CONSISTENCY DETERMINATION
BROWN FIELD MUNICIPAL AIRPORT
GILLESPIE FIELD
MARINE CORPS AIR STATION (MCAS) MIRAMAR
MONTGOMERY FIELD

AIRPORT LAND USE COMPATIBILITY PLANs (ALUCPSs)
August 4, 2011

ltem # 2 Resolution # 2011-0013 ALUC

Recommendation: Conditionally Consistent

BROWN FIELD MUNICIPAL AIRPORT, GILLESPIE FIELD, MARINE CORPS
AIR STATION MIRAMAR, AND MONTGOMERY FIELD AIRPORT LAND USE
COMPATIBILITY PLANS - ADOPTION OF LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE
AND COMMUNITY PLAN AMENDMENTS, REZONES, AND INFILL
IDENTIFICATION MAPS TO IMPLEMENT AIRPORT LAND USE
COMPATIBILITY PLANS, CITY OF SAN DIEGO

Description of Project: The project proposes amendments to the City of San
Diego Land Development Code and Community Plans with concurrent rezones
applying the requirements of ALUCPs to the use of properties located within
Airport Influence Areas (AlAs).

The applicable ALUCPs include those for Brown Field Municipal Airport, Gillespie
Field, MCAS Miramar, and Montgomery Field. San Diego International Airport is
not included with this project due to the ongoing update of that ALUCP; it would
be addressed through a similar procedure subsequent to the adoption of the
ALUCP for SDIA.

This project fulfills the statutory mandate under §21676(b) of the Public Utilities
Code and §65302.3(a) of the Government Code for an affected local agency to
make its general plan and zoning ordinance consistent with adopted ALUCPs
within agency jurisdiction. Because this project would incorporate all
requirements of the ALUCPs into the City of San Diego Land Development Code
and Community Plans under which land uses within its jurisdiction are evaluated,
individual project consistency determinations would be required from the ALUC
only for specified land use actions in accordance with Public Utilities Code
§21676.5(b).
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The exceptional land use actions specified by the Public Utilities Code (§21676)
and applicable ALUCPs would continue to require individual project consistency
determinations by the ALUC. These include approval of and/or an amendment to
a general, specific, land use, or airport master plan, zoning ordinance (including
rezones) or building regulation; any project proposed in a Clear Zone or Safety
Zone 1; any project that has been determined to be an airspace hazard by the
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA); any project that would include nonaviation
uses on public-use airport property; any project proposing a deviation to the City
of San Diego Airport Land Use Compatibility Overlay Zone which is part of the
current project; and power plants or electrical substations.

In addition to the Land Development Code and Community Plan amendments
and rezones, the City of San Diego is also requesting ALUC concurrence with
maps (see attachments) which depict designated infill areas, per procedure
provided for within the ALUCPs. The City of San Diego is requesting designation
of infill areas within the AlAs of only MCAS Miramar and Montgomery Field. Infill
development of vacant or underutilized land which is already serviced by existing
infrastructure is allowed to occur in such designated locations up to 110 percent
of the applicable residential density or non-residential intensity of all similar uses
within the infill area. Individual land uses as proposed would have to
demonstrate compliance with the ALUCP infill criteria in order to receive the
increase or would otherwise be limited to the basic compatibility criteria.

Noise Contours: Properties affected by the proposed project lie within all
Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) noise contours.

Airspace Protection Surfaces: The project does not propose any structures for
construction, but future buildings would be subject to height limitations per
applicable property zoning and FAA review for determination of hazard to air
navigation.

Ownership: Properties affected by the proposed project are owned by numerous
public and private entities and individuals.

Recommendation: Based on review of the proposed project and the policies in
the Brown Field Municipal Airport, Gillespie Field, MCAS Miramar, and
Montgomery Field ALUCPs, staff recommends that the ALUC make the
determination that the project is conditionally consistent with those ALUCPs if the
conditions specified below are met.

Conditions: Amend the City of San Diego Land Development Code to: 1)
exclude Brown Field Municipal Airport from infill development eligibility, as no
infill map is proposed for that airport, and 2) restrict infill increases to those uses
which are designated as “conditionally compatible” and exclude from infill
increases all uses designated as “incompatible” by either noise or safety policies
of the ALUCPs.
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RESOLUTION NO. 2011-0013 ALUC

A RESOLUTION OF THE AIRPORT LAND USE
COMMISSION FOR SAN DIEGO COUNTY MAKING
A DETERMINATION THAT THE PROPOSED
PROJECT: ADOPTION OF LAND DEVELOPMENT
CODE AND COMMUNITY PLAN AMENDMENTS,
REZONES, AND INFILL IDENTIFICATION MAPS TO
IMPLEMENT AIRPORT LAND USE COMPATIBILITY
PLANS, CITY OF SAN DIEGO, IS
CONDITIONALLYCONSISTENT WITH THE BROWN
FIELD MUNICIPAL AIRPORT, GILLESPIE FIELD,
MARINE CORPS AIR STATION MIRAMAR, AND
MONTGOMERY FIELD AIRPORT LAND USE
COMPATIBILITY PLANS.

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
project: Adoption of Land Development Code and Community Plan Amendments,
Rezones, and Infill Identification Maps to Implement Airport Land Use
Compatibility Plans, City of San Diego, which is located within the Airport
Influence Areas (AIA) for the Brown Field Municipal Airport, Gillespie Field,
Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) Miramar, and Montgomery Field Airport Land
Use Compatibility Plans (ALUCPs), originally adopted in 2008 and 2010 and
amended in 2010; and

WHEREAS, the proposed project consists of amendments to the City of
San Diego’s Clairemont Mesa Community Plan, Linda Vista Community Plan,
Serra Mesa Community Plan, Kearny Mesa Community Plan, Tierrasanta
Community Plan, University Community Plan, Mira Mesa Community Plan,
Torrey Pines Community Plan, Torrey Hills Community Plan, Rancho
Pefiasquitos Community Plan, Scripps Miramar Ranch Community Plan and the
Land Development Code and rezoning to apply the requirements of the ALUCPs
for Brown Field, Montgomery Field, Gillespie Field, and MCAS Miramar to the
use of properties located within AlAs and a request for ALUC concurrence with
the designation of infill areas for MCAS Miramar and Montgomery Field ALUCPs;
and

WHEREAS, the proposed project would integrate the noise contour,
airspace protection, safety zone, and overflight notification compatibility criteria of
the ALUCPs for Brown Field, Montgomery Field, Gillespie Field and MCAS
Miramar into the City of San Diego Land Development Code and apply those
criteria to properties located within AlAs via rezoning; and
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WHEREAS, a local agency is required to implement the ALUCPs by either
referring all proposed land use projects located within AlAs to the ALUC for
consistency determination with the ALUCPs or amend its applicable codes to
incorporate the ALUCP requirements to accomplish the same consistency in its
own project reviews; and

WHEREAS, referral of individual land use projects to the ALUC is not
mandatory when the ALUC has deemed a local agency’s plan and implementing
ordinance consistent with the ALUCPs, except for the following actions: (1) the
approval of and/or amendment to a general, specific, land use, or airport master
plan, zoning ordinance (including rezones) or building regulation (Pub.Util. Code
§21676); (2) any project proposed in a Clear Zone or Safety Zone 1; (3) any
project that has been determined to be an airspace hazard by the Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA); (4) any project that would include nonaviation
uses on public-use airport property; (5) any project proposing a deviation to the
City of San Diego Airport Land Use Compatibility Overlay Zone; and (6) any
project consisting of a power plant or electrical substation; and

WHEREAS, the proposed project includes maps for ALUC concurrence
with the designation of areas in the MCAS Miramar and Montgomery Field AlAs
eligible for infill density and intensity increases if certain criteria specified within
the ALUCPs and included in the City of San Diego Land Development Code are
met; and

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, the U.S. Marine Corps, 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: Adoption of Land Development Code and Community Plan
Amendments, Rezones, and Infill Identification Maps to Implement Airport Land
Use Compatibility Plans, City of San Diego, is conditionally consistent with the
Brown Field Municipal Airport, Gillespie Field, MCAS Miramar, and Montgomery
Field ALUCPs, originally adopted in 2008 and 2010 and amended in 2010, based
upon the following facts and findings:

00005.3



Resolution No. 2011-0013 ALUC
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(1) The proposed project consists of amendments to the City of San Diego’s
Clairemont Mesa Community Plan, Linda Vista Community Plan, Serra Mesa
Community Plan, Keamy Mesa Community Plan, Tierrasanta Community
Plan, University Community Plan, Mira Mesa Community Plan, Torrey Pines
Community Plan, Torrey Hills Community Plan, Rancho Pefiasquitos
Community Plan, Scripps Miramar Ranch Community Plan, and the Land
Development Code and rezones to apply the requirements of the ALUCPs for
Brown Field, Montgomery Field, Gillespie Field, and MCAS Miramar to the
use of properties located within AlAs, and a request for ALUC concurrence
with the designation of infill areas for MCAS Miramar and Montgomery Field
ALUCPs.

(2) The proposed project would integrate the noise contour, airspace protection,
safety zone, and overflight notification compatibility criteria of the ALUCPs for
Brown Field, Montgomery Field, Gillespie Field and MCAS Miramar into the
City of San Diego’s Land Development Code and apply those criteria to
properties located within AlAs via rezoning.

(3) Pursuant to Public Utilities Code §21676.5, referral of only certain specified
actions to the ALUC for consistency determination continues to be mandatory
after the ALUC has deemed a local agency’s implementation plan consistent
with the applicable ALUCPs. This proposed project does not include the San
Diego International Airport (SDIA) ALUCP, and hence, referral to the ALUC of
all land use proposals within the SDIA AIA remains mandatory until such time
as the ALUC finds the City of San Diego has amended its Land Development
Code to be consistent with all requirements of the SDIA ALUCP.

(4) ALUC review of the following actions remains mandatory: (a) the approval of
and/or amendment to a general, specific, land use, or airport master plan,
zoning ordinance (including rezones) or building regulation (Pub.Util. Code
§21676); (b) any project proposed in a Clear Zone or Safety Zone 1; (c) any
project that has been determined to be an airspace hazard by the Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA); (d) any project that would include nonaviation
uses on public-use airport property; (e) any project proposing a deviation to
the City of San Diego Airport Land Use Compatibility Overlay Zone; and (f)
any project consisting of a power plant or electrical substation

(5) The proposed project includes a request for ALUC concurrence with maps
designating areas eligible for infill density and intensity increases in the
MCAS Miramar and Montgomery Field AlAs if certain criteria specified within
the ALUCPs and included in the City of San Diego Land Development Code
are met.
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(6) The ALUC concurs with the infill identification maps with two caveats. The
project must exclude Brown Field Municipal Airport since no infill map is
proposed for that airport. The project must restrict permitted infill increases to
those uses which are designated as “conditionally compatible” and exclude
infill increases for uses designated as “incompatible” by either noise or safety
policies of the ALUCPs. Therefore, as a condition of ALUC concurrence with
the infill identification maps, references to Brown Field Municipal Airport must
be removed and only uses designated as “conditionally compatible” by both
the noise and safety policies of the ALUCPs are to be eligible for infill
development increases.

(7) Therefore, if the proposed project contains the above-required conditions, the
proposed project is consistent with the Brown Field Municipal Airport,
Gillespie Field, MCAS Miramar, and Montgomery Field ALUCPs.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that this ALUC determination is not a
“project” as defined by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Pub.
Res. Code Section 21065, and is not a “development” as defined by the
California Coastal Act, Pub. Res. Code Section 30106.

PASSED, ADOPTED AND APPROVED by the ALUC for San Diego
County at a regular meeting this 4™ day of August, 2011, by the following vote:

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

TONY R. RUSSELL
DIRECTOR, CORPORATE SERVICES/
AUTHORITY CLERK

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

BRETON K. LOBNER
GENERAL COUNSEL
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SAN DIEGO COUNTYVY
REGIONAL AIRPORT AUTHORITY

Board Communication

Date: August 3, 2011
To: Board Members
From: Angela Shafer-Payne, Vice President, Planning and Operations )@é

Subject: ALUC ltem #2 — City of San Diego ALUCP Implementation Plan

Authority staff is in receipt of the August 2 letter from the City of San Diego (you received this
morning via email) addressed to the Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) wherein the City
outlines several outstanding issues related to the consistency determination for the City’s
Implementation Plan. This is Item #2 on the ALUC agenda for August 5, 2011. In staff's
review of the letter, several important errors or misstatements were identified. These are
briefly explained below.

1. The letter erroneously implies that ALUC staff's only outstanding issue is “applicability
of the adopted ALUCP infill policy to Montgomery.” While Montgomery remains a
concern, staff also has outstanding issues with the City’s application of the infill policy
to MCAS Miramar. The City’s application of the ALUCP infill policy (the
Implementation Plan} would permit the following incompatible noise uses that are
specifically prohibited in the adopted ALUCPs for both Montgomery and MCAS
Miramar:

Campgrounds

Parks/Playgrounds

Libraries

Hotels/Motels

Hospitals

Nature Exhibits and Zoos

Retirement Homes/Intermediate Care/Nursing Facilities (concern for Miramar plan
only)

Auditoriums/Assembly/Places of Worship (concern for Miramar plan only)
Amphitheaters (concern for Miramar plan only)

¢ Adult Schools/Colleges {concern for Miramar plan only)

2. The City's letter states that its proposal would be more restrictive than the adopted
ALUCPs. This is not true. The City's Implementation Plan is less restrictive, as it
would allow a number of uses that the ALUCPs specifically prohibit (see list above).
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SUBJECT: ALUC ltem #2 — City of San Diego ALUCP Implementation Plan

3. The City's letter states that “the only uses that would be eligible for noise infill under
the City’s Implementation Plan would be churches or intermediate care/nursing
facilities...and only if sound attenuated...” This again is not true, as stated above.

4. In addition to conflicting with the adopted ALUCPs for both Montgomery and MCAS
Miramar, the City’s application of infill is also in direct conflict with Public Utilities Code
(PUC) Section 21675(b) which states:

(b) The commission shall include, within its airport land use compatibility
plan formulated pursuant to subdivision (a), the area within the
jurisdiction of the commission surrounding any military airport for all of
the purposes specified in subdivision (a). The airport land use
compatibility plan shall be consistent with the safety and noise standards
in the Air Installation Compatible Use Zone prepared for that military
airport, This subdivision does not give the commission any jurisdiction or
authority over the territory or operations of any military airport.

As stated in this section, the ALUC is required to adopt ALUCPs for military
installations that are consistent with the AICUZ, as was done by the ALUC in October
2008 with your adoption of the ALUCP for MCAS Miramar. Staff cannot support the
City’s interpretation of infill for MCAS Miramar because it is inconsistent with the
AICUZ.

5. Finally, the City states that ALUC staff has incorrectly interpreted the adopted infill
policy in both the MCAS Miramar and Montgomery Field ALUCPs. While the policies
in the ALUCPs are written slightly differently, the content/intent of both ALUCPs is the
same. Simply stated, applying infill to incompatible noise uses is not permitted.

ALUC staff and City staff have made numerous attempts to resolve the interpretation issue,
to no avail. The City's statement regarding the need for a separate public process to address
their perceived issue is unnecessary because the ALUCPs do not need to be amended to
address any errors.

Please contact me at Ext. 2455 if you have questions.
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THE City oF SAN DIEGO

August 2, 2011

Chairman Robert Gleason

San Diego County Regional Airport Authority
P.O. Box 82776

San Diego, CA 92138-2776

Dear Chairman Gleason:

Subject: Consistency Determination for the City of San Diego ALUCP Implementation Plan -
Item 2 on August 4, 2011 Airport Land Use Commission Agenda

The San Diego City Council adopted an ALUCP Implementation Plan for the MCAS Miramar,
Brown Field, Gillespie Field, and Montgomery Field airports on April 26, 2011, which was
subsequently submitted to the San Diego County Regional Airport Authority for a consistency
determination. Since that time, City staff has been working with SDCRAA staff to reach an
understanding regarding ALUCP consistency. It would appear that a difference of opinion
remains regarding applicability of the adopted ALUCP infill policy for Montgomery.

The adopted ALUCPs explain that the purpose of the infill policy is to specifically allow for
infill consistent with development that existed at the time of ALUCP adoption, even if
incompatible with the ALUCP factor/layer involved. The City’s Implementation Plan would
allow for applicants to request approval of infill consistent with the adopted MCAS Miramar and
Montgomery Field ALUCPs. However, SDCRAA staff appears to be concerned with a potential
for unintended consequences related to the adopted ALUCP infill policy for Montgomery.

In an attempt to address concerns expressed by SDCRAA staff, the City provided suggested
ordinance modifications, see Attachment 1. The City proposal would be more restrictive than
the adopted ALUCPs and would not allow for infill of new uses that would otherwise be
prohibited for safety. Infill with respect to noise compatibility would have limited applicability
based on existing zoning, land use plan designations, and ALUCP safety policies, and would
only apply to Montgomery. Infiil for noise exposure would be limited to the 65-70 dB noise
range and could only be approved if sound attenuated to achieve a compatible indoor noise level.
The City’s proposal would explicitly prohibit infill for child care centers/preschools and schools
(grades K-12) to clarify that Conditional Use Permits for such uses could not be approved based
on other applicable federal and state requirements. When factored all together, the only uses that
would be eligible for noise infill under the City’s Implementation Plan would be churches or
intermediate care/nursing facilities subject to a Conditional Use Permit, and only if sound
attenuated to achieve an indoor noise level of 45db CNEL. Since the City’s suggested

Development Services
1222 First Avenue, MS 507 « San Diego, CA 92101-4155
Tel (619) 446-5460
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modifications would require sound attenuation in order to achieve compatible interior noise
exposure limits consistent with past infill approval actions by the SDCRAA, it remains unclear
what the perceived conflict is with respect to noise compatibility.

As detailed in Attachment 2, the City’s Implementation Plan incorporates each of the stated
ALUCP infill compatibility criteria that make up the adopted infill policies. The source of
disagreement appears to be with Montgomery ALUCP Policy 2.11.1(b) which indicates: “Infill
development is not permitted in the following locations”, and is followed by a list of four
statements indicating scenarios where infill is not permitted. SDCRAA staff, however, is
interpreting this policy as indicative of the only development that is permitted. This
interpretation is contrary to the adopted policy language and is contrary to the legislative intent
when you refer to the infill policies adopted for the rural airport ALUCPs and Miramar ALUCP.
There is no evidence of inconsistency between the City’s ordinance and existing ALUCP policy.
If SDCRAA believes the policy was adopted in error, then the ALUCPs should be clarified and
amended through a separate public process instead of via the City of San Diego’s
Implementation Plan.

The City’s Implementation Plan went through an extensive public outreach and review process
that included review and input from each of the impacted community planning groups,
SDCRAA, and MCAS Miramar. In addition to the 13 community planning group meetings and
various other stakeholder group meetings, the City’s ordinance was previously considered at the
following public hearings: Planning Commission February 17, 2011, Land Use & Housing
Committee March 9, 2011, and City Council hearings on April 11 and 26, 2011. While concerns
regarding implementation of the infill policy were not raised by the SDCRAA in their December
2010 comment ieiter or at any of the aforementioned meetings or hearings, City staff is agreeable
to return to the City Council and request minor modifications to the Implementation ordinance.

The City respectfully requests that the Board, acting as the Airport Land Use Commission, find
that the City’s Implementation Plan is consistent with the adopted ALUCPs contingent on the
City’s adoption of the revisions provided in Attachment 1. In an effort to avoid future
disagreements regarding this policy, the City recommends that the SDCRAA process clarifying
amendments to the ALUCP documents through a public process. Thank you for your
consideration of the City’s request and for your assistance in helping the City to reach this
important milestone.

Sinc ly,

Kelly G. Broughton,
Director, Development Services

Enclosures: 1. City’s Suggested Ordinance Modifications
2. Comparison of City’s Ordinance to Adopted ALUCP Policies
3. Rural ALUCP Infill Policy (Fallbrook Community Airpark)



ATTACHMENT 1

City's Suggested Ordinance Modifications

The adopted ALUCP documents include an infill policy (Policy 2.11.1) to provide for future
development in existing developed areas which states: "Where land uses not in conformance with
the criteria set forth in this Compatibility Plan exist in one area at the time of this Compatibility
Plan's adoption, infill development of a similar land use may be allowed in that area even if the
proposed new land use is otherwise incompatible with the factor/layer involved.”

The City Council adopted language in Section 132.1540 to implement the adopted ALUCP
policy described above. However, ALUC staff has since raised concerns that the adopted
ALUCP policy and implementation plan may have associated unintended consequences unless
minor clarifying amendments are incorporated.

It is the City's understanding that the proposed ALUCP Implementation Plan would be consistent
with the adopted ALUCPs for Brown Field, Gillespie Field, MCAS Miramar, and Montgomery
Field if the City's ordinance is amended to

¢ (Clarify in Section 132.1540(a) that the maps being provided by the City only identify
development areas that are eligible to request approval of infill development in
accordance with the criteria specified in Section 132.1540,

¢ Clarify in Sections 132.1505(b)(3) and 132.1540(a) that the infill policy would not allow
for new development of a land use that would otherwise be prohibited within the
respective safety zone,

e Clarify in Section 132,1540(a) that the infill nolicvy would require sound attenuation ag
otherwise applicable to the associated land use category and that infill for noise exposure
is specifically prohibited for child care centers and K-12 schools, and

e Remove the reference to Brown Field from Section 132.1540(b)(2), as indicated in the
following strikeout- underline text:

§132.1505  Development Review for Compatibility

b) (3) Development in Review Area 1 that would be consistent with the existing
development pattern of the surrounding area, but would include uses noise
exposure, densities or intensities incensistent incompatible with the noise or
safety compatibility criteria in Sections 132.1510 or 132.1515, may be determined

to be compatible infill development in accordance with Section 132.1540.



ATTACHMENT ( 1
§132.1540  Infill Development Criteria

(a) This section applies to development in those areas recognized as appropriate
eligible for infill development on maps that have been identified by the City and
have received the concurrence of the Airport Land Use Commission. An

applicant shall demonstrate that the Development development is located within

that on a map identified for infill and

is consistent with the existing development pattern of the surrounding area, but
includes uses noise exposure, densities, or intensities inconsistent incompatible

with the noise or safety compatibility criteria in Sections 132.1510 or 132.1515.

(1)  Infill development shall not be permitted in a safety zone where the

associated land use or use category is identified as incompatible in that
safety zone in Table 132-15F or 132-15G.

(2) Infill development in an incompatible noise exposure range shall provide
sound attenuation as otherwise applicable to the associated land use

category in the highest compatible noise exposure range identified in

Table 132-15D.

3 Infill development in an incompatible noise exposure range shall not be
permitted for Child Care Centers or Kindergarten through Grade 12

Educational Facilities.

(b)  Infill development is permitted through Process One consistent with the
following:
(1)  Within the MCAS Miramar airport influence area:

(A)  Infill development shall be limited to non-residential development



(©)
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located within the Transition Zone as identified on the applicable
safety zone map in Table 132-15E.

(B)  Infill development shall not exceed the average intensity of all
similar existing uses located within the Transition Zone and within
a quarter mile of the proposed development, or 110 percent of the
usage intensity permitted within the safety zone in accordance with
Section 132.1515, whichever is greater.

(2)  Within the Montgomery Field airport influence areasfor Brown Eield-and
Mentgemery Field:

(A) Infill development shall not be permitted in Safety Zone 1

(Runaway Protection Zone).

(B)  Infill residential development shall not be permitted as foliows:

O Where dwelling units would be exposed to aircraft noise
levels greater than 70 dB CNEL; or

(i)  Where dwelling units would be located within Safety Zones
1,2, 0r5.

(C)  Infill development shall not exceed 110 percent of the average
intensity or density of similar uses within a quarter mile of the
proposed development, or 110 percent of the use intensity or
density permitted within the safety zone, whichever is greater.

[No change in text.]



Infill Definition:

2.2.24 Infill:

Infill Policy:

ATTACHMENT ( 2

Adopted MCAS Miramar Infill Policy

Development of vacant or underutilized land within established communities
or neighborhoods that are: (a) already served with streets, water, sewer, and other
infrastructure; and (b) comprised of existing uses inconsistent with the compatibility criteria
set forth in this Compatibility Plan. (See Policy 2.11.1 for criteria used by local agencies to
identify potential infill areas in the Transition Zone for compatibility planning purposes).

2.11.1 Infill: Where land uses not in conformance with the criteria set forth in this
Compariibility Plan exist at the time of the plan's adoption, infill development of similar land
uses may be allowed to occur in that area even if the proposed new land use is othcrwisc
incompatible within the factor/layer involved.

(a)

(b)

©)

Except as specifically provided below, all policies provided in this

Compatibility Plan shall apply to 1nﬁli. ________________________________________________________ .-r=~] Comment [S1]: Noted, see further discussion ]
| below i
Infill is/is not permitted in the following locations. .---"] Comment {a3)2]: In contrast to the
----------------------------------- Montgomery Policy 2 11 1{b}, the Miramar ALUCP
(1} Residentia! infill development shall not be permitted in the CZ, APZ, P T e e
APZ H’ or the Tz makes It cleal that infill tn the Miramar AlA 1s imited
B S S =SESSESSSESSmsms ~-.._ |tarnen residentlal in the Transition Zone
(2)  Nonresidential infill development shall not be permitted within the CZ, f—g’z";'s'::':’t Es:]‘ AT AL EL S g :
APZ I or APZ|IL. (ISR —t
"""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""" { Commient [S4]: See comment 52 1
(3)  Nonresidential infill development shall be permitted inthe TZ. ..~ Comment [S5]: see comments2 Gnly non
l residential in Transition zone is 2ligible for infill in
Miramar Al2
(4)  Infill is not applicable within Review Area 2 as land uses are not -

(1)

infill if it meets any one of the following criterng. | Comment [$7]; Aemainde: of c} s process of
T infill map identification and approval by agencies
. . . . R See section 14 (uncodified) of ord Crite|
The parcel or parcels on which the project is to be situated is part of an that parcel be cnr:':ap alel'eady(s,ul;:::: inl
area identified by the local agency on a map as appropriate for infill Section 132 1540(a) of City's implementation plan

restricted in this arca other than with respect to height limits and

132 1540(a). Clty' s maps anly include review area 1

_.----1 Comment [a3]6]: Limitatton included n
ag eligihle for nfill

development, the local agency has submitted the map to the ALUC for ——
infill identification and processing, and the ALUC has concurred with

the infill identification. The intent is that all parcels eligible for infill

be identified at one time by the local agency. Therefore, this action

may take place in conjunction with the process of amending a general

plan for consistency with this Compatibility Plan or may be submiited

by the local agency for consideration by the ALUC at the time of

initial adoption of this Compatibility Plan.



(d)
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(2)  The project application submitted by the local agency to the ALUC for
a consistency determination identifies the site as an area appropriate
for infill development and the ALUC concurs with the infill
identification. This situation may apply if a map has not been
submitted by the local agency for infill identification consistent with
the requirements of Policy 2.11.1(c)(1), above.

(3)  The ALUC determines that the parcel is part of an identifiable area of
existing development, and:

@) At least 65% of the identifiable area was developed prior to
adoption of this Compatibility Plan with land uses not in
conformance with this Compatibility Plan;

(i)  The proposed development of the parcel would not extend the
perimeter of the area defined by the surrounding, already
developed, incompatible uses;

(iii)  The proposed development of the parcel would be consistent
with zoning regulations governing the existing, already
developed, surrounding area; and

(iv)  The area to be developed cannot previously have been set aside
as open land in accordance with the policies contained in this
Compatibility Plan unless replacement open land is provided
within the same compatibility zone.

In locations within the 7Z that qualify as infill in accordance with the criteria
in Paragraphs (b) and {(c) above, the average maximum intensity limits {the
number of people per acre) of the site's proposed use shall not exceed the

greater of:

(1)  The averagd intensity of all similar uses that lic fully or partially within ... Comment [S8]: McaS usesaverage rot 110 |
the boundary of the area identified by the local agency as appropriate e e L R RIS PN )
for infill development, as specified in Paragraph (c)(1), above;of .1 Comment [S9]; See Section 132 1540[bH1)B) |

(2)  The average intensity of all similar existing uses that lic within the TZ
and are fully or partially within a distance of 0.25 miie from the
boundary of the proposed development; or

.-~} Comment [5$10]: See Section 132 Em(h)u)(a) ]

(3)  110% of the usage intensity permitted in accordance with the criteria = -
provided in Table MIR-2 of this Compatibility Plan, ] Comment [S11]: section 132 1540(bj()(B} |

contams this language J




Adopted Montgomery Infill Policy

Infill Definition:

2.2.23 Infill:

Development of vacant or underutilized land within established communities

or neighborhoods that is: (a) already served with streets, water, sewer, and other
infrastructure; and (b) comprised of existing land uses inconsistent with the compatibility
criteria in this Compatibility Plan (see Policy 2.11.1 for criteria to be used by local agencies
to identify potential infill areas for compatibility planning purposes).

Infill Policy:

2.11.1 Infill: Where land uses not in conformance with the criteria set forth in this
Compatibility Plan exist in one area at the time of this Compatibility Plan’s adoption, infill
development of a similar land use may be allowed in that area even if the proposed new land

use is otherwise incompatible within the factor/layer,

@

®

(c)

Except as specifically provided below, all policies provided in this
Compatibility Plan shall apply to infill.

(1)  No type of infill development shall be permitted in Safety Zone 1 (the
rumway protectionfpone). i
(2}  Residential infill development shall not be permitted within Safety
Zone 2 or Safety Zone 5, except as provided for in Policy 2,114, \
(3}  Residential infill development shall not be allowed where the | “'
dwellings would be exposed to noise levels of more than 70 dB [CNEIJ_
{(4)  Infill is not applicable within Review Area 2 as land uses are not "‘.

restricted in this area, other than with respect to height limits, related
airspace protection policies, and overflight notification 'requirements{.

In locations within Safety Zones 2 and 5 (nonresidential ldevelopmentl) and

Safety Zones 3,4 and 6 (re51dent1al and nonresidential development),

________________

critena, i,

m

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

The parcel or parcels on which the project is to be situated is part of an

area identified by the local agency on a map as appropriate for infill |

development, the Jocal agency has submitted the map to the ALUC for
infill identification and processing, and the ALUC has concurred with
the infill identification. The intent is that all parcels eligible for infill be
identified at one time by the Jocal agency. This action may take place
along with the process of amending a general plan for consistency
with this Compatibility Plan or may be submitted by the local agency
for consideration by the ALUC at the time of initial adoption of this
Compatibility Plan.

A

[ comment [23j16]: LII'I-'ll‘lﬂtlon ncluded In
.| 182 1540[b)2)iBM)

'[

{ comment [a3318]: Umitation included in

ATTACHMENT 0 2

1 Comment [a3j12]: The adopted infill policy

| further cianfied in policy 2 11 1{b}4}

applies to factors that nfluence whether or not a
land use is compatible  Only noise and safety can he
reyiewed for Ivfill compatibuiity. Asrspace and
overflight factors are not facters that can be
modified via the infill approval prozess, which 1s

{ comment [a3§23]; Policy 2 11 1 prowdes for

| was established bafore the ALUCP was adopted

nflll developmeant ot 3 similar use, even if the
proposed use 15 otherwise Incompatible with noise
orsafety  This 15 the main purpase of an Infill policy
ta respect the existing development pattern that

[ Comment [s3j24]: The Montgomery ALUCP

_net permitted infill development

specifies where infill development 1s NOT permitted,
tharefors isvalopinent not contrary to this
fist 1s permitted SCRAA staff suggests this list 15 an
excluswe |ist of permitted nflfl, contravy tothe
policy language Compare to Miranar ALUCP policy
2 1i 1{b) which actvally does explicitly state what is
permitted Infill development in addition to what is

e T
Sivy inin

Comment [a3)15]: Limtation included in
132 15401b)(2){A) (B){u)

Comment [a3717]: Limtation included in
132 1540{b}{2){B}1}

| as ehgible tor mfill

132.1540(a). City’s maps only include review area 2

Comment [S19]: Limitations on where non-
| residential development may oceur 1s accomphshed

B! : gcﬁo_n 132 1540(b)2[A)

!

by prohibition of nonresidential infill in Zone 1, see

Comment [320] lelmtlons on whete
residential infill 'nay occur 1s accomplished by
prohibition of residentsal infill in Zones 1, 2, and 5,
sat forth in Sectlun 132 1540|bl(2](B)(ll)

[ Comment [23121]: Remainder of (c) is process ]

| Section 132 1540(a) of City’s implementation plan

of mfill map entrhcation and approval by agencies
See section 14 (uncodified) of ordinance Criteria
that parcel be on map already submntted 150




(d)

@

&)

‘The project application submitted by the local agency to the ALUC for
a consistency determination identifies the site as an area appropriate
for infill development and the 4LU/C concurs with the infill
identification. This situation may apply if a map has not been
submitted by the local agency for infill identification consistent with
the requirements of Policy 2.11.1 (c)X1), above.

The ALUC determines that the parcel is part of an identifiable area of
existing development, and:

(i) At least 65% of the identifiable area was developed prior to
adoption of this Compatibility Plan with land uses not in
conformance with this Compatibility Plan;

(ii)  The proposed development of the parcel would not extend the
perimeter of the area defined by the surrounding, already
developed, incompatible uses;

(ili)  The proposed development of the parcel would be consistent
with zoning regulations governing the existing, already
developed, surrounding area;

{iv) The area to be developed cannot previously have been set aside
as open land in accordance with policies contained in this
Compatibility Plan unless replacement open land is provided
within the same compatibility zone.

In locations within Safety Zones 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 that qualify as infill in
accordance with the criteria in Paragraphs (b) and (c) above, the average
maximum intensity (the number of people per acre) or density (the number of
dwelling units per acre) of the site’s proposed use shall not exceed the
following:

M

110% of the intensity and/or 110% of the density of all similar uses
that lie fully or partially within the boundary of the area identified by
the local agency as appropriate for infill development, as specified in
Paragraph (c)(1) above, or the boundary of the area determined by the
ALUC to be part of an identifiable area of existing development as
specified in Paragraph (c)(3) above; 011

ATTACHMENT ( 2

.c--{ Comment [§22]; ses sectron 132 1540(b)2KC) |




ATTACHMENT Q 2

) 110% of the intensity and/or 110% of the density of all similar existing
uses that are fully or partially within a distance of 0.25 mile from the
boundary of the proposed development and within the identified safety ————

Zone, as specified in Paragraph (c)(2) 1abovei_._ ______________________________________ .| Comment [s23}: 5 S;e;eTmTl;;;sah3a)Tél“E
(e) In locations within Safety Zones 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 that qualify as infill in
accordance with the criteria in Paragraphs (b) and (c) above, and where there

is no similar or comparable use within the infill boundary or within 0.25 miles

from the boundary of the proposed development and within the identified

safety zone, the average maximum intensity of the site’s proposed use shall

not exceed 110% of the intensity and/or 110% of the density as specified in

the safety policies for the specific safety zone where the project is located (see — .

Table II1-2 in Chapter 3). -] Comment [5241; see Section 132 1540(b)2/(C} |
This concept i onliln Maontgomery. nat Miramar |




ATTACHMENT 0 3

BASIC AIRPORT LAND USE COMMISSION POLICIES CHAPTER 2

3. ADDITIONAL GOMPATIBILITY CONSIDERATIONS

3.1. Special Conditions
3.1.1. Inpif: Where land uses not in conformance with the critetia sct forth in this Compari-

bility Plan exist at the timme of the plan’s adoption, infill development of similar land
uses may be allowed to occur in that area even if the proposed new land use is other-
wise incompatible within the compatibility zone involved. See Chapter 3 for any

modifications to and application of these critetia as they pertain to Fallbrook Com-
munity Airpark.
(a) Infill development is not permitted in the following locations.

(1) No type of infill development shall be permitted in Safety Zone 1 (the run-
way protection zones and within the runway pritmary surface).

(2) Residential infill development shall not be permitted within Safety Zone 2
(inner approach/departure zone) ot Safety Zone 5 (sideline zone) except as
provided for in Policy 3.1.4(a)(1).

(3) Residential infill development shall not be allowed where the dwellings would
be exposed to noise levels more than 5 dB above the acceptable limit for
other new residential development as set by Policy FAL.1.3 (Noise Compati-
bility Policies, Acceptable Noise Levels for Specific Types of Iand Use Developmend) in
Chapter 3.

(b) In othet locations within Review Area 1, 2 project site can be considered for infilf
development if it meets one of the following criteria (infill is not applicable within
Review Area 2 as land uses are not restricted in this area other than with respect
to height limits}:

(1) The parcel or parcels on which the project is to be situated is part of an area
identified by the local jurisdiction on a map as appropriate for infill develop-
ment and the jurisdiction has submitted the map to the ALUC for infill iden-
tification and processing and the ALUC has concurred; or

(2) The project application submitted by the local jurisdiction to the ALUC for a
consistency determination identifies the site as an area appropriate for infill
deveclopment and the ALUC concurs with the infill identification (this situa-
tion may apply if a map has not been submitted by the local jurisdiction for
infill identification or if the project site does not fall within the areas mapped
by the jurisdiction for infill development); ot

(3) The ALUC determines that the parcel is part of an identifiable area of exist-
ing development, and:

» At least 80% of the identifiable area was developed pdor to adoption of
this Compatibility Plan with land uses not in conformance with this Com-
patibility Plan,

» The proposed development of the parcel would not extend the perimeter
of the area defined by the surrounding, already developed, incompatible
uses;
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ATTACHMENT 0 3

CHAPTER 2 BASIC AIRPORT LAND USE COMMISSION POLICIES

» The proposed development of the parcel would be consistent with zon-
ing regulations governing the existing, already developed, surrounding
area; and

» The area to be developed cannot previously have been set aside as open
land in accordance with policies contained in this Compatibility Plan unless
replacement open land is provided within the same compatibility zone.

(c) Inlocations that qualify as infill under the critetia in Paragraphs (b) and (c) above,
the following criteria shall apply:

(1) For tesidential development, the average development density (dwelling units
pet acre) of the site shall not exceed the greater of the average density tepre-
sented by:

» All existing lots with residential uses that lie fully or partially within the
boundary of the area identified by the local jurisdiction as appropriate for
infill development, as specified in Paragraph (b)(1), above; or

» All existing lots with residential uses that lie fully or partially within a dis-
tance of 0.25 mile from the boundary of the parcel or parcels identified
by the local jursdiction as appropriate for infill development; or

» 110% of the density permitted in accordance with the ctiteria provided in
Table FAL-2 of Chapter 3 of this Compatibility Plan.

(2) For nonresidential development, the average usage intensity (the number of
people per acre) of the site’s proposed use shall not exceed the greater of:

» The average intensity of all similar uses that lic fully or partially within
the boundary of the area identified by the local jurisdiction as appropriate
for infill development, as specified in Paragraph (b)(1), above; or

» The average intensity of all similar existing uses that lie fully or partially
within a distance of 0.25 mile from the boundary of the proposed devel-
opment; ot

» 110% of the usage intensity permitted in accordance with the criteria
provided in Section 3.1 of this Compatibility Plan.

(d) The sound attenuation and avigation easement dedication requirements set by
Policies FAL.1.5 in Chapter 3 and 3.1.5 in this chapter shall apply to infill devel-
opment.

(¢) Infill development on some parcels should not enable additional parcels to then
meet the qualifications for infill. The ALUC’s intent is that all patcels eligible for
infill be identified at one time by the local jurisdiction.

(1) The local jurisdiction is tesponsible for identifying in its general plan ot other
adopted planning document approved by the ALUC the qualifying locations
that lie within that jurisdiction’s boundaries. This action may take place in
conjunction with the process of amending a general plan for consistency with
the ALUC plan or may be submitted by the local agency for consideration by
the ALUC at the time of initial adoption of this Compatibility Plan.

(2) In cither case, the burden for demonstrating that a proposed development
qualifies as infill rests with the affected land use jurisdiction and/or project
proponent and is not the responsibility of the ALUC.
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SAN DIEGO COUNTYVY
REGIONAL AIRPORT AUTHORITY

Board Communication

Date: August 3, 2011
To: Board Members
From: Angela Shafer-Payne, Vice President, Planning and Operations )@é

Subject: ALUC ltem #2 — City of San Diego ALUCP Implementation Plan

Authority staff is in receipt of the August 2 letter from the City of San Diego (you received this
morning via email) addressed to the Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) wherein the City
outlines several outstanding issues related to the consistency determination for the City’s
Implementation Plan. This is Item #2 on the ALUC agenda for August 5, 2011. In staff's
review of the letter, several important errors or misstatements were identified. These are
briefly explained below.

1. The letter erroneously implies that ALUC staff's only outstanding issue is “applicability
of the adopted ALUCP infill policy to Montgomery.” While Montgomery remains a
concern, staff also has outstanding issues with the City’s application of the infill policy
to MCAS Miramar. The City’s application of the ALUCP infill policy (the
Implementation Plan} would permit the following incompatible noise uses that are
specifically prohibited in the adopted ALUCPs for both Montgomery and MCAS
Miramar:

Campgrounds

Parks/Playgrounds

Libraries

Hotels/Motels

Hospitals

Nature Exhibits and Zoos

Retirement Homes/Intermediate Care/Nursing Facilities (concern for Miramar plan
only)

Auditoriums/Assembly/Places of Worship (concern for Miramar plan only)
Amphitheaters (concern for Miramar plan only)

¢ Adult Schools/Colleges {concern for Miramar plan only)

2. The City's letter states that its proposal would be more restrictive than the adopted
ALUCPs. This is not true. The City's Implementation Plan is less restrictive, as it
would allow a number of uses that the ALUCPs specifically prohibit (see list above).



Memo to the Board
August 3, 2011
Page 2 of 2

SUBJECT: ALUC ltem #2 — City of San Diego ALUCP Implementation Plan

3. The City's letter states that “the only uses that would be eligible for noise infill under
the City’s Implementation Plan would be churches or intermediate care/nursing
facilities...and only if sound attenuated...” This again is not true, as stated above.

4. In addition to conflicting with the adopted ALUCPs for both Montgomery and MCAS
Miramar, the City’s application of infill is also in direct conflict with Public Utilities Code
(PUC) Section 21675(b) which states:

(b) The commission shall include, within its airport land use compatibility
plan formulated pursuant to subdivision (a), the area within the
jurisdiction of the commission surrounding any military airport for all of
the purposes specified in subdivision (a). The airport land use
compatibility plan shall be consistent with the safety and noise standards
in the Air Installation Compatible Use Zone prepared for that military
airport, This subdivision does not give the commission any jurisdiction or
authority over the territory or operations of any military airport.

As stated in this section, the ALUC is required to adopt ALUCPs for military
installations that are consistent with the AICUZ, as was done by the ALUC in October
2008 with your adoption of the ALUCP for MCAS Miramar. Staff cannot support the
City’s interpretation of infill for MCAS Miramar because it is inconsistent with the
AICUZ.

5. Finally, the City states that ALUC staff has incorrectly interpreted the adopted infill
policy in both the MCAS Miramar and Montgomery Field ALUCPs. While the policies
in the ALUCPs are written slightly differently, the content/intent of both ALUCPs is the
same. Simply stated, applying infill to incompatible noise uses is not permitted.

ALUC staff and City staff have made numerous attempts to resolve the interpretation issue,
to no avail. The City's statement regarding the need for a separate public process to address
their perceived issue is unnecessary because the ALUCPs do not need to be amended to
address any errors.

Please contact me at Ext. 2455 if you have questions.



City of San Diego
ALUCP Implementation Plan

Angela Jamison, Manager, Airport Planning
August 4, 2011




ALUCPs Adopted

Adopted ALUCPs for airports within City of San
Diego land use jurisdiction:

— October 2008: MCAS Miramar

— January 2010: Brown Field Municipal Airport
Gillespie Field
Montgomery Field



Public Utilities Code Mandate

* Following ALUCP adoption, affected local
agencies must do one of the following within
180 days:

— Incorporate the ALUCPs into a General Plan and
zoning code to iImplement through land use
permitting process

— Overrule the ALUCPs in whole or in part

— Refer all land use actions within an AlA to the ALUC
for consistency determination



Implementation Plan
Components

v Land Development Code Amendments
v Community Plan Amendments

v ALUCP Overlay Rezone

X Infill Development Maps and Policies



Infill Maps

 Infill maps must be approved by the ALUC:

“The parcel or parcels on which the project is to be situated Is
part of an area identified by the local agency on a
map as appropriate for infill development, the local
agency has submitted the map to the ALUC for infill identification

and processing, and the ALUC has concurred with the infill
identification.”

Source: Montgomery Field and Miramar ALUCPSs, Section 2.11.1.c.1



MCAS Miramar Infill
Development Area Map




Montgomery Infill Development
Area Map (Non-Residential)
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Montgomery Infill Development
Area Map (Residential)
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Montgomery Field ALUCP
Infill Policy

21 SPECIAL COMPATIBILITY CONSIDERATIONS

2.1.1 Infill: Where land uses not in conformance with the criteria set forth in this
Compatibility Plan exist in one area at the time of this Compatibility Plan’s
adoption, infill development of a similar land use may be allowed in that
area even If the proposed new land use is otherwise incompatible within
the factor/layer.

(a) Except as specifically provided below, all policies provided in this
Compatibility Plan shall apply to infill.

* By law, the City’s Implementation Plan must
be consistent with this ALUCP policy.



Infill Development Policies

CHAPTERS  WONTGOMERY FELD POLICES AND MAPS
CHAPTER 3 _MCAS MIRAMAR POLICIES AND MAFPS
Land Use Category ' Exterior Noize Exposure (dB CNEL)
MNste: buitinle fand wsz oatzpories and compathiliy oriteris may apply D apmfent 50-55 5560 60-65 6570 7075 T75-80 I I
- abbe lll-2
— Reiated — - -
i ‘Safety Compatbiity Criteria
I\olseﬂahles livesinck breeding or faming Lana lkse Types | Typical Uses Safety Tome
Zoos; animal shelters/kennels; interactive nature exhibits [ Mutipie land wse categaries and CBC
citeria may 3pply 1oa ropd Gog|l 1| 2|3 |a]|s |6 Crierta for Conaitional
[ Sae Phlcy 34750 ' . 'u'mfm
Mazimum Intensity| = Mzt intersity Covenge
- . {People/Grass Acre — shewide averags) | o | 70| 0| 10|20 :‘; mizs apgly to al Condifional uses: ¢
¥ = = Numbess beiow refer in:
home paks Interrsity with Risk, mmm:f“
community parks; regional parks; goif courses; Recuction Policy Objectives wa | 105 | 260 | 260 | a0 | M Fpbalte
tennis courts: athletic fields: outdoor spectator sports; {Peopie/Gross Acre - siiewite average) mit | .
Tai : on fagilities Nx:mmls!ﬂmlm
recreaton buildings: gymnasiums; club houses: Maxmum L of Coverage|
il s (Badg atprintshe sire) o | 50 | 60% | 70% | 70 [ 900%|
- Appicable o all condifional development
Caileges and Universities B
auditoriums: concert halls; indoor arenas: places of wor-
__ship Cikren Schocks, K- 12 E‘_;'
= ———
risons; reformatornies
pubdic satety facilities (=g, police, fire stations)
_ . . H,
cemeteries; cemetery chapels: mortuaries [Day Care Centers (>14 chilren) i
lesndmba] (including single-family. multi-tamily, and mo-
bile homes); tamily day care homes (514 children) Famity ey e Fomes (€14 cikren) H,

3, 4: Mo new sites or land acquisition; FAR
wanm' Centers, bertal Hospitts| | ! imits as indicated éor expansion of exising
mmmasﬂpusaq (except dochors ofices]| faciifes

See Poby 34 6@)4)

(Congregate Care Fadiies (5 dients): nursing| 4
mansajeﬁeanngmmngmnimm [romes, assisied Ring faciffies [IppeoK. 100 55| °, 5
- — inoor [Frsc Emergency Senvoes Faciffes: poice stions|
{except jaits), fre sttios
industrial; ing; research &
auto, marine, maﬂes&nepalrm car washes;
(gas stations; trucking, transportation terminals " — .
extractive industry; utilities; road, rail rights-of-way: - =
outdoor storage: public works yards; automobile parking;
solid waste facilities
Table MIR-1
Noise Compatibility Criteria
MCAS Miramar
351
36 MCAS Mimmar Aiport Land Use Compeatibily Pian (Adopted Ociober 2008) Land Ll

Jamery 25, 2070 Amended December 20 2010



Infill Development Policies

« The ALUCPs do not allow a project to be
designated as Infill if it is “incompatible” with any
Issue (noise and safety; I.e. red)

Note: The only exception is for Residential dwellings
which are allowed up to 70 dB CNEL with sound
attenuation and avigation easement



City Implementation Plan is
Not Consistent

 The City’s plan would allow otherwise
prohibited (red) uses in terms of noise If
that project is designated as infill



Affected Areas near
Montgomery Field

Noise Contours

| 6085 CNEL
| 65-70 CNEL
[ | 70-75CNEL
[ 75-80 CNEL




Affected Areas near
Montgomery Field

| B0-65CNEL
| 65-70 CNEL
7| 7075 CNEL
I 75-80 CNEL




Affected Areas near
MCAS Miramar
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Public Utilities Code

We must also be consistent with the AICUZ.

PUC Section 21675(b) states:

“...The airport land use compatibility plan shall be
consistent with the safety and noise standards in
the Air Installation Compatible Use Zone prepared
for that military airport...”

16



Recommended Conditions to
City Implementation Plan

e Exclude Brown Field Municipal Airport from infill
development eligibility, as no infill map was
submitted for ALUC concurrence

 Allow Infill eligibility only for “conditionally
compatible” (yellow) uses for safety
density/intensity; exclude any “incompatible”
(red) uses, according to ALUCP noise and
safety policies



Infill Policy

Gillespie Field and Montgomery Field states:

2.11.1 Infill: Where land uses not in conformance with the criteria set forth in this Compatibility Plan
exist in one area at the time of this Compatibility Plan’s adoption, infill development of a similar
land use may be allowed in that area even if the proposed new land use is otherwise incompatible
within the factor/layer.

(a) Except as specifically provided below, all policies provided in this Compatibility Plan shall
apply to infill.
(b) Infill development is not permitted in the following locations.

(1) No type of infill development shall be permitted in Safety Zone 1 (the runway protection
zones).

(2) Residential infill shall not be permitted within Safety Zone 2 or Safety Zone 5, except as
provided in Policy 2.11.4.

(3) Residential infill development shall not be allowed where the dwellings would be
exposed to noise levels of more than 70dB CNEL.

(4) Infill is not applicable within Review Area 2 as land uses are not restricted in this area,
other than with respect to height limits, related airspace protection policies, and
overflight notification requirements.
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