards could be added to the noise
element, safety policies to the safety element, and other policies, standards and maps
to the land use element

+ Adopt ALUCP as Stand-Alone Document—Local agencies may adopt this ALUCP as a
local policy document

| s« __Adopt Overlay Zone—Llocal agencies may incorporate the policies and standards of this
ALUCP into an overlay zone to supplement the requirements of the standard land use
zoning districts

If the local agency’s land use plans and regulations are consistent y+- *~~ ALUCP, no_action
to _adopt additional policies or regulations is required. However, only the ALUC can
determine whether or not a local agency's land use plans and regulations are consistent with
this ALUCP.,

Policy N.7 New Uses in Existing Buildings

No consistency review is required when new compatible or conditionally
compatible uses, as described in Table 2-1, are proposed within a portion of
an existing building, such as a multi-tenant shopping center. However,
consistency review is required for new residential, public assembly and
adult school uses. Incompatible uses are not allowed.

Consistency review, including recordation of an avigation easement (if
applicable), is required when a new use (or multiple uses) is proposed to
entirely occupy an existing building. Only new residential, public assembly and
adult school uses require sound attenuation per Table 2-12

Tode 25 Califorria Coue of Regnlauors, tubabafer £ 5ans S0 Ay Gait 3
i Tige 25 Cabforma Code af Regulations subchanier € Nowsg Stongards, Secuor 38is
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1.6.1.2 Safety

2. Nonresidential Uses Only

« An existing incompatible nonresidential use may be expanded in building area ot
reconstructed if there is no increase in the intensity of the use.

« Existing incompatible children’s schools (grades K-12} may be expanded, replaced or
reconstructed if required by State law

New, expanded or modernized facilities to
accommodate existing enrollment must be submitted to the ALUC for review.

5. CONCLUSION

Based on the information provided above, ALUC staff finds that: (i) mitigation measure PH-2
reduces the amount of residential displacement attributable to the proposed Project; (ii)
mitigation measure PH-2 does not give rise to any of the circumstances requiring recirculation of
the Draft EIR; (iii) any potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed Project
were identified within the scope of the Draft EIR; (iv) no new or substantially more severe
environmental effects would result from the proposed Project with implementation of mitigation
measure PH-2 and the related revisions to Policy S.8 (Mixed-Use Projects); (v) the minor
revisions to Policies 1.6.1.2, 1.10.1, 1.10.2.1, and N.7 do not constitute significant new
information; and (vi) no new information has been presented regarding the proposed Project's
environmental effects that gives rise to any new or more severe environmental effects than were
previously identified in the Draft EIR. Therefore, the legal requirements for recirculating the
Draft EIR are not applicable, and preparation of an addendum to the Draft EIR is appropriate
under the present circumstances.
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RESOLUTION NO. 2014-0004 ALUC

A RESOLUTION OF THE AIRPORT LAND USE
COMMISSION FOR SAN DIEGO COUNTY
ADOPTING  THE  AIRPORT LAND USE
COMPATIBILITY PLAN FOR SAN DIEGO
INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT

WHEREAS, the San Diego County Regional Airport Authority (Airport
Authority) has been designated as the Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) for
each public-use and military airport in the County of San Diego (County),
effective January 1, 2003 (Pub. Util. Code, §21670.3, subd. (a)); and

WHEREAS, the ALUC is required to prepare and adopt an Airport Land
Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) for each public-use airport and the areas
surrounding such airport within its jurisdiction in order to provide for the orderly
growth of that airport and safeguard the general welfare of the public (Pub. Util.
Code, §§21674, subd. (c); 21675, subd. (a)); and

WHEREAS, ALUCPs are the fundamental tool used by ALUCs in fulfilling
their purpose of promoting airport land use compatibility; and

WHEREAS, the ALUC is required to be guided by information in the
California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook, State of California, Department
of Transportation Division of Aeronautics (Caltrans Handbook) in preparing
ALUCPs (Pub. Util. Code, §21674.7, subd. (a)), and

WHEREAS, the purpose of the Caltrans Handbook is “to provide guidance
for conducting airport land use compatibility planning as required by Article 3.5,
Airport Land Use Commissions, PUC Sections 21670 — 21679.5" (Caltrans
Handbook, p. vii); and

WHEREAS, a Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP) for San Diego
International Airport (SDIA or Airport) previously was adopted in 1992 by the San
Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG), the predecessor of the Airport
Authority with respect to the ALUC role for the County, then subject to
amendment in 1994 by SANDAG, and in 2004 by the Airport Authority; and

WHEREAS, in conjunction with extensive public outreach, community
involvement and collaboration efforts between the ALUC, SDIA Steering
Committee, affected local agencies and the general public, the ALUC has
prepared an ALUCP for SDIA that is consistent with the overall objectives of the
State Aeronautics Act and the guidance provided by the Caltrans Handbook; and
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Resolution No. 2014-0004 ALUC
Page 2 of 5

WHEREAS, to the extent that the policies and standards in the ALUCP for
SDIA deviate from the guidance provided in the Caltrans Handbook, the policies
and standards remain consistent with the purposes of the State Aeronautics Act
by:
(i) Considering the long-range development plans for the Airport
over the next 20 years,

(i) Providing for the orderly development of the area surrounding
SDIA by maintaining land use compatibility policies that are
consistent with the State’s noise standards,

(iii) Providing for the orderly development of the area surrounding
SDIA so as to prevent the creation of safety problems by
ensuring that the land use compatibility policies and standards
fall within the level of acceptable risk considered to be a
community norm in the environs of the Airport, and

(iv) Protecting the public health, safety, and welfare by the adoption
of land use measures that minimize the public’'s exposure to
excessive noise and safety hazards within areas around the
Airport to the extent that these areas are not already devoted to
incompatible uses; and

WHEREAS, the ALUC held a scoping meeting on March 27, 2013, in
order to provide additional opportunity for public comment on the proposed
ALUCP; and

WHEREAS, the ALUC provided opportunity to comment on the proposed
SDIA ALUCP for sixty (60) days, beginning on July 12, 2013, and concluding on
September 10, 2013; and

WHEREAS, the ALUC provided notice of the opportunity to comment on
the proposed ALUCP to interested individuals, organizations, agencies, and the
affected local agencies (i.e., the cities of San Diego, Coronado, and National
City; the County of San Diego; and the San Diego Unified Port District); and

WHEREAS, the ALUC received comments on the SDIA ALUCP from
state/local agencies, organizations and individuals; and

WHEREAS, the ALUC prepared written responses to all comments
received on the proposed ALUCP during the comment period; and

WHEREAS, the ALUC made minor revisions to the SDIA ALUCP, as
necessary and/or in response to the comments received on the proposed
ALUCP; and
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Resolution No. 2014-0004 ALUC
Page 3 of 5

WHEREAS, the ALUC, the lead agency for the SDIA ALUCP, also
prepared and circulated an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed
ALUCP in accordance with the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA), which is set forth in the Public Resources Code, section
21000 et seq.), and the State CEQA Guidelines (CEQA Guidelines), which are
set forth in the California Code of Regulations, Title 14, section 15000 et seq.,
and the Airport Authority’s own CEQA Procedures; and

WHEREAS, on January 16, 2014, the ALUC made available to the public:
(1) minor revisions to the proposed ALUCP (as necessary and/or in response to
comments received) depicted in redline/strikeout, (i) a memorandum identifying
revisions to the proposed ALUCP exhibits that could not be displayed in
redline/strikeout, (iii) comments received during the public comment period that
were bracketed by issue, and (iv) draft responses to public comments on the
ALUCP; and

WHEREAS, the ALUC held a duly noticed public meeting on February 6,
2014, to receive and consider public testimony with respect to the SDIA ALUCP
and the completeness and adequacy of the EIR for the proposed ALUCP, during
which the City of San Diego requested that the method for calculating density
and intensity for mixed-use projects be revised to allow for a greater amount of
residential development but limiting the total number of residential occupants to
half of the maximum nonresidential intensity limit and maintaining the overall
nonresidential intensity limit, consistent with the Caltrans Handbook ; and

WHEREAS, the ALUC also made minor changes to Policies 1.6.1.2,
1.10.1, 1.10.2.1, and N.7 to provide clarifying information related to K-12 schools,
local agency ALUCP implementation requirements, and new uses in existing
buildings (Attachment A); and

WHEREAS, on March 25, 2014, the ALUC made available to the public an
Addendum to the EIR, which evaluated the impact of the City of San Diego’s
request and determined that the request would result in a reduction in potential
future residential displacement and the impact of the minor changes made to
Policies 1.6.1.2, 1.10.1, 1.10.2.1, and N.7; and

WHEREAS, the ALUC finds that it is appropriate to revise the SDIA
ALUCP, as requested by the City of San Diego, so as to provide for a greater
amount of residential development in a manner that is consistent with guidance
in the Caltrans Handbook; and that the minor changes to Policies 1.6.1.2, 1.10.1,
1.10.2.1, and N.7 be incorporated into the ALUCP and
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Resolution No. 2014-0004 ALUC
Page 4 of §

WHEREAS, the ALUC held a duly noticed public meeting on April 3, 2014,
to receive and consider public testimony with respect to the SDIA ALUCP and
the completeness and adequacy of the Final EIR (as defined to include the Draft
EIR (July 2013), Final EIR (January 2014) and Addendum (March 2014)) for the
proposed ALUCP; and

WHEREAS, the ALUC has reviewed all of the CEQA documentation for
the SDIA ALUCP and determined that, on the basis of the whole record before it,
there is substantial evidence that the proposed ALUCP will have a significant and
unavoidable impact on the environment; this impact is acceptable in light of the
benefits identified in the Statement of Overriding Considerations; the Final EIR
reflects the ALUC’s independent judgment and analysis; and, the Final EIR is
complete, adequate and fully complies with all requirements of CEQA, the State
CEQA Guidelines and the Airport Authority’s CEQA Procedures; and

WHEREAS, on April 3, 2014, the ALUC approved Resolution No. 2014-
0003 ALUC certifying the Final EIR prepared for the SDIA ALUCP on the basis of
the findings summarized above and more extensively detailed in the companion
Resolution.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the ALUC approves and
adopts for implementation the ALUCP for SDIA, as described in this Resolution,
the Final EIR for the proposed ALUCP, and the companion CEQA approval
Resolution for the Final EIR (Resolution No. 2014-0003 ALUC), to be effective
immediately upon certification of this Resolution No. 2014-0004 ALUC.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the ALUC that it finds that this ALUC

action is not a “development” as defined by the California Coastal Act (California
Public Resources Code §30106).
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Resolution No. 2014-0004 ALUC
Page 5 of 5

PASSED, ADOPTED, AND APPROVED by the ALUC for San Diego
County at a regular meeting this 3™ day of April, 2014, by the following vote:

AYES: Commissioners:
NOES: Commissioners:

ABSENT: Commissioners:

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

ATTEST:

TONY R. RUSSELL

DIRECTOR, CORPORATE &
INFORMATION GOVERNANCE /
AUTHORITY CLERK

BRETON K. LOBNER
GENERAL COUNSEL
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Implementatios

subject to consistency review. If the proposed modification is determined not to be in
substantial conformance, it must be submitted for consistency review.

The determination of whether a land use plan, regulation or project meets the criteria of an
existing land use must be made by the ALUC (or the local agency post implementation).

11 ing Incompatible Land Uses

An existing incompatible land use is inconsistent with one or more of the policies and
standards of this ALUCP and is not subject to this ALUCP unless it requires enlargement or
reconstruction after the adoption of this ALUCP. Existing incompatible land uses must be
evaluated according to the applicable compatibility factors listed below.

Repair, maintenance or remodeling within an existing building footprint is not subject to the
policies in this section unless the work would resuit in a height that would increase any degree
of airspace protection incompatibility.

1.6.1.1 Noise

An existing incompatible land use for noise is not sound attenuated to the levels required by
Table 2-1 in Chapter 2 and/or has not dedicated an avigation easement to the Airport
Authority as required by Table 2-1. If the existing use is not already attenuated, enlargement
and reconstruction of residential and nonresidential uses within the noise contours shown on
Exhibit 2-1 are subject to consistency review and the following requirements:

1. Additional sleeping rooms (bedrooms or rooms used primarily for sleeping) in
residential, hotel/motel and institutional uses must be sound-attenuated as required by
Table 2-1 (existing sleeping rooms do not require attenuation)

2. Reconstructed buildings must be fully sound-attenuated as required by Table 2-1

3. An avigation easement must be recorded as required by Table 2-1

1.6.1.2 Safety

An existing incompatible land use for safety either exceeds the residential density and/or
nonresidential intensity levels listed in Table 3-1 in Chapter 3. If it exceeds either limit,
enlargement and reconstruction are subject to consistency review and the following
requirements:

1. Residential Uses Only

« An existing incompatible residential use may be expanded in building area or
reconstructed if there is no increase in density. A second dwelling unit, as defined
by state law"®, is not counted toward this limitation.

California Government Code §865852.150, 65852.






implementation

1.9.3.2 Consistency Review Timeframe

The ALUC must respond to a local agency’s request for consistency determination within 60
calendar days after the application is deemed complete by ALUC staff.

The 60 calendar day review period may be extended if the local agency agrees in writing or so
states at an ALUC meeting.

If the ALUC fails to act within 60 calendar days, the proposed land use plan, regulation or
project is considered consistent with this ALUCP.?

1.9.3.3 Consistency Determination Result

The ALUC must notify the local agency in writing of its consistency determination. A proposed
land use plan, regulation or project is determined to be one of the following:

1. Consistent with all four compatibility factors in this ALUCP. The local agency can
proceed with its approval.

2. Conditionally consistent with this ALUCP. Any specified conditions must correspond to
the policies and standards of this ALUCP. Unless a condition specifies subsequent
review by the ALUC, responsibility to ensure compliance with conditions rests with the
local agency with permit or approval authority.

3. Not consistent with this ALUCP. The ALUC must explain the specific conflicts with
ALUCP policies and standards. The local agency may not approve the proposed land
use plan, regulation or project, unless it overrules the ALUC's finding of inconsistency
in accordance with applicable State law.”

Exhibit 1-3 presents a flow diagram summarizing the consistency determination review
process.

1.10 Loci. Agency Implementation

California Public Utilities Code §21676(d).
California Public Utilities Code §21675.1(d).
California Government Code §65302.3(a), (b) and (c).
California Public Utilities Code §21675.1(d).



Implementatior

If a local agency fails to take either action, it must follow the review process detailed in
Section 1.9.

ibit1-3 Coi stency Determination Review Process

























































COMMUNICATION FROM THE PUBLIC



proven past. secure future.

Etanie it g

Thella F. Bowens, President/ CEO and

Members of the San Dicgo County Regional Airport Authority
San Dicgo County Regional Airpont Authority

P.O. Box 82776

San Dicgo, CA 92138-2776

Dear Ms. Bowens:
SUBIECT: REQUEST TO ADD LANGUAGE TO PROPOSED ADDENDUM FOR ADOPTION APRIL 3rd

We are in receipt of the proposed addendum that will be voted on at the next Airport Land Use Compatibility meeting on
April 3. As the owners of the property at 2054 State Strect, currently leased to San Dicgo Alarm Company (“SDA
Security™ est. 1930). we are in escrow with Trammell Crow Residential on our 34,000 square foot site located on the north
and cast sides of the block bound by Hawthorn, Grape, Columbia and State Streets (IMigure 1), Our company has been
owned and operated a security systems business in the Little ltaly area since 1930 and located at this site since 1930, The
value of the land is based on the underlying zoning which allows and encourages mixed use residential development.
Preliminary design studices indicate that @ 129 unit, mixed use development would it on the site (Figure 2). We are
currently waiting for our FAA approval,

Our property is one of a handtul of properties that are going to be split by the safety zone boundarices. Our property witl
be split by the Safety 210 and the Safety 3SE zones. We noticed language absent from the SDIA ALUCP and addendum
which is present in other major metropolitan airport ALUCPs is the “special circumstance™ provision. The “special
circumstance” provision gives the ALUC the ability to exercise (lexibility when analyzing development projects. To
quote the language from the Oakland ALUCP under the section describing parcels lying within two or more compatibility
zones (Qakland 2.7.5.7 (¢) & (f)):

Othier special conditions.  The compatibility criteria set fortl in this plan are intended to be applicable to all

location within each AIA. However, it is recognized that there may be specific situations where a normally

incompatible use can be considered compatible because of terrain, specific location, or other extraordinary fuctors

or circumstances related to the site.

(1) After due consideration of all the factors involved in such situations, the ALUC may find a normally
incompatible use to be acceptable.

(2)...03)...(3)...(5) see antachment for the full section

Our request to the board is to add fanguage that allows tor special conditions or special circumstances so that the ALUC
can have the flexibility to work with local planning needs while not ignoring Cal'Trans standards. Specific examples of
special conditions are: working with geographic features for zone boundaries in urban areas. The CalTrans handbook

states:

Defining comparibility zoue boundaries in urban areas on maps is not easy for city planncrs. The alternative is
1o adjust the zone boundaries to follow geographic features, existing land use development, and other local
land use characteristics. By doing so, situations where a compatibility zone boundary splits a parcel can be
minimized. Adjusting the boundary lines in an urban area is geuerally more practical becanse they offer
choices of roads, parcel lines, and other geographic featares, than in rural locations where featires are more
widely spaced.

This would be the case in our situation. Using Hawthorn as the boundary line versus a line bisecting our property allows
for the best use of the property. In addition, allowing for a special condition and moving the boundary line to a road, our
development would mitigate the displaced units totaled in the addendum. Table 1 under Scction 3B of the addendum
indicates 186 units have been displaced for development. Our project, with 129 units, would significantly reduce thig
displacement number.

SDA Security R sgaseTanty. ot















2z
.
=

3

o

- ;"
%

S

7

o
-.
Ia.

AIA San Diego

A Chapter of The American Institute of Architects

April 1, 2014

San Diego County Regional Airport Authority
ALUC Commissioners

3225 North Harbor Drive

San Diego, CA 92101

Re: SDIA ALUCP —ALUC Meeting April 3
Dear Chairman Gleason and Members of ALUC:

The completion and establishment of the Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan is very important.
The noise, airspace protection, and over flight components are consistent with the Handbook
and create no significant environmental impacts. However, the safety component as identified
in the DEIR creates significant unmitigated environmental impacts. As such, we request the
following motion: the ALUC approves Alternative 4 with the previous Airport Approach Zone
boundary and associated land use restrictions defined as and reflected in Zone 2E.

Alternative 4 establishes safety zones and restricts incompatible uses, while respecting the
current historical level of land use restrictions around SDIA. This adjustment of boundary and
associated land use restrictions reflects the progression of risk associated with the safety zones
in the Handbook as well as the lower level of risk identified specifically in Zone 35SE of the draft
ALUCP.

The problem is that the significant environmental impacts of the Draft ALUCP identified in the
DEIR also create significant economic impacts in the form of loss of development potential, loss
income, and loss of jobs, loss of housing, and loss of property tax revenue for the city. CEQA
requires the ALUC to provide substantial evidence to support a Statement of Overriding Findings
(SOF). As public stakeholders, we disagree with the SOF that the safety component of the draft
ALUCP provides an economic and social benefit. Where is the substantial evidence that enables
the SOF to conclude that the draft ALUCP meets the criteria identified in the Handbook to
warrant additional land use restrictions? Where is the substantial evidence for the SOF to
conclude that additionatl land use restrictions are necessary to avoid adverse impacts on
aeronautical operations at SDIA? There is insufficient substantial evidence as required by CEQA
to make the Statement of Overriding Findings.

We believe that the appropriate compromise to address and eliminate these significant
environmental impacts was presented as Alternative 4 in the DEIR. It establishes safety zones
consistent with the guidance in Figure 3-B of the Handbook. Alternative 4 recognizes that the
prior land use restrictions that have been imposed arcund SDIA adequately meet the goals and
objectives of land use restrictions for safety in the Handbook. Further, Alternative 4 adds
additional restriction on incompatible uses near the airport consistent with the Handbook.

As such, we believe that the ALUC can make the following findings to approve Alternative 4:

1. The ALUC finds that Alternative 4 establishes safety zones consistent with Figure 3B of the
Handhook.

233 A Street, Suite 200

San Diego, California 92101
619.232.0109
519.232.4542 fax

www .alasandiego.org



2. The ALUC finds that approval of Alternative 4 will restrict incompatible uses in the safety
zones around SDIA consistent with the Handbook.

3. The ALUC finds that the City of San Diego and SDIA have historically worked together over
the last 20 years to address concerns regarding safety through land use restriction even before
the establishment of the California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook.

4. The ALUC finds that that the level of land use development controls currently around San
Diego International Airport as modified in Aiternative 4 are appropriate to address safety
concerns of the Handbook and are consistent with the safety criteria in the Handbook.

5. The ALUC finds that additional land use restrictions beyond those currently in place are
unwarranted based on substantial evidence from National Transportation Safety Board (NTSB)
accident data that shows that additional land use restrictions beyond those proposed in
Alternative 4 would not have saved a single life from a large air carrier in the last 25 years. The
ALUC thus finds Alternative 4 consistent with the risk criteria in the Handbook and therefore
does not merit additional land use restriction.

6. The ALUC finds that the approval of Alternative 4 would have no adverse impacts on the
current and future aeronautical operation of SDIA.

We, therefore, request that the ALUC direct staff to modify the draft ALUCP to reflect the
adoption of Alternative 4 in the DEIR which establishes safety zones and which restricts
incompatible land uses in those safety zones. Approval of Alternative 4 would avoid the
significant unmitigated impacts in identified in the DEIR while establishing an ALUCP consistent
with the guidance in the Handbook. We further request that the ALUC provide policy guidance
to airport staff that the Airport Approach Area as reflected by Figure 5 of the current 2004
ALUCP should be replaced by Zone 2E and that current land use intensity/ density restrictions
associated with the Airport Approach Zone shall be adjusted to apply to Zone 2E. This will
provide clear implementation guidance to the City of San Diego regarding the AEOZ, the
community plans and the Centre City Planned District Ordinance. With the incorporation of
Alternative 4, we would urge the ALUC to move forward with adoption of the ALUCP. Thank you
for your consideration.

Respectfully,

JreghE

John C. Ziebarth, AlA
AlA Representative on SDIA ALUCP Steering Committee



Findings and Justification for Approval of Alternative 4 in the Final EIR for
the Airport Land USE Compatibility Plan for San Diego International
Airport

The ALUC finds that Alternative 4 establishes safety zones consistent with of the Handbook.
Justification: The proposed safety zones reflect Figure 3B of the Handbook as modified based on
flight track data for SDIA.

The ALUC finds that approval of Alternative 4 will restrict incompatible uses in the safety zones
around SDIA consistent with the Handbook.

Justification: This finding reflects the restriction on “uses with vulnerable occupants” and “other
high risk uses” as discussed on page 4-29 and 4-30 of the Handbook.

The ALUC finds that the City of San Diego and SDIA have historically worked together over the
last 20 years to address concerns regarding safety through land use restrictions even before
the establishment of the California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook.

Justification: A Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP) for SDIA was originally adopted in 1992 by
SANDAG, the agency serving as the ALUC at that time, and was subsequently amended in 1994.
Following the transfer of ALUC responsibilities from SANDAG to SDCRAA in 2003, the SDIA CLUP
was subject to a minor amendment in 2004 and redesignated as an ALUCP (dated October 4,
2004. This document, referred to as the 2004 ALUCP, constitutes the existing ALUCP for SDIA.
The California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook was issued in 2002 and updated in 2011.
Accordingly, the 2004 ALUCP includes noise and safety compatibility criteria as well as airspace
protection height limitations for the ALUC’s use in evaluating the compatibility of new
development.

The 2004 ALUCP established two sets of safety zones. One set corresponds to the Runway
Protection Zones (RPZ) off the each runway end. The other is the “Approach Area” on the east
side of the Airport. The ALUCP provides a short list of uses that are compatible with the Runway
Protection Zones (RPZs), including undeveloped areas, airport storage facilities, automobile
parking, streets and rights-of-way for utilities. Within the east side of the Approach Area,
certain limits on the density and intensity of new development apply:

* Proposed projects must not increase the human occupancy of the site to an extent
greater than 110% of the average intensity of existing uses within a %-mile radius of
the site.

¢ Asan alternative to the 110 percent density/ intensity criterion, proposed uses in the
portions of the Little Italy and Cortez Hill neighborhoods within the Approach Area may
be limited to a Floor Area Ratio of 2.0 and a 36-foot height limit.

The ALUC finds that additional land use restrictions beyond those currently in place are
unwarranted based on substantial evidence from National Transportation Safety Board (NTSB)
accident data that shows that additional land use restrictions beyond those proposed in



Alternative 4 would not have saved a single life from a large air carrier accident in the last 25
years.

Justification: Based on NTSB accident data, only 3 large air carrier accidents have created a
fatality on the ground outside of the airport grounds and the RPZs. Per the Handbook page F-7,
acceptable risk “pertains only to risk for which exposure is involuntary.” Involuntary risk is risk
to people on the ground rather than those who volunteered to be in the airplane. Only one of
the 3 accidents occurred in any of the safety zones beyond Zone 1 (RPZs). There was one
individual who was killed in a car on a street off the end of the runway. Streets are allowed in
the RPZ off the end of the runway and the fatality would not have been avoided by the
implementation of any land use restrictions.

The ALUC finds that that the level of land use development controls currently around San
Diego International Airport as modified in Alternative 4 are appropriate to address safety
concerns of the Handbook and are consistent with the safety criteria in the Handbook. The
ALUC thus finds Alternative 4 consistent with the risk criteria in the Handbook and therefore
does not merit additional land use restriction.

Justification:  Based on only one person on the ground being killed in 25 years in any of the
safety zones outside of the RPZs and a total of only 6 additional people on the ground being
killed out of the safety zones, the risk factor is significantly lower than the 1 in 1 million
threshold identified in the Handbook to merit additional land use restrictions related safety
beyond what is established in the Runway Protection Zone and the air space protection layer
and the current land use restrictions.

This conclusion is further supported by the testimony of National Transportation Safety Board
(NTSB) Chairperson Deborah Hersman before a Senate subcommittee in April of 2013, “the U.S.
commercial aviation system is experiencing an unprecedented level of safety. .. There have
been significant technological advances, new and important statutory mandates and regulatory
changes, and more comprehensive crew training—all greatly contributing to the current level of
aviation safety. “

http://www.ntsb.gov/doclib/speeches/hersman/daph testimony 130416.pdf

The ALUC finds that the approval of Alternative 4 would have no adverse impacts on the
current and future aeronautical operation of SDIA.

Justification: The 2004 ALUCP addresses height restrictions and obstruction determination in
order to ensure that the operational capacity of the Airport is not compromised. The 2004

ALUCP requires compliance with the FAA’s airspace protection regulations, promulgated in Title
14 CFR Part 77. The Draft 2014 ALUCP maintains the criteria to comply with FAA Title 14 CFR
Part 77 as modified for SDIA and the establishment of the Runway Protections Zones (RPZs) in
order to ensure that the operational capacity of the Airport is not compromised.



Item 3

March 29, 2014

Thella F. Bowens, President/CEQO and

Members of the San Diego County Regional Airport Authority
San Diego County Regional Airport Authority

P.O. Box 82776

San Diego, CA 92138-2776

Dear Ms. Bowens:

SUBJECT: REQUEST TO ADD LANGUAGE TO PROPOSED ADDENDUM FOR
ADOPTION APRIL 3rd

I am in receipt of the proposed addendum that will be voted on at the next Airport Land
Use Compatibility meeting on April 3rd. As the long time owner of the property at 2041
& 2043 Columbia Street, I am voicing my concern about not having a review process for
bisected properties. The value of the land is significantly affected by the underlying
zoning, which allows and encourages mixed-use residential development.

My property is one of a handful of properties that are going to be split by the safety zone
boundaries. It is my conviction that it is practical to have language in the SDIA ALUCP
that allows the ALUC (Airport Authority) to deviate from the general guidance safety
zones for “special circumstances.” Including the “special circumstance” provision gives
the ALUC the ability to exercise practicality when analyzing development projects. '
Rather than having developers manipulate their projects gross floor area so the building
falls within less restricted safety zone a review process would allow the ALUC to review
the project and make a practical determination.

My recommendation to the board is to add language that allows for special conditions or
special circumstances so that the ALUC can have the flexibility to work with local
planning needs while not ignoring CalTrans standards. The dense urban setting
surrounding SDIA amplifies the need for the ALUC to have the tools to be able to strike
a balance between making land use decisions that will benefit both local jurisdictions and
the public airport serving them, while preserving the safety of the general public.

I understand and appreciate the effort that has been put forth to create the ALUCP for
SDIA and politely request that the Board take into consideration the “special
circumstance” language in order to strikes a balance between land development, the
impacts of displaced residential units, and safety.

Thank you for the opportunity to voice our concerns.
Sincerely,

el
TN E/]
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March 31, 2014

San Diego County Regional Airport Authority
ALUC Commissioners

3225 North Harbor Drive

San Diego, CA 92101

Re: SDIA ALUCP —ALUC Meeting April 3, 2014
Dear Chairman Gleason and Members of ALUC:

| would like to apologize for not being able to attend this critical meeting of the Regional Airport
Authority to express our deep concern regarding the potential negative ramifications of
adoption of a potential new land use plan and its impact on Little Italy residents, businesses and
property owners. However, | had made plans to be in Los Angeles for a series of meetings prior
to knowing that this issue would be heard at the April, instead of the May ALUC meeting.

That being said, we have stated consistently that we believe that current restrictions on land
use and growth in Little Italy have already had a very negative impact on property values and
potential development north of Hawthorn Street. Over the past 10 years, we have been
impacted by:

1. A lowering of the height limits and potential FAR by the Downtown Community Plan for
the parcels north of Hawthorn Street, in anticipation of the adoption of the final ALUC;

2. The Industrial Zone overlay emanating from Solar Turbines which prevents any
residential uses on the west side of Kettner and north of Grape Streets;

3. Now, the new proposed restrictions on intensity of land use for commercial and
residential in the 2E and 3SE zones.

No other area in Downtown or in the 2E and 3SE zones, heading east, have had to deal with so
many complicated AND changing restrictions.

Keep in mind, that the Little Italy neighborhood pre-dates the creation of the old Lindbergh
Field as well as Interstate 5 - which displaced over 3,000 homes in Little Italy. Property owners
who have lived here since World War 2 simply don’t want their property values devalued any
further by another government agency that seeks to promote the “public good”.

LITTLE ITALY ASSOCIATION OF SAN DIEGO

2210 Columbia Street = San Diego, CA 92101= Phone: 619-233-3898 = Fax: 619-233-4866
Email: mail@littleitalysd.com = Website: www littleitalysd.com
Facebook: Little Italy Association of San Diego = Twitter: @LittleltalySD



Though it certainly may not be your intent to devalue someone’s livelihood and inheritance
that will be passed down to their descendants, a decision made detrimental to North Little Italy
property owners’ development rights would have the same result — whether intended or not.

We are concerned that projects pending in the block north of Hawthorn on the east side of
Kettner Blvd. (Caliber Auto Body site) as well as a major new residential project planned for
Grape/Hawthorn/Columbia and State Streets (SDA Security) can be dramatically negatively
impacted by findings that restrict intensity of use, height limits and FAR.

We gave testimony in the past that certain ALUC staff members would prefer that land uses in
North Little Italy be restricted to non-human activities including storage buildings and parking
structures. We currently have more than our fair share of such deadening uses north of
Hawthorn. To encourage such uses as acceptable, would destroy this community permanently.

The new mixed use development at India/Juniper/Kettner is a model for what we would like to
continue to see. After many years, new developments are occurring in North Little Italy or NoLl
as we like to call it including:

1. The opening of very popular Ballast Point Brewery and tasting room at India and lvy;

2. The opening of Juniper and lvy, a very high quality cosmopolitan restaurant that has
become wildly popular;

3. The continuation of the concentration of new arts and design businesses north of
Hawthorn;

4, The recent escrow closing of the old India Street Design Center at India and Ivy;

5. The pending escrow closing of the Caliber Auto Body on the east side of Kettner north of
Hawthorn;

6. The pending escrow of the SDA Security site at Hawthorn and State Streets;

A poor decision made by the ALUC could stop all of these new changes in their tracks. There
appears to be 3 scenarios on the table:

1) ALUCP (February 2014 Version)
2) ALUCP (February 2014) with “ADDENDUM”
3) “Alternate 4” Proposal

The ADDENDUM is in response to the planning of mixed-use projects. In the ALUCP February
2014 Version, the residential densities were significantly lower than existing zoning, regardless
of the amount of commercial use planned. The ADDENDUM gives more flexibility in the
calculations for a parcel to have as much as 50% of the appropriate intensity available for
residential. We believe this will help retain property values and add to the overall
neighborhood vibrancy in NoLI by maximizing the prescribed intensity levels in a variety of
compatible uses. For these reasons, we feel the ADDENDUM is a good compromise and
superior to the February 2014 Version.



But it should also be noted that even with the ADDENDUM, with mixed-uses aside, the
properties in Zone 2E of NoLl will have significantly less commercial space allowed, and will not
come close to the 2.0 FAR currently available. To retain those property rights and uses for new
commercial and mixed-use projects, we are supportive of the development intensity and
flexible building height allowed in Alternative 4 in the EIR at a minimum, provided that its
implementation is limited to Zone 2E. Alternative 4 establishes safety zones and restricts
incompatible uses, while respecting the current historical level of land use in Zone 2E.
Alternative 4 should be considered the minimum for Zone 2E and if an alternative that allows
for more development intensity, both residential and commercial is available, it should also be
considered.

Lastly, we ask the Board to include a “Special Circumstances” provision in the ALUCP so that the
ALUC can have the flexibility to work with local planning needs while not ignoring CalTrans
standards. This provision has been used in other metropolitan areas in California, where it is
“recognized that there may be specific situations where a normally incompatible use can be
considered compatible because of terrain, specific location, or other extraordinary factors or
circumstances related to the site”.

Thank you for your consideration.

Respectfully,

40 Séo

Steve Galasso Marco Li Mandri

President Chief Executive Administrator
Little Italy Association Little Italy Association

Cc: Honorable Mayor Kevin Faulconer

San Diego County Regional Airport Authority Board Members
Honorable San Diego City Council Members

Civic San Diego Board of Directors

Little Italy Association Property Owners

Little Italy Association Board of Directors
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