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ERRATA SHEET  
FOR THE GILLESPIE FIELD 70-ACRE REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT 

PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  
 

This Errata Sheet identifies changes to the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report 

(DPEIR) for the Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project. The text of the DPEIR has not 

been altered. This Errata Sheet identifies specific locations in the DPEIR where changes have 

been made based on comments received during the public review period and changes made for 

the purpose of providing more current information. Deletions to the DPEIR are shown as 

strikethrough text and revisions/additions are shown as underlined text. 

 

The following is a list of pages and locations (section, page, and paragraph) in which the 

changes are to be included in this Final PEIR. 
 

FINAL PEIR Section LOCATION (Section, Page, Paragraph) 
1. Table of Contents Acronyms and Abbreviations 
2. Summary Chapter Section S.1.2, Page S-2, first paragraph  
3. Summary Chapter Section S.4, Page S-2, fifth paragraph  
4. Summary Chapter Section S.5, Page S-3 second paragraph 
5. Summary Chapter Table S-1 
6. Chapter 1 Section 1.2.1.2, Page 1-3, second paragraph 
7. Chapter 1 Section 1.6, Page 1-6, third paragraph 
8. Chapter 1 Section 1.8, Page 1-7 
9. Chapter 1 Table 1.1 
10. Chapter 1 Table 1.2 
11. Chapter 2 Section 2.1.2.1, Page 2-7, fifth paragraph 
12. Chapter 2 Section 2.1.2.4, Page 2-9, third paragraph 
13. Chapter 2 Section 2.1.3, Page 2-10, fourth paragraph 
14. Chapter 2 Section 2.1.3, Page 2-11, third paragraph 
15. Chapter 2 Section 2.2.2, Page 2-24, first paragraph 
16. Chapter 2 Section 2.2.3, Page 2-24, third paragraph 
17. Chapter 2 Section 2.2.3.1, Page 2-26, third paragraph 
18. Chapter 2 Section 2.2.3.1, Page 2-26, fourth paragraph 
19. Chapter 2 Section 2.2.3.1, Page 2-26, (new) fifth paragraph 
20. Chapter 2 Section 2.2.3.2, Page 2-27, last paragraph 
21. Chapter 2 Section 2.2.4, Page 2-29, third paragraph 
22. Chapter 2 Section 2.2.4, Page 2-29, fourth paragraph 
23. Chapter 2 Section 2.2.6, Page 2-30, second paragraph 
24. Chapter 2 Section 2.2.6, Page 2-30, fourth paragraph 
25. Chapter 2 Section 2.2.7, Page 2-31, third paragraph 
26. Chapter 2 Section 2.2, Figure 2.2-2 
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27. Chapter 2 Section 2.3.1.3, Page 2-41, second paragraph 
28. Chapter 2 Section 2.3.2.1, Page 2-43, first paragraph 
29. Chapter 2 Section 2.3.2.2, Page 2-43, sixth paragraph 
30. Chapter 2 Section 2.3.3, Page 2-45, second paragraph 
31. Chapter 2 Section 2.3.5, Page 2-46, fifth paragraph 
32. Chapter 2 Section 2.3.6, Page 2-47, second and third paragraphs 
33. Chapter 3 Section 3.1.1.6, Page 3-4, third paragraph 
34. Chapter 3 Section 3.1.2.1, Page 3-8, (new) third paragraph 
35. Chapter 3 Section 3.1.2.7, Page 3-15, fourth paragraph 
36. Chapter 3 Section 3.1.5.4, Page 3-51, third paragraph 
37. Chapter 3 Section 3.1.6.3, Page 3-62, third paragraph 
38. Chapter 3 Section 3.1.6.3, Page 3-63, first paragraph 
39. Chapter 3 Section 3.1.6.3, Page 3-64, second paragraph 
40. Chapter 3 Section 3.1.6.3, Page 3-64, fourth paragraph 
41. Chapter 3 Section 3.1.6.6, Page 3-66, second paragraph 
42. Chapter 3 Section 3.1.6.6, Page 3-66 third paragraph 
43. Chapter 3 Section 3.1.6.6, Page 3-67 first paragraph 
44. Chapter 3 Section 3.1.7.3, Page 3-76 first and second paragraphs 
45. Chapter 3 Section 3.1.7.4, Page 3-77 third paragraph 
46. Chapter 3 Section 3.1.7.5, Page 3-79 second paragraph 
47. Chapter 3 Section 3.1.8.1, Page 3-103, third paragraph 
48. Chapter 3 Section 3.1.8.1, Page 3-103, fifth paragraph 
49. Chapter 3 Section 3.1.8.1, Page 3-107, third paragraph 
50. Chapter 4 Section 4.3.2.3, Page 4-4, sixth paragraph 
51. Chapter 4 Section 4.4.2.2, Page 4-6, fourth paragraph 
52. Chapter 4 Section 4.4.2.3, Page 4-7, first paragraph 
53. Chapter 4 Table 4.1 
54. Chapter 5 Section 5.2, Pages 5-4 and 5-5 
55. Chapter 7 Section 7.1.2, Page 7-3, third paragraph 
56. Chapter 7 Section 7.1.2, Page 7-3, fifth paragraph 
57. Chapter 7 Section 7.1.3, Page 7-4, (new) third paragraph 
58. Chapter 7 Section 7.2.2, Page 7-5, fourth paragraph 
59. Chapter 7 Section 7.2.2, Page 7-5, sixth paragraph 
60. Chapter 7 Section 7.2.3, Page 7-5, seventh paragraph 
61. Chapter 7 Section 7.2.5, Page 7-9, first paragraph 
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The following changes are incorporated into the text of the Final PEIR: 

1. Table of Contents, Acronyms and Abbreviations has been revised as follows: 
 
SDCRAA San Diego County Regional Airport Authority 

 
2. Summary Chapter, Section S.1.2, Page S-2, first paragraph  has been revised as 

follows: 
 
The County is the CEQA Lead Agency for the public infrastructure improvements as described 
above; therefore the County will review and conduct subsequent environmental review on these 
projects as discussed further in Section 1.5 of this PEIR.  
 
3. Summary Chapter, Section S.4, Page S-2, fifth paragraph  has been revised as 

follows: 
 
The County Board of Supervisors (Board) would be required to determine if the benefits of the 
proposed project outweigh the potential significant unavoidable impacts related to traffic and 
transportation. In making this decision, the Board will have to balance the benefits of the 
Proposed Project against the unavoidable significant effects. The Board will also need to decide 
whether significant impacts to biological resources, and hazardous materials, and traffic and 
transportation can be reduced to less than significant with implementation of proposed 
mitigation measures, or whether or not to adopt a Project Alternative that would reduce the 
impact to less than significant. 
 
4. Summary Chapter, Section S.5, Page S-3, second paragraph  has been revised as 

follows: 
 
Alternatives are required to be identified and evaluated to determine if they would lessen or 
avoid significant impacts identified in Chapter 2.0. The following three two alternatives are 
compared in this PEIR to the Pproposed Pproject and are summarized below in order of 
environmental superiority based on the detailed analysis in Chapter 4.0. 
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5. Summary Chapter, Table S.1 has been revised as follows: 

Table S.1. Summary of Significant Effects and Mitigation Measures 

Impact Number and Description of Impact Mitigation Measure 
Significance 

After Mitigation 

HZ-1. Grading or excavation on the site may 
disturb contaminated soil, presenting potential 
health risks to construction workers. Additionally, 
the presence of contaminated soil on the site may 
present significant health risks to future occupants 
of the site. Excavation on the site may encounter 
soil and/or groundwater contaminated with TCE 
and 1,4-dioxane originating from the Ketema 
plume, presenting potential health risks to workers 
on the site or during operation of the proposed on-
site aviation uses. This would be considered a 
significant indirect impact. 

M-HZ-1a. County Airports shall prepare a Soil Management Plan 
and/or groundwater dewatering and treatment system to remove, 
treat, or otherwise reduce the contaminant concentrations to below 
human or ecological health risk thresholds related to the construction 
of the taxiway, apron area, drainage facilities, and utility facilities on 
the site.  
This mitigation measure shall be implemented prior to the 
development of aviation-related uses on the Proposed Project site. 
Eexcavation of contaminated soil related to the construction of the 
taxiway, apron area, drainage facilities, and utility facilities on the site. 
shall require preparation of a The Soil Management Plan shall be 
prepared in accordance with the Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) and the County Department of Environmental Health (DEH) 
requirements prior to grading and construction to properly assess, 
handle, contain, and segregate soil excavated or graded from the site. 
The Soil Management Plan shall outline methods for characterizing 
and classifying soil for off-site disposal, as needed during site 
development. The County prepared a Soil Management Plan (Rincon 
2011c) for the Proposed Project to comply with this measure and it is 
included in Appendix E of this PEIR. 

Less than 
Significant 

M-HZ-1b. As a condition of lease agreements for development 
between the County and private developers, County Airports shall 
require individual project developers to prepare and implement a Soil 
Management Plan and/or groundwater dewatering and treatment 
system to remove, treat, or otherwise reduce the contaminant 
concentrations to below human or ecological health risk thresholds 
and before any discharge to a public sewer system or storm drain. 
This mitigation measure shall be implemented prior to the 
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Table S.1. Summary of Significant Effects and Mitigation Measures 

Impact Number and Description of Impact Mitigation Measure 
Significance 

After Mitigation 

development of aviation-related uses on the Proposed Project site. 
Eexcavation of contaminated soil related to the private development of 
aviation-related uses on the Proposed Project site. shall require 
preparation of a The Soil Management Plan shall be prepared in 
accordance with EPA and County DEH requirements prior to grading 
and construction to properly assess, handle, contain, and segregate 
soil excavated or graded from the site. The Soil Management Plan 
shall outline methods for characterizing and classifying soil for off-site 
disposal, as needed during site development. The Soil Management 
Plan for the private development projects shall be prepared by each 
individual developer and can tier off the Soil Management Plan 
already prepared for the public development portion, which is included 
in Appendix E 

TR-1. Addition of the Proposed Project traffic would 
exceed the significance thresholds at the segment 
of Bradley Avenue between the SR-67 southbound 
and northbound ramps because it would add 218 
Average Daily Trips (ADTs) under LOS E 
conditions, which is greater than the significance 
threshold of 200 ADT for a two-lane roadway 
operating under LOS E conditions. This results in a 
significant direct impact 

M-TR-1/2. Mitigation for direct impacts to the segment of Bradley 
Avenue between the SR-67 southbound and northbound ramps and 
the intersection of Bradley Avenue and the SR-67 northbound ramp 
can be achieved through project phasing. The Bradley Avenue 
interchange project proposes capacity improvements that would 
improve the LOS at this location. The Traffic Impact Study for the 
Proposed Project (Appendix I to the PEIR) indicates that the 
significant traffic impacts would not occur prior to construction of 
County infrastructure and 21.5 acres of private aviation development 
(Phase I).  By delaying the remaining 33.5 acres (Phase II) until 
completion of capacity improvements at the Bradley Avenue 
interchange, significant traffic impacts are avoided. Lease agreements 
for Phase II of the private aviation development will not commence 
until completion of the Bradley Avenue interchange project. 
 
Caltrans proposes to reconstruct the existing SR-67 interchange at 

Less Than 
Significant 
Significant and 
Unmitigable 

TR-2. Addition of the Proposed Project traffic would 
exceed the significance threshold at the 
intersection of Bradley Avenue and the SR-67 
northbound ramps because it increases the delay 
by 5.5 seconds, which is greater than the 
significance threshold of 2 seconds for LOS E 
conditions (PM peak hour). This results in a 

Less Than 
Significant 
Significant and 
Unmitigable 
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Table S.1. Summary of Significant Effects and Mitigation Measures 

Impact Number and Description of Impact Mitigation Measure 
Significance 

After Mitigation 

significant direct impact. Bradley Avenue. The construction schedule for this Caltrans project is 
not known at this time. The Bradley Avenue/SR-67 interchange project 
is estimated to cost approximately $34 million, and is included in the 
2030 San Diego Regional Transportation Plan. Proposed 
improvements to the Bradley Avenue/SR-67 interchange would 
alleviate existing traffic congestion at this interchange, and could 
accommodate increased traffic volumes as a result of the Proposed 
Project. However, because the Bradley Avenue/SR-67 interchange 
project is not under the direct oversight or jurisdiction of the County, the 
County cannot anticipate that these improvements would be completed 
prior to implementation of the Proposed Project. Therefore, direct 
impacts would be significant and unmitigable. 
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6. Chapter 1, Section 1.2.1.2, Page 1-3, second paragraph has been revised as follows: 
 
A Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) would be issued by FAA for the With FAA final 
unconditional approval of the ALP, which depicts the Proposed Project improvements. Upon 
FAA’s issuance of the FONSI,would be issued with the Finding of No Significant Impact 
(FONSI) pursuant to the NEPA document, initial construction would commence includinge the 
redevelopment of the Proposed Project site with infrastructure facilities prior to the private 
development. Full implementation (or build-out) of the Proposed Project site is not anticipated to 
occur until 2019. 
 
7. Chapter 1, Section 1.6, Page 1-6, third paragraph has been revised as follows: 
 
The County, as the CEQA Lead Agency for the Proposed Project, is not subject to City of El 
Cajon regulations. In order to secure building permits, each private developer proposing future 
private development at Gillespie Field will need to comply with the City of El Cajon plans and 
regulations. The proposed uses for the 70-acre site include taxiways, runway access, 
infrastructure facilities, hangar spaces, aircraft tie-downs, apron area, automobile parking, 
aircraft maintenance space, and aviation office and business space. All of these uses are 
consistent with the City of El Cajon General Plan industrial land use designation and the 
manufacturing zone that applies to the site. The City of El Cajon General Plan also includes a 
Special Development Area Overlay to allow flexibility for uses within Gillespie Field, specifically 
for airport-related support facilities and office uses. Since future aviation uses on the Proposed 
Project site must conform to the requirements of the Special Development Overlay, it is not 
anticipated that any future developments under the Proposed Project would be in conflict with 
the intent of the Special Development Overlay.  
 
All future private development at Gillespie Field would be subject to a lease agreement with the 
County, then approvals by the City of El Cajon. Accordingly, when private developers propose 
building and grading permit applications, the City of El Cajon shall review conformity of the 
proposed use with their established policies and regulations to ensure compatibility with their 
local land use plans and policies.  
 
Pursuant to CEQA Section 15168, the City of El Cajon can use this PEIR during the project 
permitting review of future private development. In addition, compliance with the regulations and 
project design features listed in this PEIR will be a requirement of the lease agreement future 
private developers must enter into with the County.  
 
8. Chapter 1, Section 1.8 (starts on Page 1-7) has been revised as follows: 
 
The City of El Cajon is largely built out and, therefore, future development is largely constrained 
within this jurisdiction. The City is now focusing on business growth and redevelopment. The 
lack of vacant land makes residential growth limited. Housing units are projected to grow only 
87 percent between 2000 and 2030, and population is projected to grow only 1411 percent. 
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Employment is expected to grow a moderate 2815 percent. This level of growth is much lower 
than what is projected for the entire County.  
 
The City of Santee is in the process of developing a substantial residential base. SANDAG 
forecasts that the total population for the area will increase 36% percent during the 30-year 
period from 2000 to 2030. In comparison, the population of the County will grow 42%. With good 
economic indicators, available land for development, a skilled labor force, transit linkage to 
downtown San Diego by trolley and bus, and access to three regional freeways, the City of 
Santee offers good opportunities for economic growth and expansion.  
 
Growth-inducing impacts refer to effects from development that possess characteristics such as 
being located in isolated, undeveloped or under developed areas necessitating the extension of 
major infrastructure (e.g., roadways, sewer and water lines and facilities, etc.), or other services 
that encourage unanticipated growth. Projects that induce new development in areas requiring 
major new infrastructure, employment centers, or residential communities may be considered to 
have growth-inducing impacts. The causes of growth typically involve a complex and varied 
relationship among several factors including economic setting, employment opportunities, 
natural population increase, public policies, and local environment. All of these influence the 
rate and extent of growth, but economic and employment opportunities (and to a lesser extent 
local birthrates) are considered the most important factors in the San Diego region. Regardless 
of the environmental amenities or favorable local attitudes toward growth in a specific area, 
significant sustained population growth will normally not occur without adequate employment 
opportunities.  
 
The Proposed Project includes the redevelopment of a site within the City of El Cajon that is 
zoned for commercial/industrial uses and is completely surrounded by urban development. 
Gillespie Field has provided a home to aviation services and business space in its existing 
location for over 70 years. The redevelopment of the Proposed Project site is an extension of 
these existing uses and will allow the airport to accommodate the increasing need to provide 
aviation-related uses in the area. This would include the same types of commercial uses as the 
surrounding uses currently operating at Gillespie Field. This would not result in a substantial 
need for increased or expanded public services to the area, which may remove obstacles to 
growth. 
 
The Proposed Project and continued development of Gillespie Field has been anticipated in 
regional and local land use planning documents such as the County of San Diego General Plan, 
Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP), FAA’s Airport Improvement Program, as well as 
planning documents of local jurisdictions such as the Cities of El Cajon and Santee General 
Plans. As discussed further in this PEIR, various planning documents were evaluated for 
consistency with aviation development at Gillespie Field. The site is an existing 757-acre facility 
surrounded by urban development, and the Proposed Project would have no impact on growth 
in the area. The existing 757-acre facility currently supports aviation infrastructure, as well as 
aviation and non-aviation businesses. As such, the Proposed Project would not substantially 
change the economic characteristics of the surrounding area. In addition, given that Gillespie 
Field is connected to the transportation network by major highways (SR-52, SR-125, SR-67, 
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and I-8) and offers a trolley station (serving both Orange and Green lines), new major 
transportation infrastructure and residential development and relocations are not required 
because the site is easily accessible from existing homes. Accordingly, the Proposed Project 
would not generate a need for the construction of additional housing or major transportation 
infrastructure. Furthermore, the Proposed Project is a revenue generating project for the County 
through the lease agreements with private developers; however, it does not involve residential 
development and is not anticipated to substantially increase employment opportunities in the 
area.  
 
The addition of 55 acres of commercial development to an existing 757-acre facility already 
providing similar services is a relatively small increase. The proportional increase of on-airport 
employment opportunities would provide an economic benefit to the surrounding areas. 
However, this job sector improvement would be adequately accommodated by the existing 
community as discussed and anticipated in local and regional planning documents. Accordingly, 
the Proposed Project would not create a secondary effect that would require or necessitate the 
need of additional housing due to population growth, or the need for additional transportation 
facilities. Furthermore, the Proposed Project would alleviate the existing unmet demand for 
based aviation support facilities, and bring the County into compliance with FAA forecasts and 
grant assurances as described in Sections S.1, S.1.2, 1.1 and discussed in the project 
objectives. Therefore, the Proposed Project will not substantially induce growth and will not 
result in substantial growth-inducement impacts within the local community or the region. 
Therefore, the Proposed Project would not result in growth-inducement as it would not cause a 
substantial need for increased services to the area, nor would it result in population growth 
requiring the need for residential development. 
 
9. Chapter 1, Table 1.1 has been revised as follows: 

 

Table 1.1. Matrix of Approvals/Permits 

Approving Agency Discretionary Approval/Permit 

County of San Diego 

Certification of the PEIR and adoption of a MMRP 

Apply for and accept grant funds for construction  

Authorization to advertise and award a contract for construction of County 
infrastructure improvements 

Board of Supervisors approval for lease agreements for any proposed 
private development at Gillespie Field 

San Diego County 
Regional Airport Authority 

Airport Land Use Commission findings in a Statement of Consistency with 
the adopted Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) for Gillespie Field 

 
 
 
 
 



Errata 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report B-10 

10. Chapter 1, Table 1.2 has been revised as follows: 

Table 1.2. Cumulative Projects 

Map 
Indicator 

Project Name 
and Case 
Number 

Location 
Project 

Description 
Status Project-Level Related Impacts 

21 

Pacific Scene 
Industrial Park 

(Also referred to 
as Forester 

Creek Industrial 
Park) 

Unknown Case 
Number 

Northwestern 
Corner of 

Cuyamaca 
Avenue and 

Weld 
Boulevard 

APN 
38719006 

 

Industrial Park 
– 

470,000 sf of 
industrial uses 

Pending 
approval; Final 
prepared 5/09 

Final EIR 
certified 
8/11/09 

Significant Impacts: Air Quality 
(significant and unavoidable 
construction and operation), 
Biological Resources (15.6 acres of 
non-native grassland; M.M. = off-site 
acquisition of 7.8 acres) (nesting birds 
impact – M.M. = pre-construction 
surveys and maintaining a 500-foot 
buffer); Ambrosia impact – M.M. = 
compliance with Section 7 and 10a of 
Endangered Species Act; and 
preparation of habitat conservation 
plan) (wetlands impact at Forester 
Creek due to fill of jurisdictional waters 
– M.M. = wetland mitigation and 
monitoring plan) 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
(construction period air traffic hazard – 
M.M. = coordination with airport 
manager and submitting Notice to 
Airmen) 
Noise (operation of HVAC equipment 
M.M. = noise walls around the HVAC 
equipment) 
Transportation and Traffic (direct 
impact and cumulative impacts to 
features unrelated to Gillespie project). 

23 
Electrical 

Peaker Plant 
222 N. 

Johnson Ave. 

Additional 
power 

generator at an 
existing 
SDG&E 

substation on 
2.2 acres 

Negative 
Declaration 
approved 
7/13/09. 
prepared 

5-09. Project 
construction 

complete 

Less than Significant Impacts: Land 
Use and Growth Inducement, Geologic 
Conditions, Hydrology and Water 
Quality, Air Quality and Odor, 
Transportation, Traffic, and Parking, 
Mineral Resources, Health and Safety, 
Noise, Public Services, Facilities, and 
Public Utilities, and Visual Effects and 
Neighborhood Character 
No Biological Resources Impact - 
paved site 
Not within Gillespie Field Land Use 
Plan 
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11. Chapter 2, Section 2.1.2.1, Page 2-7, fifth paragraph has been revised as follows: 
 
No other special-status plant species were found to occur within the Proposed Project site. The 
County will conduct focused special-status floral surveys prior to project construction. If 
additional special-status floral species are detected, impacts will be evaluated in accordance 
with the County guidelines and applicable regulations as overseen by a qualified biologist. 

 
12. Chapter 2, Section 2.1.2.4, Page 2-9, third paragraph has been revised as follows: 
 
Although no raptors and migratory birds have been observed on-site, full implementation or 
build-out of the Proposed Project site is not anticipated to occur until the entire 70-acres is fully 
developed in 2019. The likelihood that the Proposed Project site would support suitable nesting 
habitat for raptors and migratory birds is low as long as regular maintenance and mowing is 
conducted to prevent suitable habitat vegetation to re-grow at the site (AMEC 2011). The 
County would continue regular maintenance of the Proposed Project site until build-out and 
conduct preconstruction nesting bird surveys for all future construction activities that are within 
the breeding season (i.e., January 15 February 1 to August 31 30). 
 
13. Chapter 2, Section 2.1.3, Page 2-10, fourth paragraph has been revised as follows: 
 
The cumulative study area encompasses a 1-mile radius around the Proposed Project site. This 
boundary was extended to accommodate for cumulative projects with impacts to biological 
resources, specifically San Diego ambrosia. This is an appropriate cumulative boundary 
because the area surrounding the Proposed Project is fully developed and does not provide 
natural boundaries. 
 
14. Chapter 2, Section 2.1.3, Page 2-11, third paragraph has been revised as follows: 
 
Impacts to non-native grassland from the Proposed Project do not make constitute a 
cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact to this vegetation 
community due to the small proportion of non-native grassland impacts (1.1 acres) relative to 
the overall non-native grassland impacted (56.30) within the cumulative study area. 
 
15. Chapter 2, Section 2.2.2, Page 2-24, first paragraph has been revised as follows: 
 
County of San Diego, DEH Hazardous Materials Division UST Program 
 
The Hazardous Materials Division (HMD) is one of the four divisions of the Department of 
Environmental Health (DEH). The primary goal of the Hazardous Materials Division (HMD) is to 
protect public health and the environment by promoting compliance with applicable laws and 
regulations. HMD is the Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA) for San Diego County 
responsible for regulating hazardous materials business plans and chemical inventory, 
hazardous waste and tiered permitting, underground storage tanks, aboveground petroleum 
storage and risk management plans. As such, under the California Hazardous Waste Control 
Act, State of California Health and Safety Code, Division 20, Chapter 6.5, and the California 
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Code of Regulations Title 22, the County (DEH) has the authority to serve as the lead oversight 
regulatory agency (i.e. authorized local health officer) concerning hazardous materials. The 
DEH Hazardous Materials Division (HMD) UST Program administers and enforces federal and 
state laws and regulations and local ordinances for the construction, installation, modification, 
upgrade, and removal of USTs in San Diego County. If contamination is discovered or likely to 
be present, owners or operators of USTs are required by law to report the contamination to the 
DEH HMD and SAM programs and to take corrective action. 
 
16. Chapter 2, Section 2.2.3, Page 2-24, third paragraph has been revised as follows: 
 
The identified significance thresholds for impacts related to hazardous materials are based on 
criteria provided in the County’s Guidelines for Determining Significance to Hazardous Materials 
(County 2007g), and to Emergency Response Plans (County 2007h), and Wildland Fire and 
Fire Protection (2010d). These Guidelines were adapted from Appendix G of the CEQA 
Guidelines.  
 
17. Chapter 2, Section 2.2.3.1, Page 2-26, third paragraph has been revised as follows: 
 
Design features, when incorporated into the design of future redevelopment on the Proposed 
Project site, would avoid a significant hazard to the public or the environment. During 
construction of the public infrastructure improvements, Tthe County shall ensure that all 
contractors and subcontractor project personnel receive training regarding the appropriate work 
practices necessary to comply with the applicable environmental laws and regulations related to 
hazardous material spill prevention and response measures. The County shall prepare and 
implement a Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure Plan (SPCC Plan) to address 
routine use of hazardous materials, in conformance with title 40, CFR, Part 112; and a Storm 
Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) in conformance with the State Water Resources 
Control Board prior to the construction of facilities improvements to reduce pollutants in storm 
water runoff. Additionally, as a condition of lease agreements for private development, the 
County shall require project developers of individual development projects to prepare a SWPPP 
and Business Emergency Plan (BEP) to address transport, storage, use, and disposal of 
hazardous materials following construction of proposed developments. 
 
18. Chapter 2, Section 2.2.3.1, Page 2-26, fourth paragraph has been revised as follows: 
 
Grading or excavation on the site which may encounter soil and/or groundwater contaminated 
with TCE and 1,4-dioxane originating from the Ketema plume could present potential health 
risks to workers on the site or during operation of the proposed on-site aviation uses. This is a 
significant indirect impact (HZ-1). 
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19. Chapter 2, Section 2.2.3.1, Page 2-26, (new) fifth paragraph has been added as 
follows: 

 
Although the Proposed Project has the potential to handle regulated substances subject to 
CalARP RMP requirements, no school or day care are located within 0.25 mile of the Proposed 
Project. Therefore, no impact would occur. 
 
20. Chapter 2, Section 2.2.3.2, Page 2-27, last paragraph has been revised as follows: 
 
The EDR database searches did not identifiedy thirty sites located within one-quarter mile of the 
Proposed Project site (including eight adjacent properties that generate, store, or dispose of 
hazardous materials) that are listed as being included on a list of hazardous materials sites 
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 or on a hazardous release site 
identified by the DTSC compiled and updated pursuant to Section 25356 of the California 
H&SC, including landfills, burn ash, or munitions. The EDR search did, however, identify eight 
adjacent properties as sites that generate, store, or dispose of hazardous materials. A review of 
those sites indicated no evidence that a hazardous substance release occurred (Rincon 2011a). 
Therefore, there is no significant impact with respect to listings of hazardous materials sites 
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 or on a hazardous release site 
identified by the DTSC compiled and updated pursuant to Section 25356 of the California 
H&SC. As analyzed above in Section 2.2.3.1, soil and/or groundwater contaminated with TCE 
and 1,4-dioxane from the Ketema plume, as well as TPH and PCB, were identified. However, 
the Proposed Project would not result in human or environmental exposure to soils or 
groundwater that exceed the identified state and federal thresholds for applicable contaminants. 
Furthermore, the Proposed Project site is currently vacant and graded and will require no 
demolition prior to construction. Therefore, there is no potential for the Proposed Project to 
create a public health hazard related to ACM, LBP, or other hazardous building materials. 
 
21. Chapter 2, Section 2.2.4, Page 2-29, third paragraph has been revised as follows: 
 
Potential impacts to hazardous materials and hazards associated with the Proposed Project 
include: impacts related to the accidental spills of hazardous materials during construction or 
future operation of the redevelopment that could cause soil or groundwater contamination or 
potentially impact storm water runoff; and disturbance of contaminated soil and groundwater 
during construction activities or the operational phase of the project and/or excavation on the 
site that could encounter soil and/or groundwater contaminated with TCE and 1,4-dioxane 
originating from the Ketema plume, that could present potential health risks to construction 
workers or to future occupants of the site. 
 
22. Chapter 2, Section 2.2.4, Page 2-29, fourth paragraph has been revised as follows: 
 
However, as required by CEQA and applicable federal, state, and local laws (i.e., CERCLA, 
Uniform Fire Code, Hazardous Materials Release Response Plans and Inventory Act, etc.), 
each existing hazard or hazardous environmental condition must be mitigated or have a plan 
developed to safely protect the public from the hazard. 
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23. Chapter 2, Section 2.2.6, Page 2-30, second paragraph has been revised as follows: 
 
This mitigation measure shall be implemented prior to the development of aviation-related uses 
on the Proposed Project site. Eexcavation of contaminated soil related to the construction of the 
taxiway, apron area, drainage facilities, and utility facilities on the site. shall require preparation 
of a The Soil Management Plan shall be prepared in accordance with the Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) and the County Department of Environmental Health (DEH) 
requirements prior to grading and construction to properly assess, handle, contain, and 
segregate soil excavated or graded from the site. The Soil Management Plan shall outline 
methods for characterizing and classifying soil for off-site disposal, as needed during site 
development. 
 
24. Chapter 2, Section 2.2.6, Page 2-30, fourth paragraph has been revised as follows: 
 
As a condition of lease agreements for development between the County and private 
developers, County Airports shall require individual project developers to prepare and 
implement a Soil Management Plan and/or groundwater dewatering and treatment system to 
remove, treat, or otherwise reduce the contaminant concentrations to below human or 
ecological health risk thresholds and before any discharge to a public sewer system or storm 
drain. This mitigation measure shall be implemented prior to the development of aviation-related 
uses on the Proposed Project site. Eexcavation of contaminated soil related to the private 
development of aviation-related uses on the Proposed Project site. shall require preparation of a 
The Soil Management Plan shall be prepared in accordance with EPA and County DEH 
requirements prior to grading and construction to properly assess, handle, contain, and 
segregate soil excavated or graded from the site. The Soil Management Plan shall outline 
methods for characterizing and classifying soil for off-site disposal, as needed during site 
development. The Soil Management Plan for the private development projects shall be prepared 
by each individual developer and can tier off the Soil Management Plan already prepared for the 
public development portion, which is included in Appendix E. 
 
25. Chapter 2, Section 2.2.7, Page 2-31, third paragraph has been revised as follows: 
 
The Proposed Project has the potential to result in the use, storage, transport, or disposal of 
hazardous materials during construction or future operation of the Proposed Project. However, 
potential impacts would be avoided reduced to less than significant by requiring the identified 
design features, including appropriate training regarding work practices of construction 
contractors and subcontractors related to transport and handling of hazardous materials prior to 
construction; monitoring of construction activities to ensure compliance with required 
regulations; and ensuring a SWPPP is prepared and implemented. 
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26. Chapter 2, Section 2.2, Figure 2.2-2 has been replaced with the following: 
 

 
 

27. Chapter 2, Section 2.3.1.3, Page 2-41, second paragraph has been revised as follows: 
 
The Congestion Management Program (CMP), adopted in January 2003 by the San Diego 
Association of Governments (SANDAG) Board, requires a large project (greater than 2,400 ADT 
or more than 200 peak hour trips) to analyze its impact on the CMP transportation system. A 



Errata 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report B-16 

CMP analysis was not prepared for the project because it would generate less than 2,400 ADT 
and less than 200 peak hour trips (SANDAG 2003).  
 
28. Chapter 2, Section 2.3.2.1, Page 2-43, first paragraph has been revised as follows: 
 
Therefore, the Proposed Project would result in a potentially significant impact to roadway 
segments (TR-1). The County may coordinate with Caltrans to identify suitable measures that 
would contribute in the reduction of impacts. 
 
29. Chapter 2, Section 2.3.2.2, Page 2-43, sixth paragraph has been revised as follows: 
 
Therefore, the Proposed Project would result in a potentially significant impact to signalized 
intersections (TR-2). The County may coordinate with Caltrans to identify suitable measures 
that would contribute in the reduction of impacts. 
 
30. Chapter 2, Section 2.3.3, Page 2-45, second paragraph has been revised as follows: 
 
The County Guidelines for Determining Significance require the cumulative impact analysis to 
consider the existing conditions as compared to “existing + cumulative + Proposed Project 
conditions”. The guidelines state that a project, which results in contribution to a cumulative 
significant impact, must mitigate its share of the cumulative impacts. The County may 
coordinate with Caltrans to identify suitable measures that would contribute in the reduction of 
impacts. 
 
31. Chapter 2, Section 2.3.5, Page 2-46, fifth paragraph has been revised as follows: 
 
The following mitigation measures would be incorporated into implementation of the Proposed 
Project: 
 
Impacts TR-1 and TR-2: Impacts to Roadway Segments and Intersections 
 
M-TR-1/2 Mitigation for direct impacts to the segment of Bradley Avenue between the SR-

67 southbound and northbound ramps and the intersection of Bradley Avenue 
and the SR-67 northbound ramp can be achieved through project phasing. The 
Bradley Avenue interchange project proposes capacity improvements that would 
improve the LOS at this location. The Traffic Impact Study for the Proposed 
Project (Appendix I to the PEIR) indicates that the significant traffic impacts 
would not occur prior to construction of County infrastructure and 21.5 acres of 
private aviation development (Phase I).  By delaying the remaining 33.5 acres 
(Phase II) until completion of capacity improvements at the Bradley Avenue 
interchange, significant traffic impacts are avoided. Lease agreements for Phase 
II of the private aviation development will not commence until completion of the 
Bradley Avenue interchange project. 

 
Caltrans proposes to reconstruct the existing SR-67 interchange at Bradley Avenue. The 
construction schedule for this Caltrans project is not known at this time. The Bradley Avenue/SR-
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67 interchange project is estimated to cost approximately $34 million, and is included in the 2030 
San Diego Regional Transportation Plan. Proposed improvements to the Bradley Avenue/SR-67 
interchange would alleviate existing traffic congestion at this interchange, and could 
accommodate increased traffic volumes as a result of the Proposed Project. However, because 
the Bradley Avenue/SR-67 interchange project is not under the direct oversight or jurisdiction of 
the County, the County cannot anticipate that these improvements would be completed prior to 
implementation of the Proposed Project. Therefore, direct impacts would be significant and 
unmitigable.  
 
32. Chapter 2, Section 2.3.6, Page 2-47, second and third paragraphs have been revised 

as follows: 
 
Impacts TR-1 and TR-2 are associated with direct impacts to the segment of Bradley Avenue 
between the SR-67 southbound and northbound ramps, and the intersection of Bradley Avenue 
and the SR-67 northbound ramps. The direct segment impact and direct intersection impact can 
both be mitigated to below a level of significance through the construction of the proposed 
Caltrans Bradley Avenue/SR-67 interchange project. As such, direct impacts would be avoided 
by limiting private aviation development to 21.5 acres. After completion of the proposed Bradley 
Avenue/SR-67 interchange project, the remaining 33.5 acres would be authorized to proceed. 
However, because the Bradley Avenue/SR-67 interchange project is a Caltrans project and not 
under the direct oversight and jurisdiction of the County, the County cannot anticipate that these 
improvements would be completed prior to implementation of the Proposed Project. Therefore, 
these direct impacts would be less than significant significant and unmitigable.  
 
Impacts TR-C1 and TR-C2 are associated with cumulative impacts to the segment of Bradley 
Avenue between the SR-67 southbound and northbound ramps, and the intersection of Bradley 
Avenue and the SR-67 northbound ramps. As stated in the Traffic Impact Study, the proposed 
project traffic generation and associated TIF payment are based on the size and type of private 
aviation development. Once the individual private aviation development uses are defined, and 
prior to execution of an aviation lease agreement with the County, each private developer will be 
required to comply with applicable plans and regulations, including payment into the TIF 
program in order to Prior to construction of the Proposed Project, the County shall implement M-
TR-C1/2. Therefore, because payment into the TIF program would fully mitigate for cumulative 
impacts, the Proposed Project would result in a less than significant impact to traffic and 
transportation. 
 
33. Chapter 3, Section 3.1.1.6, Page 3-4, third paragraph has been revised as follows: 
 
Two of the cumulative projects are anticipated to present impacts on visual resources; however, 
in order to secure the applicable development permits, all cumulative project development 
would be required to comply with would be subject to the respective regulations and 
requirements of the lead agency, including San Diego County General Plan, as well as the City 
of El Cajon and City of Santee General Plans. 
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34. Chapter 3, Section 3.1.2.1. Page 3-8, (new) third paragraph has been added as follows: 
 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) is researching lead emissions at select 
airports across the United States, including Gillespie Field.  According to the USEPA, various 
airports throughout the country were selected as candidates for the collection of ambient air 
quality samples, including lead, due to characteristics including runway configuration, frequency 
of operations, ambient air conditions, and historical lead emissions. Data continues to be 
collected and the USEPA has not made site-specific conclusions or developed standardized 
methodology regarding the levels of lead in relationship to air quality standards or effects to 
human health from lead emissions at Gillespie Field. Therefore, in the absence of a 
standardized methodology, site specific conclusions cannot be reasonably reached regarding 
operation of the Proposed Project. In any event, the incremental increase in air traffic operations 
attributable to the Proposed Project as compared to the FAA forecast of future air traffic 
operations at Gillespie Field is not substantial. Accordingly, the increased air traffic operations 
and associated lead emissions are not expected to be substantial. In addition, according to the 
San Diego Air Pollution Control District, the San Diego County Air Basin is within federal and 
state standards for levels of lead. 
 
35. Chapter 3, Section 3.1.2.7, Page 3-15, fourth paragraph has been revised as follows: 
 
The definition of T-BACT allows for the consideration of environmental, energy, and economic 
(i.e., cost effectiveness) considerations when determining what technologies would be required 
for control of TAC emissions. The County recommends consideration of alternative diesel fuels 
and diesel particulate filters as T-BACT. The project will utilize low-sulfur fuels during 
construction per the requirements implemented by the CARB for 15 ppm sulfur diesel. 
 
36. Chapter 3, Section 3.1.5.4, Page 3-51, third paragraph has been revised as follows: 
 
Redevelopment of the Proposed Project site will involve development of more than one acre of 
commercial/industrial uses; therefore, the County is required to project will comply with the Final 
Hydromodification Plan for San Diego County as outlined in the County of San Diego 
Watershed Protection Ordinance (Section 67.812(b)) and approved by the RWQCB on July 14, 
2010. The County is required to project would demonstrate that post-project runoff will not 
cause or accelerate downstream channel erosion or other negative impacts to beneficial stream 
uses. 
 
37. Chapter 3, Section 3.1.6.3, Page 3-62, third paragraph has been revised as follows: 
 
In 1970, the State of California enacted a law requiring the formation of an Airport Land Use 
Commission (ALUC) in each county containing a public airport (California Public Utilities Code 
§§21670, et seq.). The purpose of the ALUC is to protect the public health, safety and welfare 
by ensuring the orderly expansion of airports and the adoption of land use measures that 
minimize the public’s exposure to excessive noise and safety hazards within areas around 
public airports to the extent that these areas are not already devoted to incompatible uses. The 
San Diego County Regional Airport Authority (SDCRAA) performs responsibilities of the ALUC 
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for all 16 airports within the County. As part of that responsibility, the Airport Authority has 
prepared and adopted an ALUCP for Gillespie Field. This plan is also referred to as the CLUP. 
The purpose of the Gillespie Field ALUCP is to ensure compatibility between adjacent land uses 
and the operation and/or expansion of the airport and to safeguard the general welfare of the 
inhabitants within the vicinity of the Airport and the public in general. The ALUCP focuses on 
noise levels and how the surrounding land uses are impacted by noise. The ALUCP identifies 
an Airport Influence Area (AIA) that designates the general area in which current and future 
airport-related noise, over flight, safety, and/or airspace protection factors may affect land uses 
or necessitate restrictions on the uses. Implementation of the ALUCP is intended to reduce the 
adverse impacts from aircraft noise, limit the increase in the number of people exposed to 
airport approach hazards, and ensure that no structures are erected that are deemed by the 
FAA to be hazards, and that no obstructions are erected that either individually or cumulatively 
cause an adverse safety affect on air navigation as determined by the FAA. The current ALUCP 
for Gillespie Field was adopted in 2010.  
 
38. Chapter 3, Section 3.1.6.3, Page 3-63, first paragraph has been revised as follows: 
 
Due to the close coordination with the SDCRAA regarding the existing and project noise contour 
lines, the Proposed Project is consistent with the revisions to the ALUCP as adopted. It should 
be noted per state law that the County of San Diego, City of El Cajon and City of Santee, are 
required to comply with the policies of the SDCRAA. State law explicitly requires the County and 
affected cities to modify their general plans and specific plans and ordinances (including zoning 
designations) to be consistent with the ALUCP or to take special steps to overrule the findings 
of the ALUC. Additionally, private parties are subject to the provision of the ALUCP either 
directly or as implemented in plans and zoning of the affected city or the County. 
 
39. Chapter 3, Section 3.1.6.3, Page 3-64, second paragraph has been revised as follows: 
 
The City of Santee General Plan, most recently updated in 2003, is the main planning document 
for the City and provides the goals, objectives, and policies to achieve desired community needs 
through a coordinated implementation project. According to the Safety Element of the General 
Plan Section 5.6 Aircraft Hazards states “There are currently no areas in the City which are 
within designated crash hazard zones as identified in the CLUP [now referred to as ALUCP] for 
Gillespie Field. However, various Airport Safety Zones designated by the Caltrans Division of 
Aeronautics do extend into the City. While these areas are almost entirely developed, the City 
will ensure that future development or redevelopment in the most restrictive safety zones 
addresses airport safety issues through measures such as recordation of avigation easements, 
and should discourage the establishment of sensitive uses such as hospitals and schools in 
those zones.” Objective 7.0, Policy 7.1, of the Safety Element recommends that the City review 
all development proposed within the Gillespie Field Airport Influence Area to ensure that design 
features are incorporated into the site plan to address aircraft safety and noise hazards.  
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40. Chapter 3, Section 3.1.6.3, Page 3-64, fourth paragraph has been revised as follows: 
 
In the El Cajon General Plan, the Proposed Project site is designated as Industrial Park. The 
Proposed Project site is also zoned for manufacturing uses. Gillespie Field also has a Special 
Development Area overlay in addition to the land use designations. Special Development Areas 
1, 5, and 6 provide special development possibilities on Gillespie Field. The Proposed Project 
site is located in Special Development Areas 5 and 6. The purpose of this overlay is to allow 
flexibility for uses within Gillespie Field, specifically for airport-related support facilities and 
process office uses as well as special development standards. Additionally, the City of El 
Cajon’s Noise Element of the General Plan (City of El Cajon 2001) discusses working towards 
consistency with SDCRAA’s policies and rezoning areas deemed to be inconsistent. 
 
41. Chapter 3, Section 3.1.6.6, Page 3-66, second paragraph has been revised as follows: 
 
California law (Public Utilities Code 21670.3) requires that counties which operate airports for 
the benefit of the general public establish ALUCs for the purposes of creating ALUCPs. The 
SDCRAA serves as the ALUC for all public-use and military airports located in San Diego 
County of San Diego County’s airports. The purpose of the ALUCP is to provide land use 
measures that ensure the safety and welfare of the public is protected from excessive noise and 
safety hazards associated with aviation by discouraging incompatible development in areas 
surrounding airports. For this purpose, ALUCs are charged with development of guidelines 
suggesting compatible land use for areas affected by aviation related noise and safety (Table 
3.1.6-1).  
 
42. Chapter 3, Section 3.1.6.6, Page 3-66, third paragraph has been revised as follows: 
 
As operators of eight of the airports in the County, the County has been in coordination with 
SDCRAA regarding the Proposed Project and associated noise surveys. The operational 
forecasts, noise data, and modeling are integral components of the ALUCP for Gillespie Field. 
ALUCPs consider a 20-year planning period, and the forecast data in both the Gillespie Field 
Unconstrained Aviation Activity Forecast and the Gillespie Field Constrained Aviation Activity 
Forecast evaluated the operations and associated noise contours through 2027 (Ricondo & 
Associates, Inc. 2008a; 2008b). ALUC uses this data to develop the AIA and ALUCP which 
together establish the land use designations that surrounding jurisdictions are subject to adhere 
to. In accordance with the guidance letter received from the SDCRAA dated July 26, 2011, the 
The SDCRAA has reviewed the project description considered the Proposed Project and noise 
data, and concluded that a determination of consistency with the ALUCP by the ALUC is not 
required. The Proposed Project includes development of aviation-use facilities, and pursuant to the 
Gillespie Field ALUCP Section 2.6.2(b), only proposed non-aviation development on airport property 
is subject to ALUC review found the Proposed Project consistent with the SDCRAA and their 
development of the ALUCP.  
 
 
 
 



Errata 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report B-21 

43. Chapter 3, Section 3.1.6.6, Page 3-67, first paragraph has been revised as follows: 
 
In 2005, the ALP Update Narrative Report was approved by the FAA., and on June 25, 2005, In 
2006, the FAA issued a guidance letter to the County regarding the need to convert the 70-acre 
site from non-aviation to aviation uses upon the expiration of the lease held on the site by the 
Cajon Speedway. 
 
44. Chapter 3, Section 3.1.7.3, Page 3-76, first and second paragraphs have been revised 

as follows: 
 
No thresholds The County does not designate a threshold of significance related to changes in 
aircraft noise levels have been established by the County in the County Guidelines for 
Determining Significance; therefore the federal standard as regulated by FAA is applied. FAA 
guidance specifies that a detailed noise analysis may be required if there is a 1.5 dBA increase 
in DNLCNEL in noise sensitive areas exposed to 65 dBA DNLCNEL or greater. As stated in 
FAA Order 1050.1E, Section 14.1a, “FAA has determined that noise resulting from aviation 
activities must be established in terms of yearly day/night average sound level (DNL) as FAA's 
primary metric. The FAA recognizes CNEL (community noise equivalent level) as an alternative 
metric for California.” In addition, Uuse of the 1.5 CNEL threshold is consistent with noise 
analyses conducted for other Airport projects by the Caltrans Division of Aeronautics throughout 
both San Diego County and the State of California. Therefore, the 1.5 CNEL threshold is 
accepted here as a CEQA threshold of significance to describe significant increases of aircraft 
noise exposure. 
 
The 1.5 CNEL threshold is accepted here as a CEQA threshold of significance to describe 
significant increases of aircraft noise exposure. 
 
45. Chapter 3, Section 3.1.7.4, Page 3-77, third paragraph has been revised as follows: 
 
The nearest nonresidential off-site NSLU of concern in this analysis is Chaparral High School, 
which is located approximately 3,000 feet southwest of the Proposed Project site, and it would 
experience the greatest increase in noise generated from traffic and aircraft. Per the Traffic 
Impact Analysis, traffic generated from the Proposed Project would primarily utilize the 
roadways near the Proposed Project, which do not include residential communities. Therefore, 
Chaparral High School is used as the NSLU of primary concern for both traffic and aircraft 
noise. 
 
46. Chapter 3, Section 3.1.7.5, Page 3-79, second paragraph has been revised as follows: 
 
The City of El Cajon and the City of Santee sets sound level limits between properties zoned for 
industrial uses at 75 dBA Leq anytime of the day. The City of El Cajon borders the project site to 
the west and south, and the City of Santee is located to the north outside the Proposed Project. 
However, as the City of El Cajon and City of Santee have has a less restrictive noise level limit, 
the County noise ordinance is used for determining impacts. 
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47. Chapter 3, Section 3.1.8.1, Page 3-103, third paragraph has been revised as follows: 
 
Police Protection 
Police protection is provided by the City of El Cajon’s Police Department as a result of an 
agreement between the City of El Cajon and the County. Police services have been secured 
through the year 2021. The El Cajon Police Department Headquarters is located at 100 Civic 
Center Way 100 Fletcher Parkway, approximately 1.5 miles south of Gillespie Field. The City of 
El Cajon Police Department provides County Airports with patrol services, speed monitoring, 
alarm response and other services. Arrival time for Priority 1 calls in the project area fall within 
an average of 5 minutes. The actual time is dependent on traffic conditions, weather conditions, 
and accessibility to the affected area. The overall response time for service calls is 
approximately 19 minutes. 
 
48. Chapter 3, Section 3.1.8.1, Page 3-103, fifth paragraph has been revised as follows: 
 
Parks 
There are no existing designated Parks or other recreational facilities within the project site. The 
nearest existing designated Parks or other recreation facilities are Sky Ranch Park, located 
approximately 1 mile northeast of the project site in the City of Santee; Hillside Park, located 
approximately 1 mile south of the project site in the City of El Cajon, and Shadow Hill Park, 
located approximately 1 mile to the north in the City of Santee. 
 
49. Chapter 3, Section 3.1.8.1, Page 3-107, third paragraph has been revised as follows: 
 
The City of El Cajon, Helix Water District, and the Padre Dam Municipal Water District provides 
existing water lines at Gillespie Field. The Proposed Project site currently contains a The 
following water lines/mains are located within the project vicinity: 
 

 14-inch water line that runs along Kenney Street and across the airfield to Joe Crosson 
Drive 

 14-inch and a 12-inch water line underneath Marshall Avenue 

 68-inch City of San Diego water main and a 48-inch Helix Water District main located in 
a 50-foot wide easement running diagonally through the 70-acre site 

 14-inch water line in Joe Crosson Drive from Floyd Smith Drive to Airport Drive, that 
continues north to Kenny Street, across taxiways and Runways 27 Left and Right 

 6-inch water line from Floyd Smith Drive to Airport Drive. 
 
The Proposed Project site lies within the Padre Dam Municipal Water District (PDMWD) service 
area. The PDMWD obtains its water from the San Diego Water Authority. The Proposed Project 
would be serviced by the existing water lines in the project area.  
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50. Chapter 4, Section 4.3.2.3, Page 4-4, sixth paragraph has been revised as follows: 
 
The Reduced Footprint Project Alternative is calculated to generate proportionally less traffic 
with 1,327 ADT, 96 AM peak hour trips, and 105 PM peak hour trips in comparison to the 
Proposed Project that is calculated to generate 1,407 ADT, 102 AM peak hour trips, and 111 
PM peak hour trips. The Reduced Footprint Project Alternative would result in 80 less ADT than 
the Proposed Project due to the reduction of 3.1 acres of proposed hangar areas. Similar to the 
proposed mitigation and conclusions described in Section 2.3, this alternative would also result 
in less than significant impacts with mitigation incorporated. Therefore, although the Reduced 
Footprint Alternative would generate less traffic than the Proposed Project, it would provide no 
advantage in terms of impact avoidance or reduction. However, an existing roadway and 
intersection, as identified in Chapter 2.3, would continue to operate at LOS E, and the traffic 
added by the Reduced Footprint Project Alternative would still exceed County thresholds for 
significance. Therefore, the Reduced Footprint Project Alternative would provide a slight 
advantage in terms of impact reduction, but would not eliminate significant traffic impacts. 
 
51. Chapter 4, Section 4.4.2.2, Page 4-6, fourth paragraph has been revised as follows: 
 
Impacts to hazards and hazardous materials resulting from the Further Reduced Footprint 
Alternative, and associated mitigation measures, would be similar to the Proposed 
Projectslightly less since less soil disturbance would be required due to the reduced footprint. 
Therefore, although the Further Reduced Footprint Alternative would result in less soil 
disturbance, it would provide no advantage in terms of impact avoidance or reductiona slight 
advantage in terms of impact avoidance. 
 
52. Chapter 4, Section 4.4.2.3, Page 4-7, first paragraph has been revised as follows: 
 
Therefore, the Further Reduced Footprint Alternative would provide a significant advantage in 
terms of direct impact reduction in comparison to the Proposed Project and would eliminate 
significant direct traffic impacts, including the SR-67/Bradley Avenue interchange. However, 
cumulative traffic impacts similar to the Proposed Project would still occur and the Further 
Reduced Footprint Alternative would provide no advantage in terms of cumulative impact 
avoidance or reduction. 
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53. Chapter 4, Table 4.1 has been revised as follows: 

Table 4.1. Comparison of Project Alternatives’ Impacts to Proposed Project Impacts 

Issue Area Proposed Project No Project Alternative 
Reduced Footprint 
Project Alternative 

Further Reduced 
Footprint Alternative 

Transportation 
and Traffic 

Direct Impacts:  
Less than 

Significant with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 
Significant and 

Unmitigable 
 
 

Direct Impacts: Less than 
the Proposed Project 

because the project would 
not be developed and no 

construction or 
improvements that could 

increase traffic would occur. 
 
 

Direct Impacts: Similar to 
the Proposed Project. All 
direct impacts would be 
reduced to a level below 

significance with 
mitigation incorporated. 
Although fewer traffic 

volumes would be added 
as compared to the 

Proposed Project, the 
additional volumes still 
result in a significant 

impact. 

Direct Impacts: Less than 
the Proposed Project.  

 
 

Cumulative Impacts: 
Less than 

Significant with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Cumulative Impacts: Less 
than the Proposed Project 
because the project would 
not be developed and no 

construction or 
improvements that could 

increase traffic would occur. 

Cumulative Impacts: 
Similar to the Proposed 
Project. All cumulative 

impacts would be reduced 
to a level below 
significance with 

mitigation incorporated. 

Cumulative Impacts: 
Similar to the Proposed 
Project. All cumulative 

impacts would be reduced 
to a level below 

significance with mitigation 
incorporated. Less than 
the Proposed Project. 

 
54. Chapter 5, Section 5.2, Pages 5-4 and 5-5 has been revised as follows: 
 
County of San Diego (County) 

2010d Guidelines for Determining Significance and Report Format and Content Requirements. 
Wildland Fire and Fire Protection. August 31. 

LOS Engineering, Inc. 

2011 Traffic Impact Study Technical Report 70-Acre Redevelopment Project Gillespie Field El 
Cajon, California, September 7. Revised May 10, 2012. 

2012 Addendum #1 to the Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project, El Cajon, 
California. Traffic Impact Study. May 11. 
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55. Chapter 7, Section 7.1.2, Page 7-3, third paragraph has been revised as follows: 
 
This mitigation measure shall be implemented prior to the development of aviation-related uses 
on the Proposed Project site. Eexcavation of contaminated soil related to the construction of the 
taxiway, apron area, drainage facilities, and utility facilities on the site. shall require preparation 
of a The Soil Management Plan shall be prepared in accordance with the Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) and the County Department of Environmental Health (DEH) 
requirements prior to grading and construction to properly assess, handle, contain, and 
segregate soil excavated or graded from the site. The Soil Management Plan shall outline 
methods for characterizing and classifying soil for off-site disposal, as needed during site 
development. 
 
56. Chapter 7, Section 7.1.2, Page 7-3, fifth paragraph has been revised as follows: 
 
As a condition of lease agreements for development between the County and private 
developers, County Airports shall require individual project developers to prepare and 
implement a Soil Management Plan and/or groundwater dewatering and treatment system to 
remove, treat, or otherwise reduce the contaminant concentrations to below human or 
ecological health risk thresholds and before any discharge to a public sewer system or storm 
drain. This mitigation measure shall be implemented prior to the development of aviation-related 
uses on the Proposed Project site. Eexcavation of contaminated soil related to the private 
development of aviation-related uses on the Proposed Project site. shall require preparation of a 
The Soil Management Plan shall be prepared in accordance with EPA and County DEH 
requirements prior to grading and construction to properly assess, handle, contain, and 
segregate soil excavated or graded from the site. The Soil Management Plan shall outline 
methods for characterizing and classifying soil for off-site disposal, as needed during site 
development. The Soil Management Plan for the private development projects shall be prepared 
by each individual developer and can tier off the Soil Management Plan already prepared for the 
public development portion, which is included in Appendix E. 
 
57. Chapter 7, Section 7.1.3, Page 7-4, (new) third paragraph has been revised as follows: 
 
M-TR-1/2 Mitigation for direct impacts to the segment of Bradley Avenue between the SR-

67 southbound and northbound ramps and the intersection of Bradley Avenue 
and the SR-67 northbound ramp can be achieved through project phasing. The 
Bradley Avenue interchange project proposes capacity improvements that would 
improve the LOS at this location. The Traffic Impact Study for the Proposed 
Project (Appendix I to the PEIR) indicates that the significant traffic impacts 
would not occur prior to construction of County infrastructure and 21.5 acres of 
private aviation development (Phase I).  By delaying the remaining 33.5 acres 
(Phase II) until completion of capacity improvements at the Bradley Avenue 
interchange, significant traffic impacts are avoided. Lease agreements for Phase 
II of the private aviation development will not commence until completion of the 
Bradley Avenue interchange project. 
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58. Chapter 7, Section 7.2.2, Page 7-5, fourth paragraph has been revised as follows: 
 
The County would continue regular maintenance of the Proposed Project site until build-out and 
conduct preconstruction nesting bird surveys for all future construction activities that are within 
the breeding season (i.e., January 15 February 1 to August 31 30). Surveys should be 
conducted by a qualified avian biologist no longer than 72 hours prior to the commencement of 
construction activities. Nest surveys should be conducted within the construction site and a 500-
foot buffer of the construction site to assess both direct and indirect impacts to nesting bird 
species. 
 
59. Chapter 7, Section 7.2.2, Page 7-5, sixth paragraph has been revised as follows: 
 
In addition, the County will conduct focused special-status floral surveys prior to project 
construction. If additional special-status floral species are detected, impacts will be evaluated in 
accordance with the County guidelines and applicable regulations as overseen by a qualified 
biologist. 
 
60. Chapter 7, Section 7.2.3, Page 7-5, seventh paragraph has been revised as follows: 
 
Although no mitigation is required, the following design considerations will be incorporationed as 
feasible applicable into the project design:  
 
61. Chapter 7, Section 7.2.5, Page 7-9, first paragraph has been revised as follows: 
 
Implementation of the SWPPP and the construction BMPs in accordance with the project plans 
and specifications, which are in compliance with federal, state, and local regulations, would 
reduce potential water quality construction impacts to less than significant. 
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FINDINGS CONCERNING MITIGATION OF SIGNIFICANT  
ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

 
GILLESPIE FIELD 70-ACRE REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT 

SCH # 2005111092 
June 20, 2012 

 
A.  The County of San Diego Board of Supervisors makes the following findings for each 
significant effect identified in the Final Program Environmental Impact Report (Final PEIR) 
pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21081(a)(1) and finds that changes or alterations 
have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which mitigate or avoid the significant 
environmental effect. The significant effects and mitigation measures are stated fully in the Final 
PEIR. These findings are explained below and are supported by substantial evidence in the 
record of proceedings. 
 
1. Biological Resources 
 

Significant Effect:  Impact BI-1:  The project will permanently impact 0.18 acre of San 
Diego ambrosia, a federally listed endangered species. This would be considered a 
significant direct impact (Final PEIR pg 2-11). A total of 0.18 acre of San Diego ambrosia, a 
federally listed endangered plant species, is located within a fenced preserve on the project site 
and would be impacted during construction of the public infrastructure portion of the project. The 
population was previously fenced and preserved as mitigation associated with the 1985 
Gillespie Field Airport Master Plan EIR, prior to becoming a federally listed species. This 
sensitive plant species would not be able to be avoided with construction of the project therefore 
this would be a significant direct impact. 
 
Finding: Pursuant to Public Resources Code, section 21081(a)(1), specific changes or 
alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid, mitigate, or 
substantially lessen this potential effect on the environment (Final PEIR pg 2-12 to 2-13). 
 
Mitigation Measures: M-BI-1a – The County will offset direct impacts to 0.18 acre of San Diego 
ambrosia through transplantation of all individuals within the Proposed Project footprint to a 2.9-
acre native grassland area north of the San Diego River, within Mission Trails Regional Park 
(MTRP) as directed in the Biological Opinion (BO) issued by USFWS on September 1, 2009. 
 
A survey will be conducted before project impacts occur to ensure that all San Diego ambrosia 
have been located and mapped within the Proposed Project footprint. The outer perimeter of 
each ambrosia patch will be delineated on the ground with spray paint. If any ambrosia stems 
are discovered outside of this pre-transplantation mapped area of ambrosia, the County will 
reinitiate consultation with USFWS. 
 
M-BI-1b – A San Diego ambrosia transplantation plan will be approved by USFWS before any 
impacts to the species may occur. The plan will be implemented by a biologist or botanist with 
experience transplanting sensitive plant species (i.e., transplantation biologist). The 
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transplantation plan will serve to guide the transplantation effort and the initial five-year 
monitoring program. 
 
M-BI-1c – The ambrosia transplantation plan as described in the BO issued by USFWS will 
include the following: 
 
 Individual clusters of ambrosia will be salvaged as blocks and transplanted to the 

transplantation site at MTRP using similar spacing and distribution as at the Proposed 
Project site.  

 Ten percent of ambrosia within the clusters will be removed from the Proposed Project 
site, following the USFWS-approved transplantation plan, and will be grown in large flats 
at a nursery/greenhouse and used for later out-planting at the MTRP transplantation site.  

 The exact location at the transplantation site where the cut-blocks containing ambrosia 
propagules will be transplanted will be determined in the field by the transplantation 
biologist, in coordination with the USFWS, prior to transplantation.  

 The methods of transplantation, monitoring, and maintenance will be developed in 
coordination with the USFWS. The agreed-upon methods will be described in the 
transplantation plan, and will include specifics such as timing of transplantation, 
preparation of the donor and receptor sites prior to transplantation, placement of San 
Diego ambrosia, predator control and protective fencing, weeding, irrigation, length and 
type of monitoring, maintenance, and success criteria. 

 The 2.9-acre San Diego ambrosia transplantation site will be restored with native 
grasses. 

 
M-BI-1d – The receptor site will be fenced off to delineate areas containing the transplanted 
San Diego ambrosia to minimize the potential effects of herbivory. 
 
M-BI-1e – The County will be responsible for long-term management of the transplantation site 
at MTRP. 
 
M-BI-1f – The transplanted ambrosia population will be monitored for a minimum of 5 years, in 
accordance with the requirements of the USFWS-approved translocation plan, to document 
success of the transplantation efforts. Success will be achieved when 80 percent of the 
transplanted San Diego ambrosia plugs are established and expand from the transplanted plugs 
as clones and/or newly established individuals. 
 
M-BI-1g – All San Diego ambrosia propagules taken from the Proposed Project site for 
nursery/greenhouse growing will be out-planted at the restoration site to increase the probability 
of transplantation success. Out-planting of the nursery/greenhouse-grown San Diego ambrosia 
plants will occur during the five-year monitoring period as determined by the transplantation 
biologist in coordination with the USFWS. In the event of transplantation failure, the 
transplantation plan will include a contingency plan to offset impacts to San Diego ambrosia. 
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M-BI-1h – In addition to the USFWS-approved transplantation plan, a long-term management 
strategy will be approved by the USFWS before any impacts to San Diego ambrosia may occur. 
County staff will be responsible for ensuring that the transplanted ambrosia population is 
managed consistent with this long-term management strategy. 
 
M-BI-1i – The 0.18-acre San Diego ambrosia population was previously fenced and preserved 
as mitigation associated with the 1985 Gillespie Field Airport Master Plan EIR. To offset these 
impacts, the County would conserve an additional 1.1 acres of existing San Diego ambrosia by 
acquiring land or securing a conservation easement over land with an existing San Diego 
ambrosia population that is currently not conserved. 
 
Rationale:  Impact BI-1, which is associated with permanent impacts to San Diego ambrosia, 
would be reduced to a level below significance by transplanting the population to a suitable 
receptor site, MTRP, consistent with the BO issued by USFWS. A biological opinion is the 
document that states the opinion of the USFWS as to whether or not an action is likely to 
jeopardize the continued existence of listed species or result in the destruction or adverse 
modification of critical habitat. Compliance with the BO would ensure that no additional impacts 
would occur to sensitive or special status species listed in local or regional plans or by CDFG 
and USFWS (state and federal Endangered Species Acts). The BO issued for this Proposed 
Project requires the County to prepare a transplantation plan, transplant the San Diego 
ambrosia population, implement long-term monitoring to allow the ambrosia to survive and 
expand into habitat adjacent to the transplantation receptor site, and to offset impacts to the 
existing ambrosia conservation area through conservation of one or more known ambrosia 
populations. Implementation of mitigation measure M-BI-1 would ensure that the Proposed 
Project would be managed and monitored through a long-term management strategy and would 
not impact the survival of the population of this federally listed endangered species. 
 
Significant Effect:  Impact BI-2: The project will permanently impact 1.1 acres of non-
native grassland, a sensitive vegetation community.  This would be a significant direct 
impact (Final PEIR pg 2-11). The project site supports 1.1 acre of non-native grassland 
contained within a fenced area that also supports a preserved population of the federally listed 
endangered plant species, San Diego Ambrosia. This sensitive vegetation community would not 
be able to be avoided with construction of the project therefore this would be a significant direct 
impact. 
 
Finding:  Pursuant to Public Resources Code, section 21081(a)(1), specific changes or 
alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid, mitigate, or 
substantially lessen this potential effect on the environment (Final PEIR pg. 2-14). 
 
Mitigation Measure: M-BI-2 – Permanent impacts to non-native grassland would be mitigated 
at a 0.5:1 ratio through preservation of in-kind habitat or a vegetation community of higher 
biological value. This mitigation would be located within the receptor site of the transplanted or 
preserved San Diego ambrosia discussed in M-BI-1.  
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Rationale:  Significant impacts to sensitive vegetation communities, including non-native 
grassland would be reduced to a level below significant through implementation of in-kind 
habitat (or vegetation community of higher biological value) at a 0.5:1 ratio at the MTRP located 
within the transplanted or preserved San Diego ambrosia site. Implementation of this mitigation 
measure would reduce the impact to a less than significant level because the mitigation ratio for 
the impact to this habitat is consistent with the ratio applied throughout the County, and the 
wildlife agencies have reviewed and approved this mitigation ratio. The ratio is effective 
because these reviewing agencies have reached consensus that retention at this ratio will result 
in sustainable levels of this habitat. 
 
2. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
 
Significant Effect:  Impact HZ-1: Grading or excavation on the site may disturb 
contaminated soil, presenting potential health risks to construction workers. 
Additionally, the presence of contaminated soil on the site may present significant health 
risks to future occupants of the site. Excavation on the site may encounter soil and/or 
groundwater contaminated with TCE and 1,4-dioxane originating from the Ketema plume, 
presenting potential health risks to workers on the site or during operation of the 
proposed on-site aviation uses. This would be considered a significant direct impact. 
(Final PEIR pg 2-29 to 2-30). The former Ketema Aerospace and Engineering facility has a 
plume of groundwater impacted with chlorinated solvents (including PCE, TCE, 1,1,1-
Trichloroethane (TCA), breakdown components of these products and the solvent stabilizing 
compound 1,4-dioxane) that is currently impacting the groundwater beneath the Proposed 
Project site. The plume is located within the shallow unconfined aquifer encountered at about 10 
to 14 feet below grade. The TCE plume underlies approximately 75 percent of the project site 
with concentrations in some areas exceeding 1,000 micrograms per liter. Since excavation on 
the site has the potential to encounter this plume, this would be a significant direct impact. 
 
Finding:  Pursuant to Public Resources Code, section 21081(a)(1), specific changes or 
alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid, mitigate, or 
substantially lessen this potential effect on the environment (Final PEIR pg. 2-30 to 2-31). 
 
Mitigation Measures: M-HZ-1a – County Airports shall prepare a Soil Management Plan and/or 
groundwater dewatering and treatment system to remove, treat, or otherwise reduce the 
contaminant concentrations to below human or ecological health risk thresholds related to the 
construction of the taxiway, apron area, drainage facilities, and utility facilities on the site.  
 
This mitigation measure shall be implemented prior to the excavation of contaminated soil 
related to the construction of the taxiway, apron area, drainage facilities, and utility facilities on 
the site. The Soil Management Plan shall be prepared in accordance with the Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) and the County Department of Environmental Health (DEH) 
requirements prior to grading and construction to properly assess, handle, contain, and 
segregate soil excavated or graded from the site. The Soil Management Plan shall outline 
methods for characterizing and classifying soil for off-site disposal, as needed during site 
development. 
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The County prepared a Soil Management Plan (Rincon 2011c) for the Proposed Project to 
comply with this measure and it is included in Appendix E of the PEIR. 
 
M-HZ-1b – As a condition of lease agreements for development between the County and 
private developers, County Airports shall require individual project developers to prepare and 
implement a Soil Management Plan and/or groundwater dewatering and treatment system to 
remove, treat, or otherwise reduce the contaminant concentrations to below human or 
ecological health risk thresholds and before any discharge to a public sewer system or storm 
drain. This mitigation measure shall be implemented prior to the excavation of contaminated soil 
related to the private development of aviation-related uses on the Proposed Project site. The 
Soil Management Plan shall be prepared in accordance with EPA and County DEH 
requirements prior to grading and construction to properly assess, handle, contain, and 
segregate soil excavated or graded from the site. The Soil Management Plan shall outline 
methods for characterizing and classifying soil for off-site disposal, as needed during site 
development. The Soil Management Plan for the private development projects shall be prepared 
by each individual developer and can tier off the Soil Management Plan already prepared for the 
public development portion, which is included in Appendix E. 
 
M-HZ-1c – As a condition of lease agreements between the County and private developers for 
development of aviation uses on the 70-acre site, the County shall require a qualified 
environmental monitor to be present during the construction phases of individual development 
projects. The environmental monitor shall document the presence of contaminated soil and/or 
groundwater and shall assist in the excavation and off-site disposal of such soil and/or 
groundwater or the treatment and on-site reuse of such soil and/or groundwater.  
 
County Airports shall ensure that a qualified environmental monitor will be present during the 
construction phases of taxiway, apron area, drainage facilities, and utility facilities at the site to 
document the presence of contaminated soil and/or groundwater. The environmental monitor 
shall assist in the excavation and off-site disposal of such soil or the treatment and on-site reuse 
of such soil and/or groundwater.  
 

M-HZ-1d – As a condition of lease agreements between the County and private developers for 
development of aviation uses on the 70-acre site, if development is planned where 
contaminated soils and/or groundwater are present, a human health risk assessment of these 
areas shall be conducted by the developer to evaluate potential health risks to future occupants 
of the site prior to occupation of any structures within the 70-acre site. Vapor transport and risk 
calculations shall be performed using the County DEH Vapor Risk 2000 spreadsheet model 
(October 5, 2004 revision). A Risk Based Corrective Action (RBCA) analysis shall be performed 
in accordance with American Society for Testing Materials ASTM PS-104 Standard Provisional 
Guide for Risk-Based Corrective Action using the RBCA spreadsheet system (RBCA Tool Kit for 
Chemical Releases). County Airports will also conduct a similar health risk assessment related 
to the construction of runway and taxiway improvements at the site.  
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Rationale:  Implementation of mitigation measure M-HZ-1a through M-HZ-1d would ensure that 
impacts related to disturbance of contaminated soils and groundwater and release of hazardous 
materials during construction would be reduced to less than significant levels, consistent with 
the Hazardous Materials Technical Reports and Soil Management Plan. This would be 
accomplished by requiring preparation and implementation of a remediation plan for 
contaminated soils and a groundwater dewatering and treatment program for contaminated 
groundwater, and establishing protocol to be followed if hazardous waste or materials are 
encountered (including, but not limited to, stockpiling soil, monitoring for volatiles, and removing 
any contaminated soil from the site). 
 
3. Traffic 
 
Significant Effect: Impact TR-1 – Addition of the Proposed Project traffic would exceed 
the significance thresholds at the segment of Bradley Avenue between the SR-67 
southbound and northbound ramps because it would add 218 Average Daily Trips (ADTs) 
under LOS E conditions, which is greater than the significance threshold of 200 ADT for 
a two-lane roadway operating under LOS E conditions. This would be considered a 
significant direct impact. (Final PEIR pg 2-46). The segment of Bradley Avenue between the 
SR-67 southbound and northbound ramps currently operates at unacceptable level of service 
(LOS E) under existing conditions. The project would contribute 218 ADT, which is greater than 
the allowed threshold of 200 ADT. Therefore, this would be a significant direct impact to this 
roadway segment. 
 
Finding:  Pursuant to Public Resources Code, section 21081(a)(1), specific changes or 
alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid, mitigate, or 
substantially lessen this potential effect on the environment (Final PEIR pg. 2-46). 
 
Mitigation Measure: M-TR-1/2 – Mitigation for direct impacts to the segment of Bradley Avenue 
between the SR-67 southbound and northbound ramps and the intersection of Bradley Avenue 
and the SR-67 northbound ramp can be achieved through project phasing. The Bradley Avenue 
interchange project proposes capacity improvements that would improve the LOS at this 
location. The Traffic Impact Study for the Proposed Project (Appendix I to the PEIR) indicates 
that the significant traffic impacts would not occur prior to construction of County infrastructure 
and 21.5 acres of private aviation development (Phase I).  By delaying the remaining 33.5 acres 
(Phase II) until completion of capacity improvements at the Bradley Avenue interchange, 
significant traffic impacts are avoided. Lease agreements for Phase II of the private aviation 
development will not commence until completion of the Bradley Avenue interchange project. 
 
Rationale:  This mitigation measure shall allow installation of all public infrastructure 
improvements on the 70-acre Proposed Project site and up to 21.5 acres of private aviation 
development. As supported by the Traffic Impact Study, development of private aviation uses on 
21.5 acres would generate traffic below the County threshold for a significant direct impact.  
 
The County and Caltrans propose to reconstruct the existing SR-67 interchange at Bradley 
Avenue. Construction funding to complete ramp improvements has not been identified. 
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However, completion of this interchange project shall be required in order to proceed with lease 
commencement of the remaining 33.5 acres of private aviation development at the Proposed 
Project site. As demonstrated in the Traffic Impact Study, development of the entire 55 acres 
would generate 1,407 Average Daily Trips (ADT), which can be accommodated by the proposed 
SR-67/Bradley Avenue interchange.  
 
Significant Effect: Impact TR-2 – Addition of the Proposed Project traffic would exceed 
the significance thresholds at the intersection of Bradley Avenue and the SR-67 
northbound ramps because it increases the delay by 5.5 seconds, which is greater than 
the significance threshold of 2 seconds for LOS E conditions (PM peak hour). This would 
be considered a significant direct impact. (Final PEIR pg 2-46). The signalized intersection 
of Bradley Avenue and the SR-67 northbound ramps currently operate at unacceptable level of 
service (LOS E) in the PM peak hour under existing conditions. The project would increase the 
delay at this intersection by 5.5 seconds, which is greater than the allowed threshold of 2 
seconds. Therefore, this would be a significant direct impact to this signalized intersection. 
 
Finding:  Pursuant to Public Resources Code, section 21081(a)(1), specific changes or 
alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid, mitigate, or 
substantially lessen this potential effect on the environment (Final PEIR pg. 2-46). 
 
Mitigation Measure: M-TR-1/2 – Mitigation for direct impacts to the segment of Bradley Avenue 
between the SR-67 southbound and northbound ramps and the intersection of Bradley Avenue 
and the SR-67 northbound ramp can be achieved through project phasing. The Bradley Avenue 
interchange project proposes capacity improvements that would improve the LOS at this 
location. The Traffic Impact Study for the Proposed Project (Appendix I to the PEIR) indicates 
that the significant traffic impacts would not occur prior to construction of County infrastructure 
and 21.5 acres of private aviation development (Phase I).  By delaying the remaining 33.5 acres 
(Phase II) until completion of capacity improvements at the Bradley Avenue interchange, 
significant traffic impacts are avoided. Lease agreements for Phase II of the private aviation 
development will not commence until completion of the Bradley Avenue interchange project. 
 
Rationale:  This mitigation measure shall allow installation of all public infrastructure 
improvements on the 70-acre Proposed Project site and up to 21.5 acres of private aviation 
development. As supported by the Traffic Impact Study, development of private aviation uses on 
21.5 acres would generate traffic below the County threshold for a significant direct impact.  
 
The County and Caltrans propose to reconstruct the existing SR-67 interchange at Bradley 
Avenue. Construction funding to complete ramp improvements has not been identified. 
However, completion of this interchange project shall be required in order to proceed with lease 
commencement of the remaining 33.5 acres of private aviation development at the Proposed 
Project site. As demonstrated in the Traffic Impact Study, development of the entire 55 acres 
would generate 1,407 Average Daily Trips (ADT), which can be accommodated by the proposed 
SR-67/Bradley Avenue interchange.  
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Significant Effect: Impact TR-C1 – Addition of the Proposed Project traffic combined with 
cumulative traffic to the segment of Bradley Avenue between the SR-67 southbound and 
northbound ramps would worsen anticipated cumulative conditions at that location 
because the project would add 218 ADT to the roadway segment. This is greater than the 
significance threshold of 200 ADT to a roadway segment currently operating at LOS E. 
This would be considered a significant cumulative impact. (Final PEIR pg 2-46). The 
segment of Bradley Avenue between the SR-67 southbound and northbound ramps is 
anticipated to operate at unacceptable level of service (LOS E) under both the existing and 
cumulative conditions. The project would contribute 218 ADT, which is greater than the allowed 
threshold of 200 ADT. Therefore, this would be a significant cumulative impact to this roadway 
segment. 
 
Finding:  Pursuant to Public Resources Code, section 21081(a)(1), specific changes or 
alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid, mitigate, or 
substantially lessen this potential effect on the environment (Final PEIR pg. 2-47). 
 
Mitigation Measures: M-TR-C1/2: Cumulative impacts would be mitigated below the level of 
significance through payment into the County TIF program. In accordance with the TIF program, a 
designated financial contribution would provide adequate mitigation for cumulative impacts 
associated with development in the unincorporated County. According to the TIF program for 
calendar year 2011, the Proposed Project has a required fee of $396 per trip. Based on this rate, 
the Proposed Project would result in the following TIF contribution: 

 
Proposed Project TIF Contribution: 1,407 daily trips x $396 per trip = $557,172 
 
Completion of the financial contribution described above would fully mitigate for cumulative 
impacts described in TR-C1 and TR-C2.  
 
Rationale:  Potential cumulative impacts to the segment of Bradley Avenue between the SR-67 
southbound and northbound ramps would be reduced to a level below significance through 
payment into the TIF program. The TIF program is specifically designed to address cumulative 
issues (i.e., those impacts not great enough on a project level to require mitigation, but which, 
when combined with the incremental adverse effects of other area-wide projects, reach a level 
of impact requiring mitigation).  The TIF program addresses improvements required to support 
adequate circulation through Year 2030.  Required improvements are specified in the TIF and 
funds are collected from projects coming on line in order to collect fees to cover costs of those 
improvements when implemented.  Per the 2008 TIF Program Update, the intersection of 
Bradley Avenue and SR-67 qualifies as TIF facility eligible to receive funding in part by the TIF 
Program. The required improvements under the TIF would mitigate this impact to less than 
significant levels.  Since the TIF program was designed to address cumulative concerns and the 
associated appropriate payment for specified improvements, participation in the TIF program 
constitutes effective and adequate mitigation for this issue. Once the individual private aviation 
development uses are defined, and prior to execution of an aviation lease agreement with the 
County, each private developer will be required to comply with applicable plans and regulations, 
including payment into the TIF program in order to implement M-TR-C1/2. Implementation of this 
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measure would fully mitigate for this impact, and the Proposed Project would result in a less than 
significant cumulative impact to traffic and transportation.  
 
Significant Effect: Impact TR-C2 – Addition of the Proposed Project traffic combined with 
cumulative traffic to the intersection of Bradley Avenue and the SR-67 northbound ramps 
would increase the delay by 9.6 seconds at that location, which is greater than the 
significance threshold of more than 2 seconds over existing conditions for LOS E (PM 
peak hour). This would be considered a significant cumulative impact. (Final PEIR pg 2-
46). The signalized intersection of Bradley Avenue and the SR-67 northbound ramps are 
anticipated to operate at unacceptable level of service (LOS E) in the PM peak hour under both 
the existing and cumulative conditions. The project would increase the delay at this intersection 
by 5.5 seconds, which is greater than the allowed threshold of 2 seconds. Therefore, this would 
be a significant cumulative impact to this signalized intersection. 
 
Finding:  Pursuant to Public Resources Code, section 21081(a)(1), specific changes or 
alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid, mitigate, or 
substantially lessen this potential effect on the environment (Final PEIR pg. 2-47). 
 
Mitigation Measures: M-TR-C1/2: Cumulative impacts would be mitigated below the level of 
significance through payment into the County TIF program. In accordance with the TIF program, a 
designated financial contribution would provide adequate mitigation for cumulative impacts 
associated with development in the unincorporated County. According to the TIF program for 
calendar year 2011, the Proposed Project has a required fee of $396 per trip. Based on this rate, 
the Proposed Project would result in the following TIF contribution: 

 
Proposed Project TIF Contribution: 1,407 daily trips x $396 per trip = $557,172 
 
Completion of the financial contribution described above would fully mitigate for cumulative 
impacts described in TR-C1 and TR-C2.  
 
Rationale:  Potential cumulative impacts to the intersection of Bradley Avenue and the SR-67 
northbound ramps would be reduced to a level below significance through payment into the TIF 
program. The TIF program is specifically designed to address cumulative issues (i.e., those 
impacts not great enough on a project level to require mitigation, but which, when combined 
with the incremental adverse effects of other area-wide projects, reach a level of impact 
requiring mitigation).  The TIF program addresses improvements required to support adequate 
circulation through Year 2030.  Required improvements are specified in the TIF and funds are 
collected from projects coming on line in order to collect fees to cover costs of those 
improvements when implemented.  Per the 2008 TIF Program Update, the intersection of 
Bradley Avenue and SR-67 qualifies as TIF facility eligible to receive funding in part by the TIF 
Program. The required improvements under the TIF would mitigate this impact to less than 
significant levels.  Since the TIF program was designed to address cumulative concerns and the 
associated appropriate payment for specified improvements, participation in the TIF program 
constitutes effective and adequate mitigation for this issue. Once the individual private aviation 
development uses are defined, and prior to execution of an aviation lease agreement with the 
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County, each private developer will be required to comply with applicable plans and regulations, 
including payment into the TIF program in order to implement M-TR-C1/2. Implementation of this 
measure would fully mitigate for this impact, and the Proposed Project would result in a less than 
significant cumulative impact to traffic and transportation. 
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Comment Letter A 

A-1 

EdmUDd o. Browu Jr. 

""'-

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Governor's Office of Planning and Rese~rch 

State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 

November 8, 2011 

Jeff Kashak 
San Diego County Department of Public Works 
5469 Kearny Villa Road, #305 
San Diego, CA 92123-1152 

Subject: Gillespie Field 70-Acre RcxIevdopmcnt Project 
SCH#: 2005111092 

Dear JeffKaabak: 

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft EIR to selected state agencies fOT review. On 
the enclosedDoeument Details Repon please IlOte that the Clearinghouse bas listed the state agencies that 
reviewt:d)'Ollf document. The review period closed on November 7, 2011, and the comments from the 
responding .·geney (ies) is (are) enclosed. If this comment package inlol-in order, please notify the State 
Clearinghouse immediately. Please refer 10 the project' s ten-<iigit State C1earingbous<: number in future 
corr« pondence so that we may respond promptly. 

Please note that Section 2! 1000c) of the California ~ublic Resources Code stales that: 

"A responsible orotherpublic agency shall only make substantive comments regarding those 
activities involvcd"in a proj~ ~cb arc within an area ofe)[pertisc of the agency Or which are 

·required to be carried out Or approved by the agency. Those comments shaH be supponed by 
specifIC documenwtion." 

These comments are forwanled tor use in preparing your fmal environmental document. Shonld you nc;ed 
IOOre infarmation or clarification of the enclosed commenU, we recommend that you contact the 
commenting agency directly. 

This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for 
draft environmental documents, pursuant to the California Envirownental Quality Act. Please contact the 
State Clearinghouse at (9 t 6) 44S..{)(i13 if you have any questions re!"rding the envirownental review 
process. 

Enclosures 
cc: Resources Ageru;y 

aoo T8NTJ'18'l'RFEl' P.O. BOX SOU SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 9IiII~ 
TEL (916).u6-0613 FAX (t16) 823-3011:1 ...... .op .. .c...,.,., 
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Comment Letter A 
Attachment 

SC"' 
Project TItle 

Lead Agency 

200511 1092 

Document Details Report 
State Clearinghouse Data Base 

Gillespie Field 70-Acro Redevelopment Project 
San Diego County 

Type EIR Dralt EIR 

Description NOTE: E>Ctended Review Per Lead 

The County proposes to redevulopmeflt of the Proposed Project site (a vacant 70-acre slle) located in 

the southeastern corner of the 757-acte Gil lespie Field property with aviation uses. This 
redevelopment would al~viate the existing unmet demand lor based aviation support facilities: 

Redevelopment would Include constructlon of facll<ty improvements by the County Q.e., new ta:<lways , 
apron ama, drainage faciU~es, and utility facilities), and avialiofH.I&e devulopmenl by private 
devulopers (e.g. , rectangular and T-hangar &paces, convenUonal hangar space, aircraft ~&-down$, (In 

apron area, automobile paoong, aircraft maintenance space, and aviation office and tlUslness space). 

l ead Agency Contact 
Name Jeff Kashak 

Agency San Diego County Department of Public Wort.$ 
Phone (858) 874-4056 
emll// 

Address 
c,~ 

5489 Kearny Vi lla Road, #305 
San Diego 

Project l ocation 
County San Diego 

City EI cajon 
Region 

LeI/Long 
Cross Streets 

32' 4g- 1r N/116' 58' 3"W 
Bradley Avenue and Wing Avenue 
38719008 

F .. 

Stale CA ZJp 92123-1152 

Parcel No. 
Township Section .... 

Proximity to: 
Hlghwllys Hwy67 , SR123 

Airports Gillespe Field 
R~/Iwllys LRT.- Trolley 

Waterw~ys Broadway Channel. Forester Creek 
SchOOlS Chaparral HS 

Land Use Vacant; Z: Industrial 

Project /S$ues Biological Resources; To!dciH3UlrOOus; TraffiC/Circulation; Vegetalion 

Rev/ewing Resources Agency; Department of Fish and Game. Region 5; Department of Parks end Recreation; 
Agencies Department of Water Resources: Caltrans, Division of AeronauHcs: california Highway Patrol; 

caltrans. OIslrtc1: 11; Air Resources Board. Transporta~on Projects; Regional Water Quality Control 
Board. Region 9; Department of ToJdc Substances Control; Native American Heritage Commission 

Data Rocolved 0911 41201 1 Sbort of RevIew 09/1412011 End of RevIew 1110712011 

Note: Blanks in data fields result from Insufficient Information provided by lead agency. 
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Comment Letter A 
Attachment 

Slate 01 Cal·fomia Natural Resources Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME 
South Coast Region 
Jl;I!lJ t'i!uTfin Road 
San Diego. CA 92123 
(858) 467-4201 
www.dfg.ca.gov 

October 28, 2011 

Mr. Jeff Kashak 
Department of Public Works 
C.ounly of San Diego 
5469 Kearny Villa Road, Suite 305 
San Diego, CA 92123 

RECEIVED 
OCT 31 1011 

STATE CLEARING HOUSE 

Subject: Comments on the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report for the Gillespie 
Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project (SCH# 2005111 092) 

Dear Mr. Kashak: 

The California Department of Fish and Game (Department) has reviewed the draft Program 
Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for the Gillespie Field Redevelopment Plan, dated 
September 15, 2011. The comments provided herein are based on infonnation provided in the 
draft PEIR and associated documents (including the Biological Technical Report and the 
Biological Assessment prepared by Technology Associates International Corporation [TAlC}, the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's [Service's] Draft Biological Opinion, pursuant to Section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act [dated September 1, 2009[, and the Final Conceptual Mitigation Plan 
for Redevelopment of the Gillespie Field Airport 7o-acre Parcel and land AcquisitionlAvigation 
Easements Project, EI Cajon, California, dated March, 2009 and prepared by EDAW, Inc.), as 
well as our knowledge of sensitive and declining species and vegetation communities in the 
County of San Diego, and our participation in regional conservation planning efforts. 

The Department is a Trustee Agency and a Responsible Agency pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CECA: §§15386 and 15381 , respectively) and is responsible for 
ensurin9 appropriate conservation of the state's biological resources, including rare, threatened, 
and endangered plant and animal species, pursuant to the California Endangered Species Act 
(CESA; Fish and Game Code §20SO et seq.) and other sections of the Fish and Game Code. 
The Oepartment also administers the Natural Community Conservation Planning (NCCP) 
program. The County of San Diego (County) participates in the NCCP program by 
implementing its approved Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) Subarea Plan 
(SAP). The project site is located within the City of El Cajon and outside the boundaries oflhe 
County's South County MSCP; therefore, take of any listed species is not covered under the 
County's MSCP. The City of EI Cajon was included in the Subregional MSCP Plan (August 
1998), but has not yet completed its MSCP SAP. 

The proposed project site is a 70-acre vacant lot located in the southeastern corner of the 757-
acre Gillespie Field property. Gillespie Field is a publicly owned facility located in the County of 
San Diego within the municipal limits of the City of EI Cajon (City). Interstate 8, which is an 
east-west highway, is located approximately 1.5 miles to the south of Gillespie Field. State 
Route 52, also an east-west highway, lies just to the north of Gillespie Field, and the north-south 
State Route 67 is located nearby to the eas!. 

Conserving CaCifornia's Wirarife Since 1870 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-8 

Comment Letter A 
Attachment Mr. Jeff Kashak 

October 28, 2011 
Page 2 of5 

The proposed project would redevelop the 70-acre site and would include construction of 
appro~imately 15 acres of facility improvements b~lhe County, includillQ new taxiways, .apron 
area, drainage facilities, and utility facilities, and apprpximately 55 acres of aviation-use 
de'Y'elopment by private develoPers, 'including hangar 'spaces, a"ircraft tie-<:loWns, a'"pron 'area," 
automobile parking, aircraft maintenance areas, and aviation office and business space. The ' 
draft PEIR also analyzes three project alternatives: the no project, a M.9-acre reduced footprint, 
and a 36.5-acre further reduced footprint. 

The vegetation communities and land types identified on the property include 62.9 aetes of 
disturbed habitat, 6.1 acres of urban/developed land (i.e., paved lot), and 1.1 aete of non-native 
grassland. Approximately 0.18 aete ofthe non-native grassland supports San Diego ambrosia 
(Ambrosia puml1a), which is an Endangered Species Act-listed endangered species and a 
Covered Species under the MSCP. While it is not a state-listed species, the Department is 
currently evaluating this species for state listing under CESA due to continUed losses of 
populations despite the presumed protection of the MSCP and other multi-species planning 
efforts. The onsite population was fenced and previously preserved as mitigation associated 
with the 1985 Gillespie Field Airport Master Plan EIR; this occurred prior to the federal listing of 
the species as endangered. A second population of San Diego ambrosia is located on Gillespie 
Field (north of the runway) but is not included in the 70-acre project area being analyzed by this 
PEIR. No other special status plant or wildlife species were identified on site. Located south of 
the proposed project and outside the project footprint are 1.1 acres of unvegetated channel 
(Broadway Channel) and 0.05 acre of freshwater marsh. 

The proposed project would result in permanent direct impacts to the entire 0.1 S-acre area of 
San Diego ambrosia and to all of the 1.1 acte..of non-native grassland. Indirect impacts to 1.2 
acte of unvegetated channellfreshwater marsh outside of the project footprint would occur as a 
result of construction. No direct impacts to jurisdictional.waters and potential wetland areas 
would result from implementation of this project. 

At the recommendation of the 2oo9 Biological Technical Report prepared by TAlC, the County 
proposes to mitigate for direct impacts to 0.18 acte of San Diego ambrosia through 
transplantation of all individuals within the proposed project footprint to a 2.9-acre grassland 
area north of the San Diego River, within Mission Trails Regional Park (MTRP); however, the 
final transplantation site will be approved by the Service prior to project impacts to San Diego 
ambrosia. The translocated population would be monitored and managed for a minimum of five 
years to achieve the required success criteria. The County would further ~ resP;Onsible for 
ensuring the long-term management of the translocated population by providing a non-wasting 
endowment held by, or in favor of, the City of San Diego Department of Parks and Recreation. 
Because the impacted San Diego ambrosia population was previously conserved as mitigation, 
the County would also conserve an additional 1.1 acres of existing San Diego ambrosia by 
acquiring land or securing a conservation easement over land with an existing 'San Diego 
ambrosia popUlation that is currently not conserved. The non-native grassland would be 
mitigated at a 0.5: 1 ratio per the County's Biological Guidelines for Determining Signi{icance. 
This mitigation would be located within the receptor site of the translocated ambrosia or the 
alternate populations.of .ambrosia to 'be ·preserved. . ... -

The.County (County Airports) is the Lead Aaency under CEOA for the jntrast~cture 
improvements described above and is not subject to City regui ations. The City will be -
responsible for all subsequent proposed aviation development by private developers, which 
would require City permits and be subject to City regUlations and plans. Gillespie Field does not 
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fall under the County's approved MSCP regulations. The proposed project area is within the 
jurisdictioQal boundaries of the ~ity of EI Cajon and the City of Santee, neither of which has an 
approveg . .M~CP. subarea ,plan . Gillespie Field is ~1.so, exempffrorTJ th~ CpYrty's Resource (_. , 
Protection Ordinance (RPO) pursuant 10 Article,..5 (Exemptions) as·it is. considered an 'essential 
pubflcfacilio/. _ - ., . <0 .~.' - -~-::.': ~ /.~ ~ •• ;.;::'" " .... _"~ : "", 

We offer the fonowing-cOmments and recommendations to assist the .County in avoiding, 
minimizing, and adequately mitigating project-related impacts to biological resources, and to 
ensure that the project is consistent with ongoing regional habitat conservation planning efforts. 

1. San Diego ambrosia is considered to be a narrow endemic species (referring to its limited 
distribution in the United States) and it is a Covered Species under the MSCP and the 
Multiple Habitat Conservation Program.(fflHCP) in n'?rthem San Diego County. Because 
San Diego ambrosia is a narrow endemic species, participating jurisdictions' must specify 

,additiona! specifiC,conservation. meas4res, for the' species in"their SAPs. for instance, San 
Diego ambrosia-is a covered narrow endemic species in the County "lind City of San Diego's 
MSCP plans and requires impact avoidance of 80% of populations, and area specific 
management directives must include monitoring of transplanted populations, and specific 
measures to protect against detrimental edge effects. For jurisdictions that do not have a 
SAP, such as the cities of EI Cajon and Santee, the conservation provisions for San Diego 
ambrosia found in the MHCP and MSCP are recommended to be fonowed to ensure 
consistency with the MSCP and other regional conservation planning. 

. . 
2. The PEIf1.examines a ·66,g.a~ reduced footprint alleroatiVe to. tt]e proposed p'rojec;t. , r, ._ 

"'Under this, alternative,. 15·aC(es.would be,dev.eloped ,by:.the.C9uQty for illf@stru~ure " x·::~· 
Improvements (as-in the'pioposed pl'oject) while the remaining 51 .9 ac~e,s_wou!d. .Qe-Qevoted 
to future projects by private developers. Direct !mpacjs to the 0.18-acr~ San p~o , ' 
ambrosia site and the entire 1.1 acres of non-native grassland would be avoided. 
Additiohaliy, the San Diego'ambrosia \YOuld be surrounded by 'a 2-acre softscape buffer. 
The Department supports this reduced footprint alternative as it avoids impacts to the on
site San Diego ambrosia population. Our recommendation is based on the sensitivity of the 
species and the fact that it was set aside as mitigation associated with the 1985 Gillespie 
Field Airport Master Plan EtR. To promote population viability, we further encourage the 
County to explore opportunities to expand the on-site ambrosia population into more remote 
areas which would not conflict with current or long-term airport operations. 

3. The Biological Assessment (page 34) states that the Gillespie Field San Diego ambrosia 
population will be transplanted to MTRP, within the City of San Diego's MHPA, and 
propagated to achieve a 2:1 mitigation ratio, The County would also conserve an additional 
1.1 acres of existing San Diego ambrosia by acquiring land or securing a conservation 
easement over land with an existing San Diego ambrosia population that is currently not 
conserved: Because .the currently prOposed impact site was required mitigation for the 
elimination of three of the four previously identified ambrosia populations, as indicated in the 
Gillespie Field Master Plan EIR, the Department believes'a 2:1" mitigation'ratio is far from .-: '. 
sufficient. If the County proceeds with a project alternative requiring transplantation, t~e ,. 
Department recommerids that the prpject 'coric!itions be modified suCh that, at a minimum, 
the final transplantation success criteria require at least a 5:1 ratio of the number Of 
ambrosia shoots to be established at the transplant site. The Department further concurs 
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that the additional acquisition of 1.1 aCl'es of occupied San Diego ambrosia occur at a 
'locaUon wflich is not presently protected either under a conservation easement or as part of 

' .. lar:"l~ ,~ntribu!ihg to"t~ regional preserve system ·{e.g., MTRP} . .- : . 
. ,.' . ,. , ,1: _ . .' _ ' . 

. . -. - , .' . , " 
4. " The proposed translocation. area is within MTRP, within the ,City of San Diego's MHPA.' Any 

.' proposed relocation of ambrosia" withir! th'e City's MHPA: sl)ould be evaluated for consistency 
with the City's MSCP SAP in the PEIR. In addition, the mitigation (transplantation) plan 
should be approved by the City, Service, and Department, and provide assurance for the 
long-term management of the site consistent with the City's MSCP SAP, including related 
financial assurances (e.g., Property Analysis Record [PAR] analysis, non-wasting 
endowment, qualified habitat manager, etc.). As described previously, San Diego ambrosia 
is a covered narrow endemic species under the City's MSCP with significant populations 
currently being managed under the MSCP. The City's MSCP SAP (1.2.2, Eastern Area East 
Elliott and MTRP) identiftes a major population that occurs on public lands in MTRP. The 
MHPA Guidelines for the City's East Elliott Area require (as a Priority ~) to "[pjrotect the 
remaining populations of San Diego ambrosia in the private property area immediately to the 
east of the Kumeyaay lake campground. 

5 . Mitigation Measure M-Bl-le (page 7-2) states that the County will be responsible for the 
long,term management of the translocation site. The Department requests the opportunity 
to review and comment on the transplantation plan including the initial 5-year monitoring 
program, the 10ng-t8fl11 management plan, and PAR or PAR-equivalent analysis for the 
translocation site. We assume that both the Service and City will already be providing 
approval of these documents. Although not specifically stated, the Department assumes 
that the County will similarly be responsible for ensuring the long-term niOnitoring a'nd " 
management of the additional 1.1 acre site. The Department requests to be consulted on 
the selection of the 1.1 aae site, and to review the managament plan and related financial 
analysis for the 1. I-acre site. There are a num!;ler of ambrosia 'populations within the Gity of 
EI Cajon and the City of Santee \hat are currently unmanaged and subject to development. 

6. The 0.92-acre on-site Gillespie Field San Diego ambrosia population north of runway 17-35, 
the Kenney Street population, was transplanted in 1993 as mitigation for the Waterfall 
Development. In the selection of a transplant mitigation site for the proposed project (see 
Biological Assessment, page 37) preference was given to sites large enough to 
accommodate the other Gillespie field population north of the runway at the request of the 
County. Given this information, the Department assumes that the Kenney Street population 
may be translocated in the future. However, Table 1.2 in the cumulative impact analysis 
section (2.1.3) does not mention such a project. 

7. Full -implementationlbuild out of the 7G-acre site is not anticipated to take place until year 
2019. In the interim the site has the potential to develop suitable habitat for raplors and 
migratory birds if the site is not continually maintained. Appendix Cf Biological Report (page 
8) recommends preconstruct ion surveys prior to future construction activities during the 
avian breeding season. The Department agrees and recommends the following condition 
be added to the Chapter 7.1 , Mitigation Measures, Biological Resources 7.1.1:-

Preconstruction breeding bird surveys shall be conducted by a qualified avian biologist, no 
longer than 72 hours prior to the initiation of project activities, if future project activities are to 
take place during the avian breeding season which generally runs from March 1 (January 1 
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Comment Letter A 
Attachment 

Mr. Jeff Kashak 
October 28, 2011 
Page 5 of5 

~9r some raptorsl lo.Augus) 31. Surveys should be conducted within the conslru.ction site 
and a 5QO..foot bUffer of th~ consln.!ct!Ofl. site.to assess.both· di~ect"Wld. ifl~i(8ct impacts·to 
nesting birds. If an active nest is located, project activities within 300'feet 'ofthe hest (Within 

.. 500 feet for ~ptor nests). must be postponed until the nest. js .v~q3ted .!lnd juven.iles have 
fledged and there is no' evidence of a secOnd '~tterrlpt arhe$tiiig·. BUffer distances and nest 
and con"struction activities may be !'educed by a qualified biologist depending upon the 
species of bird IJesting and other site-specific factors (ambient human activity; screening 
vegetation; etc.). Flagging, stakes, and/or construction fencing should be used to 
demarcate. the inside boundary of the buffer of 300 feet (or SOO feet) between the project 
activities and the nest. Subsequent surveys shall be conducted if construction is halted for 
more than 72 hours at any time during the breeding season. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the draft PEIR and to assist the County in ru[1her 
minimizing and mitigating project impacts to b[ological resources'. If you have any adqilfonal 
questions or comments' conceming this letter, please' contact Meredith Osoome, Eiivirorimental 
Scientist (Botany) at (858) 636-3163. 

Edmund Pert 
Regional Manager 
South ~oast Region .. " '. " ;-;: 

cc:' ·ilal.e CI~arinQ~o.use, sa;;;'ai-!1ento·". ":; _ .~ .. ' , - _. ,- -

. Doreen StadUander, !:J.S. F.i~h and Wild l (f~ ~.e~i~, Carlsbad : ', . 

. ' . ' 

.:;. J. ., " 

" . ~.' . 
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Comment Letter A 
Attachment 

~AT1VE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION 
fll CAI'ITOl. .....u... !lOON" 
SACR.I.MEIfTO, CAlM" 
<he) "",,""", 
F .. (fl'lW-53lO 

_1IIIoI wpw""' ''''''''' do..JI _ __ _ 

September 27, 2011 

Mr. Jeff Kashak, Environmental Planner II 

c i€ ~r 
~ 
e\\Il11b li 

<j -). '""=;=;;c=, RECEIVED 
SEP 2 9 1011 

County of San Diego Department of Public Works 
5469 Kearny Villa Road 

STATE CLEARING HOUSE 

San Diego, CA 92123-1152 

Re: SCH#20Q5111092: CECA Notice of Completion· draft Environmental Impact Report 
(DEJR) for the ~Gi!1espJe Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project;" located in the City Qf 
EI Caion: San Diego County California. 

Dear Mr. Kashak: 

The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC), the State of California 
'Trustee Agency' for the protection and preservation of Native American cultural resources 
pursuant to California Public Resources Code §21070 and affirmed by the Third Appellate Court 
in the case of EPIC v. Johnson (1985: 170 Cal App. :flS04). The NAHC wishes to comment on 
the proposed project. 

This letter includes state and federal statutes relating to Native American 
historic properties of religious and cultural Significance to American Indian tribes and interested 
Native American individuals as 'consulting parties' under both state and federal law. State law 
also addresses the freedom of Native American Religious Expression in Public Resources Code 
§5097.9. 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CECA - CA Public Resources Code 
210OQ..21177, amendments effective 311812010) requires that any project that causes a 

substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource, that includes 
archaeological resources, is a 'significant effect' requiring the preparation of an Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) per the CECA Guidelines defines a significant impact on the environment 
as 'a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of physical conditions within 
an area affected by the proposed project, including ... objects of historic or aesthetic 
significance: In order to comply with this provision, the lead agency is required to assess 
whether the project will have an adverse impact on these resources within the 'area of potential 
effect (APE), and if so, to mitigate that effect. The NAHC Sacred Lands File (SLF) search 
resulted as follows: Native American cultural resources were not Identified within one-half 
mile of the 'area of potential effect (APE) based on the USGS coordinates. provided. Note: the 
absence of recorded Native American cultural resources does not pl6Clude their existence. The 
area (e.g. APE) is known to the NAHC to be culturally sensitive. 

The NAHC "Sacred Sites,' as defined by the Native American Heritage Commission and 
the California Legislature in California Public Resources Code §§5097.94(a) and 5097.96. 
Items in the NAHC Sacred lands Inventory are confidential and exempt from the Public 
Records Act pursuant to California Government Code §6254 (r). 

Ear1y cOllSultation with Native American tribes in your area is the best way to avoid 
unanticipated discoveries of cultural resources or burial sites once a project is undefWay. 
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Comment Letter A 
Attachment 

Culturally affiliated tribes and individuals may have knowledge of the religious and cultural 
significance of the historic properties in the project area (e.g. APE). We strongly urge that you 
make contact with the list of Native American Contacts on the attached tist of Native American 
contacts. to see if your proposed project might impact Native American cultural resources and to 
obtain their recommendations concerning the proposed project. Pursuant to CA Public 
Resources Code § 5097.95, the NAHC requests that the Native American consulting parties be 
provided pertinent project information. Consultation with Native American communities is also a 
matter of environmental justice as defined by California Government Code §65040.12(e). 
Pursuant to CA Public Resources Code §5097.95. the NAHC requests that pertinent project 
information be provided consulting tribal parties. The NAHC recommends avoidance as defined 
by CEQA Guidelines §15370(a) to pursuing a project .that would damage or destroy Native 
American cultural resources and Section 2183.2 that requires documentation. data recovery of 
cultural resources. 

Consultation with tribes and interested Native American consulting parties. on the NAHC 
list, should be conducted in compliance with the requirements of federal NEPA and Section 106 
and 4(f) of federal NHPA (16 U.S.C. 470 at seq). 36 CFR Part 800.3 (f) (2) & .5, the President's 
Council on Environmental Quality (CSQ. 42 U.S.C 4371 at seq. and NAGPRA (25 U.S.C. 3001· 
3013) as appropriate. The 1992 Secretary of tha Interiors Standards for too Treatment of 
Historic Proparlies were revised so that they could be applied to all historic resource types 
included in the National Register of Historic Places and including cultural landscapes. Also. 
federal Executive Orders Nos. 11593 (preservation of cultural environment). 13175 
(coordination & consultation) and 13007 (Sacred Sites) are helpful. supportive guides for 
Section 106 consultation. The aforementioned Secretary of the Interior's Standards include 
recommendations for all 'lead agencies' to consider the historic context of proposed projects 
and to "research" the cultural landscape that might include !he 'area of potential effect: 

Confidentiality of "historic properties of religious and cultural significance" should also be 
considered as protected by California Government Code §6254( r) and may also be protected 
under Section 304 of he NHPA Of at the Secretary of the Interior discretion-if not eligible for 
listing on the National Register of Historic Places. The Secretary may also be advised by the 
federal Indian Religioos Freedom Act (cf. 42 U.S. C., 1996) in Issuing a decision on whether or 
not to disclose items of religious andlor cultural significance identified in or near the APEs and 
possibility threatened by proposed project activity. 

Furthermore, Public Resources Code Section 5097.98, California Government Code 
§27491 and Health & Safety Code Section 7050.5 provide for provisions for accidentally 
discovered archeological resources during ~onstruction and mandate the processes to be 
followed in the event of an accidental discovery of any human remains in a project location other 
than a 'dedicated cemetery'. 

To be effective, consultation on specific projects must be the result of an ongoing 
relationship between Native American tribes and lead agencies~ project proponents and their 

contractors, in the opinion of the NAHC. Regarding tribal consultation, a relationship built 
around regular meetings and informal involvement with local tribes wilt lead to more qualitative 
consultation tribal input on specifIC projects. 

? 
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Comment Letter A 
Attachment 

Cc: State Clearinghouse 

Attachment Native American Contact List 

1 
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Response to Comment Letter A 
 

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, Scott Morgan 
November 8, 2011 

 
A-1 This comment letter from the California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 

indicates which State agencies received a copy of the Draft Program Environmental 
Impact Report (PEIR) for review, and it acknowledges that the County has complied with 
the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft environmental documents 
pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The comment letters 
provided as an attachment were also received directly by the County and are addressed 
individually in these Responses to Comments. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR.  
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Comment Letter B 

B-1 

B-2 

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION 
1115 CAPITOl. IoIAI..L, 1I0OIII ... 
8ACRAMENTO,CA 1&1114 
CV1&)~1 
F_CII1&)f67-63iO 
_511 . ..... 00"" "' 11"" ...........,e--._ 

September 27,201 1 

Mr, Jeff Kashak, Environmental Planner II 

County of San Diego Depa rtment of Public Works 
5469 Kearny Villa Road 
San Diego, CA 92123-1152 

Edm!!ndG !lrawp.!r P9n"'9' 

Re: SCH#20Q5111Q92: CeQA Notice of Completion' draft Envlronmental lmoact Reoort 
(DEIRl for the "Gillespie Field ZO-acre Redevelopment Prolecti" located in the City of 
EI Caion: San Piego County, Carfornia, 

Dear Mr, Kashak; 

The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC), the State of California 
'Trustee Agency' for the protection and preservation of Native American cultural resources 
pursuant to California Public Resources Code §21 070 and affirmed by the Third Appellate Court 
in the case of EPIC v, Johnson (1985: 170 Cal App, 3'" 604), The NAHC wishes to comment on 
the proposed project, 

This letter includes state and federal statutes relating to Native American 
historic properties of religious and cultural significance to American Indian tribes and interested 
Native American individuals as 'consulting parties' under both state and federal law. State law 
also addresses the freedom of Native American Religious Expression in Public Resources Code 
§5097.9. 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA - CA Public Resources Code 
21000-21177, amendments effective 3/1812010) requires that any project that causes a 

substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource, that includes 
archaeological resources, is a 'significant effect' requiring the preparation of an Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) per the CECA Guidelines defines a significant impact on the environment 
as 'a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of physical conditions within 
an area affected by the proposed project, including ... objects of historic or aesthetic 
significance." In order to comply with this provision, the lead agency is required to assess 
whether the project will have an adverse impact on t!lese resources within the 'area of potential 
effect (APE), and if so, to mitigate that effect. The NAHC Sacred Lands File (SLF) search 
resulted as follows: Native American cultural resources were not identified within one-half 
mile of the 'area of potential effect (APE) based on the USGS coordinates provided. Note: the 
absence of recorded Native American cultural resources does not preclude their existence. The 
area (e.g. APE) is known to the NAHC to be culturally sensitive. 

The NAHC ' Sacred Sites: as defined by the Native American Heritage Commission and 
the California Legislature if1 California Public Resources Code §§5097.94{a) and 5097.96. 
Jtems in the NAHC Sacred Lands Inventory are confidential and exempt from the Public 
Records Act pursuant to California Government Code §6254 (r). 

Early consultation with Native American tribes in your area is the best way to avoid 
unanticipated discoveries of cultural resources or burial sites once a project is underway. 1 
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B-2 
cont’d 

Culturally affiliated tribes and individuals may have knowledge of the religious and cultural 
significance of the historic properties in the project area (e.g. APE). We strongly urge that you 
make contact with the list of Native American Contacts on the attached list of Natiye American 
contacts, to see if your proposed project might impact Native American cultural resources and to 
obtain their recommendations concerning the proposed project. Pursuant to CA Public 
Resources Code § 5097.95, the NAHC requests that the Native American consulting parties be 
provided pertinent project information. Consultation with Native American communities is also a 
matter of environmental justice as defined by California Government Code §65040.12(e). 
Pursuant to CA Public Resources Code §5097.95, the NAHC requests that pertinent project 
information be provided consulting tribal parties. The NAHC recommends avoidance as defined 
by CEOA Guidelines §15370(a) to pursuing a project that would damage or destroy Native 
American cultural resources and Section 2183.2 that requires documentation, data recovery of 
cultural resources. 

Consultation with tribes and interested Native American consulting parties, on the NAHC 
list, should be conducted in compliance with the requirements of federal NEPA and Section 106 
and 4(f) of federal NHPA (16 U.S.C. 470 et seq), 36 CFR Part 800.3 (f) (2) & .5, the President's 
Counc~ on Environmental Ouality (GSO, 42 U.S.C 4371 at seq. and NAGPRA (25 U.S.C. 3001-
3013) as appropriate. The 1992 Secretary of the Interiors Standards for the Treatment of 
Historic Properties were revised so that they could be applied to all historic resource types 
included in the National Register of Historic Places and including cutwrallandscapes. Also, 
federal Executive Orders Nos. 11593 (preservation of cultural environment), 13175 
(coordination & consultation) and 13007 (Sacred Sites) are helpful, supportive guides for 
Section 106 consultation. The aforementioned Secretary of the Interior's Stendards include 
recommendations for all 'lead agencies' to consider the historic context of proposed projects 
and to "research' the cultural landscape that might include the 'area of potential effect' 

Confidentiality of "historic properties of religious and cultural significance' should also be 
considered as protected by California Government Code §6254( r) and may also be protected 
under Section 304 of he NHPA or at the Secretary of the Interior discretion if not eligible for 
listing on the National Register of Historic Places. The Secretary may also be advised by the 
federal Indian Religious Freedom Act (cf. 42 U.S. C., 1996) in issuing a decision on whether or 
not to disclose items of religious and/or cultural significance identified in or near the APEs and 
possibility threatened by proposed project activity. 

furthermore, Public Resources Code Section 5097,98, california Government Code 
§27491 and Health & Safety Code Section 7050.5 provide for provisions for accidentally 
discovered archeological resources during construction and mandate the processes to be 
followed in the event of an accidental discovery of any human remains in a project location other 
than a 'dedicated cemetery'. 

To be effective, consultation on specifIC protects must be the result of an ongoing 
relationship belweefl Native American tribes and lead agencies~ project proponents and their 

contractors, in the opinion of the NAHC. Regarding tribal consultation, a relationship built 
around regular meetings and informal involvement with local tribes will lead to more qualitative 
consultation tribal input on specific projects. 

? 
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B-2 
cont’d 

If you have any questions about this response to your request, please do not hesitate to 
me at 16) 653-6251 . 

-

Cc: State Clearinghouse 

Attachment: Native American Contact List 

1 
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Comment Letter B 
Attachment Natlve American Contacts 

San Diego County 
September 27, 2011 

Barona Group of the Capitan Grande 
Edwin Romero, Chairperson 
1095 Barona Road Diegueno 
Lakeside , CA 92040 
sue@barona-nsn.gov 
(619) 443-66t 2 
619-443-Q681 

La Posta Band of Mission Indians 
Gwendolyn Parada, Chairperson 
PO Box 1120 DieguenolKumeyaay 
Boulevard , CA 91905 
gparada@lapostacasino. 
(619) 478-21 13 
619-478-2125 

San Pasqual Band of Mission Indians 
Allen E. Lawson, Chairperson 
PO Box 365 Diegueno 
Valley Center, CA 92082 
allenl @sanpasquaJband .com 
(760) 749-3200 
(760) 749-3876 Fax 

tipay Nation of Santa Ysabel 
Virgil Perez, Spokesman 
PO Box 130 Dlegueno 
Santa Ysabel, CA 92070 
brandietaylor@yahoo.com 
(760) 765-0845 
(760) 765-0320 Fax 

Sycuan Band of the Kumeyaay Nation 
Danny Tucker, Chairperson 
5459 Sycuan Road OieguenolKumeyaay 
EI Cajon ,CA 92021 
ssilva@sycuan-nsn.gov 
619445-2613 
619445-1927 Fax 

Viejas Band of Kumeyaay Indians 
Anthony R. Picc, Chairperson 
PO Box 908 DieguenolKumeyaay 
Alpine , CA 91903 
jrothauff@viejas-nsn.gov 
(619) 445-3810 
(619) 445-5337 Fax 

Kumeyaay Cultural Historic Committee 
Ron Christman 
56 Viejas Grade Road DieguenolKumeyaay 
Alpine , CA 92001 
(619) 445-0385 

Campo Kumeyaay Nation 
Monique LaChappa, Chairperson 
36190 Church Road, Suite 1 OieguenolKumeyaay 
Campo , CA 91906 
miachappa@campo-nsn.gov 
(619) 478-9046 
(619) 478-5818 Fax 

DIstribution of _ ' Ist _ not .... _ ~ ny I*WOI> of the stltuto<y ... _lbI~ty .. defined In s.ctIon 1050.5 of the HNlth . Ad s.t.ty Code, 
SIoction _,.'" of the Public Resourcn Code , Ad SectIon _7." of the P .. blic Rnoun: .. Code. 

This " ~tt It ~ppl lcable lor contacting IocIII ~ A.....nc:u. with rwv-rd to cult ..... ..........,.. lor the propoMd 
SCIM'2OO511t092; CEo... ~ of C~; d-.ft E~ ImIMd R' portjOElR) lor the GillespieFIeid JO..acn R£de ........... otProject; 
_ 'n hell)' 01 El CIIjon; S.n DltIlO County, CIoIlfomiL 
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Comment Letter B 
Attachment Natlve American Contacts 

San Diego County 
September 27, 2011 

Jamul Indian Village 
Kenneth Meza, Chairperson 
P,O, Box 6t2 DieguenolKumeyaay 
Jamul , CA 91935 
jamulrez@sctdv.net 
(619) 669-4785 
(619) 669-48178 - Fax 

Mesa Grande Band of Mission Indians 
Mark Romero, Chairperson 
P.O Box 270 Diegueno 
Santa Ysabel, CA 92070 
mesagrandeband@msn.com 
(760) 782-3818 
(760) 782-9092 Fax 

Kumeyaay Cultural Heritage Preservation 
Paul Cuero 
36190 Church Roa(j, Suite 5 /lIeguenI}IKumayaay 
Campo , CA 9t906 
(619) 478-9046 
(619) 478-9505 
(619) 478-5818 Fax 

Kwaaymii Laguna Band of Mission Indians 
Carmen Lucas 
P.O. Box 775 Diegueno -
Pine Valley , CA 91962 
(619) 709-4207 

This llat Ia current only .. of the dale of this document. 

Inaja Band of Mission Indians 
Rebecca Osuna, Spokesperson 
2005 S. Escondido Blvd. Diegueno 
Escondido , CA 92025 
(760) 737-7628 
(760) 747-8568 Fax 

Kumeyaay Cultural Repatriation Committee 
Steve Banegas, Spokesperson 
1095 Barona Road DleguenolKumeyaay 
Lakeside , CA 92040 
(619) 742-5587 - cell 
(619) 742-5587 
(619) 443-0681 FAX 

Ewiiaapaayp Tribal Office 
Will Micklin, Executive Director 
4054 Willows Road DieguenolKumeyaay 
Alpine , CA 9 1901 

wmicklin @leaningrock.net 
(619) 445-6315 - voice 
(619) 445-9126 - fax 

Ewiiaapaayp Tribal Office 
Michael Garcia, Vice Chairperson 
4054 Willows Road DieguenolKumeyaay 
Alpine ,CA 9 1901 

michaelg@leaningrock.net 
(619) 445-6315 - voice 
(619) 445-9126 - fax 

Oiatrtbutiotl of this list does not rei,.... • ..,. pe<SOI'I 01 the . .. lutoty ",poI'IS1bl1ity .. defined In Section 7050.5 01' the H .. 1\h and Solely Code, 
SectIon 5097.'" <if the Public R_ ~.nd SectIon 5097.N 01' the Public Rftoun:.. Code. 

Thia llat Ia appl~ lor eontaclIng local NMlva Amer'lca1'lS with ntfI'On:I to cultu .... ~ lor the propoMd 
SCfft20051110!12; CEQA Notice <if ComplMlon; d..rt Erwl...........,.., Impact ~ tDElR) lor the GU,"pIe FIeld 7o...cte REde¥eIopmenI PrcjIct; 
Io<:.-d In the City of EI Cajon; Srln Diego County, CIIlltornia. 
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Comment Letter B 
Attachment Natlve American Contacts 

San Diego County 
September 27, 20 11 

Ipai Nation of Santa Ysabel 
Clint Linton, Director of Cuttural Resources 
P.O. Box 507 Diegueno/Kumeyaay 
Santa Ysabel, CA 92070 
cJllnton73@aol.oom 
(760) 803-5694 
Cjlinton73@aol.com 

Manzanita Band of the Kumeyaay Nation 
Leroy J. Elliott, Chairperson 
P.O. Box 1302 OieguenolKumeyaay 
Boulevard ,CA 91905 
(619) 766-4930 
(619) 7664957 - FAX 

Kumeyaay Oiegueno Land Conservancy 
M. Louis Guassac 
P.O. Box 1992 DieguenolKumeyaay 
Alpine , CA 91903 
guassacl@onebox.oom 

(619) 952-8430 

Inter-Tribal Cultural Resource Council 
Frank Brown, Coordinator 
240 Brown Road DieguenolKumeyaay 
Alpine , CA 91901 

FIREFIGHTER69TFF@AOL 
COM 
«619) 884-8437 

TlI .. list .. cumont only n of the dale of 11M docu ..... nt. 

Kumeyaay Cultural Repatriation Committee 
Bernice Paipa, Vice Spokesperson 
P.O. Box 11 20 DieguenolKumeyaay 
Boulevard ,CA 91905 
(619) 478-21 13 

DIstribution of IhIs 1 .. 1 ...... not ......... ..,.. "" .. on of the atmllo<y rnponslbllity n defIr.d In Stoction 7050.5 of the HeaIIh and s.r.ty 000.. 
s.ctIon 5OW1.14 <if the Public RHOUfCU 000. .nd SectIon 1SOf7." of 11M Public RHourcn CoO.. 

This lisl II appIlcei. for eoructlng IocIoI ~ A.....nca .... ...tIII regoon! 10 cultural ........ rcn lor It. PfOIICIHd 
SCI-V20051110i2; CEQA. Notlq of Completion; drsft El'IYironrnentlollmpact Raport (DEIR) for It. GiIIDpi<t FIeld 70-.. REdeIIeIopnwnl Pro;eo:t; 
I~ Inthe CIIy of EI c.jon; San I*go CooJnty, CIIIlfomIa. 
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Response to Comment Letter B 
 

Native American Heritage Commission, Dave Singleton 
September 27, 2011 

 
B-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this letter and concurs that no traditional cultural 

properties or Native American heritage sites are located within one-half mile of the 
Proposed Project site as discussed in the Draft PEIR Section 3.1.3.1. No changes have 
been made to the PEIR. 

 
B-2 The County received a previous letter from the Native American Heritage Commission 

(NAHC) during development of the Cultural Resources Technical Report for the 
Proposed Project. As described in the Cultural Resources Technical Report (Appendix 
D), the NAHC provided a list of Native American tribal representatives to solicit further 
information concerning the Proposed Project. Letters were sent to eight tribal 
representatives requesting further information. Only one response, a letter dated April 
18, 2006, from Ms. Shasta Gaughen, Assistant Director for the Pala Band of Mission 
Indians, was received. The letter suggested that a “project of this size would benefit from 
the presence of Native American monitors.” On August 16, 2006, a letter was sent in 
response to Ms. Gaughen stating that, due to the extremely high level of disturbance on-
site and the fact that neither the records search nor the survey resulted in the 
identification of cultural resources, the likelihood of identifying unknown prehistoric or 
historic archaeological deposits is extremely low and does not warrant Native American 
or archaeological monitoring. Therefore, the County finds that additional tribal 
consultation is not warranted. In addition, the San Diego County Archaeological Society, 
Inc. submitted a letter to the County dated October 6, 2011 stating that “we agree no 
significant impacts to cultural resources are likely to occur. We therefore also agree that 
no cultural resources mitigation measures are necessary.” No changes have been made 
to the PEIR.  
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C-1 

C-2 

Comment Letter C 

Department of Toxic Substances Control 

Marm .... RO<Irfquez 
Secre!aly lor 

Environmental Pn>Iection 

Ocl~ber 24 , 2011 

Mr. Jeff Kashak 

Deborah O. Rapn~ . Director 
5796 Corporate Avenut! 

Cypress, California 90630 

County of San Diego, Department of Public Works 
5469 Kearny Villa Road , Suite 305 
San Diego, California 92123 

E<lmlJn<1 G. Bro ... " Jr. 
~ 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT {ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
REPORT FOR GILLESPIE FIELD 70-ACRE REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT 
(SCH# 2005111092). 

Dear Mr. Kashak: 

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has received your submitted 
Notice of Preparation of the Environmenlal lmpacl Report for the above-mentioned 
project. The followi ng project description is stated in your document: "The County 
proposes the redevelopment of a vacant 70-acre site located in the southeastern corner 
of the 757 ·acre Gillespie Field property with aviation uses. The Proposed Project would 
include construction of approximately 15 acres of facility improvements implemented by 
the County (i.e. , new taxiways, apron area , drainage facilities, and utility facilities) , and 
approximately 55 acres to be dedicated toward aviation·use development that would be 
designed and constructed by private developers (e.g. , rectangular and T-hangar 
spaces, conventional hangar space, aircraft tie·downs, an apron area , automobile 
parking , aircraft maintenance space, and aviation office and business space). Private 
developers would be required to conduct subsequent environmental review prior to the 
authorization for individual project development. The City of EI Cajon will be the CEQA 
Lead Agency for all project components related to private development requiring 
discretionary permits". 

Based on the review of the submitted document OTSC has the following comments: 

1) The EIR should evaluate whether conditions within the project area may pose a 
threat to human health or the environment. FOllowing are the databases of some 
of the regulatory agencies: 

• 
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2) 

• National Priorities List (NPL): A list maintained by the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency (U.S.EPA). 

• Envirostor (formerly CaISites): A Database primarily used by the California 
Department of Toxic Substances Control, accessible through DTSC's 
website (see below). 

• Resource Conservation and Recovery Information System (RCRIS): A 
database of RCRA facilities that is maintained by U.S. EPA. 

• Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation and Liability 
Information System (CERCLlS): A database of CERClA sites that is 
maintained by U.S. EPA. 

• Solid Waste Information System (SWIS): A database provided by the 
California Integrated Waste Management Board which consists of both 
open as well as closed and inactive solid waste disposal facilities and 
transfer stations. 

• GeoTracker: A Lisl thal is maintained by Regional Waler Quality Control 
Boards. 

• Local Counties and Cities maintain lists for hazardous substances cleanup 
sites and leaking underground storage tanks. 

• The United Stales Army Corps of Engineers, 911 Wilshire Boulevard, 
los Angeles, California, 90017, (213) 452-3908, maintains a list of 
Formerly Used Defense Siles (FUDS). 

The EIR should identify the mechanism to initiate any required investigation 
andlor remediation for any site that may be contaminated, and the government 
agency to provide appropriate regulatory oversight. If necessary, DTSC would 
require an oversight agreement in order to review such documents. 

3) Any environmental investigations, sampling and/or remediation for a site should 
be conducted under a Workplan approved and overseen by a regulatory agency 
that has jurisdiction to oversee hazardous substance cleanup. The findings of 
any investigations, including any Phase I or II Environmental Site Assessment 
Investigations should be summarized in the document. All sampling results in 
which hazardous substances were found above regulatory standards should be 
clearly summarized in a table. All closure, certification or remediation approval 
reports by regulatory agencies should be included in the EIR. 

I 
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4) If buildings, other structures, asphalt or concrete-paved surface areas are being 
ptanned to be demolished, an investigation should also be conducted for the 
presence of other hazardous chemicals, mercury, and asbestos containing 
materials (ACMs). If other hazardous chemicals, lead-based paints (LPB) or 
products, mercury or ACMs are identified, proper precautions should be taken 
during demolition activities. Additionally, the contaminants should be remedialed 
in compliance with California environmental regulations and policies. 

5) Future project construction may require soil excavation or filling in certain areas. 
Sampling may be required. If soil is contaminated, it must be properly disposed 
and not simply placed in another location onsite . Land Disposal Restrictions 
(LDRs) may be applicable to such soils. Also, if the project proposes to import 
soil to backfililhe areas excavated, sampling should be conducted to ensure that 
the imported soil is free of contamination. 

6) Human health and the environment of sensitive receptors should be protected 
during any construction or demolition activities. If necessary, a health risk 
assessment overseen and approved by the appropriate government agency 
should be conducted by a qualified health risk assessor to determine if there are, 
have been, or will be, any releases of hazardous materials that may pose a risk 
to human health or the environment. 

7) If it is determined that hazardous wastes are, or will be, generated by the 
proposed operations, the wastes must be managed in accordance with the 
California Hazardous Waste Control Law (California Health and Safety Code, 
Division 20, Chapter 6.5) and the Hazardous Wasle Control Regulations 
(Catifornia Code of Regulations, Title 22, Division 4.5). If it is determined that 
hazardous wastes will be generated, the facility should also obtain a United 
States Environmental Protection Agency Identification· Number by contacting 
(800) 618-6942. Certain hazardous waste treatment processes or hazardous 
materials, handling, storage or uses may require authorization from the local 
Certified Un ified Program Agency (CUPA). Information about lhe requirement for 
authorization can be obtained by contacting your local CUPA. 

8) DTSC can provide cleanup oversight through an Environmental Oversight 
Agreement (EOA) for government agencies that are not responsible parties, or a 
Voluntary Cleanup Agreement (VCA) for private parties. For additional 
information on the EOA or VCA, please see 
www.dtsc.ca.gov/SiteCleanup/Brownfields. or contact Ms. Maryam Tasnif
Abbasi, DTSC's Voluntary Cleanup Coordinator, at (714) 484-5489. 
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If you have any questions regarding thi!i letter, please contact me at 
aShami@dtsc.ca.gov, orbyphoneat(714)484-5472. 

Since I , 

)( 
A i 
Project Manager 
Brownfields and Environmental Restoration Program 

cc: Governor's Office of Planning and Research 
State Clearinghouse 
P.O. Box 3044 
Sacramento, California 95812-3044 
state.clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov 

CEQA Tracking Center 
Department of Toxic Substances Control 
Office of Environmental Planning and Analysis 
P.O. Box 806 
Sacramento, California 95812 
nriller@dtsc.ca.gov 

CEQA# 3363 

1 
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California Department of Toxic Substances Control, Al Shami 
October 24, 2011 

 
C-1 This comment from the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) restates 

information provided in the project description of the Draft PEIR, and does not raise any 
specific issues relative to the environmental analysis. No changes have been made to 
the PEIR. 

 
C-2 As discussed in Section 2.2 of the Draft PEIR, a Phase I and Phase II Environmental 

Due Diligence Audit (EDDA) Environmental Site Assessments (ESA) were completed for 
the Proposed Project. These reports evaluated current and historic uses of the Proposed 
Project site. As part of the Phase I federal, state, tribal, and local environmental 
database information was reviewed within the ASTM-specified distance from the project 
site, including the specific databases listed in this comment. Copies of these records can 
be found in Appendix E of the Draft PEIR.  

 
 Based on the potential for hazardous materials to be released during construction, the 

Draft PEIR concluded that the Proposed Project could potentially result in a significant 
impact. Mitigation Measures M-HZ-1a through M-HZ-1d would be implemented to 
reduce any potential impacts from the release of hazardous materials during 
construction to a level below significance. No changes have been made to the PEIR. 

 
C-3 As discussed in the Draft PEIR Section 2.2.6, the County identifies a mechanism to 

initiate required investigation and/or remediation for any site that may be contaminated. 
The Draft PEIR has been revised in Section 2.2.2 to cite San Diego County Department 
of Environmental Health (DEH) as the appropriate regulatory agency. 

 
C-4 Mitigation measures M-HZ-1a through M-HZ-1d describe the process for properly 

surveying and remediating any hazardous materials that may be released during 
construction. This includes ensuring compliance with all federal, state, and local 
regulations pertaining to hazardous materials as enforced by the County DEH. Also, in 
preparation of the Draft PEIR, a Soil Management Plan was prepared to describe the 
procedures to manage known and potentially contaminated soil (Appendix E). No 
closure, certification, or remediation approval reports have been prepared at this time by 
regulatory agencies (DEH). 

  
 Furthermore, the use, generation, storage, treatment or disposal of hazardous materials 

by future occupants of the site will be regulated by the County of San Diego DEH, 
Hazardous Materials Division (HMD). The HMD is responsible for regulating hazardous 
materials business plans and chemical inventory, hazardous waste and tiered permitting, 
underground storage tanks, and risk management plans. The goal of the HMD is to 
protect human health and the environment by ensuring that hazardous materials, 
hazardous waste and underground storage tanks are properly managed. All hazardous 
materials at the site would be properly stored and managed with oversight by HMD. The 
PEIR has been revised in Section 2.2.2 to cite County DEH as the regulatory agency. 
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C-5 No buildings or other structures are located on the Proposed Project footprint. Therefore, 
additional investigation as outlined in this comment is not warranted. No changes have 
been made to the PEIR. 

 
C-6 The County concurs that sampling would be required of excavated soil that has the 

potential to be contaminated. Additionally, all contaminated soil would be disposed at an 
approved offsite disposal/recycling facility. As such, Mitigation Measures M-HZ-1a 
through M-HZ-1d as identified in the Draft PEIR shall be implemented. No changes have 
been made to the PEIR. 

 
C-7 The County concurs that a health risk assessment should be prepared to protect human 

health and the environment during any construction activities. As such, Mitigation 
Measure M-HZ-1d as identified in the Draft PEIR requires the County and private 
developers to prepare a human health risk assessment to evaluate potential health risks 
to future occupants of the site prior to occupation of any structures within the Proposed 
Project site. No changes have been made to the PEIR. 

 
C-8 The use, generation, storage, treatment or disposal of hazardous materials by future 

occupants of the Proposed Project site will be regulated in accordance with all federal, 
state and local regulations and ordinances. The quantities and types of solid waste 
which may be generated by future aviation-related uses of the site have not been 
determined at this time and will ultimately be determined by the occupants of the site. As 
identified in the Draft PEIR Section 2.2.3.1, depending on the quantity and nature of the 
hazardous materials stored and used at the site, a Spill Prevention, Control and 
Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan or Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) may 
need to be prepared by the occupant(s) of the site. The County of San Diego DEH would 
regulate the use, generation, storage, treatment or disposal of hazardous materials by 
future occupants of the site. No changes have been made to the PEIR. 

 
C-9 The County acknowledges that DTSC can provide cleanup oversight for government 

agencies that are not responsible parties. As County DEH would serve as the 
overseeing regulatory authority for the Proposed Project, the County finds that no 
guidance for cleanup oversight is required by DTSC. The County appreciates DTSC’s 
input. No changes have been made to the PEIR. 
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D-1 

rure QfC"LlfQBNI"=oIllJS!NESS IRAiiSPOlIIADOH AND HO!!S!!Kj "GENCY 1i!lMlIND G BROWN It G<r.mI!x 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
DlSTRJCT II, DIVISION OF PLANNING 
4050 TAYLOR ST, M.S. 240 
SANDIEGO, CA 92110 
PHONE (619) 688-6960 
FAX (619)688-4299 
TTY 711 -
www.dot.ca.gov 

Flu}'Clt, p<IIN ' [ 

S. ~rotrgy ~fficknll 

October 24, 2011 11·SD·67 
PM 1.11 

Mr.leffKashak 
Department of Public Works 
San Diego County 
5469 Kearny Villa Road, #305 
San Diego, CA 92123-1152 

RE: Gillespie Field 70·Acre Redevelopment Project 

Dear Mr. Kashak: 

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) appreciates the opportunity to 
have reviewed the Draft Traffic Impact Study (TIS) prepared by LOS, Engineering Inc., 
dated September 7, 2011, as part of Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR SCH 
#20051 11 092) for the Gillespie Field 70-Acre Redevelopment Project located at 10990 
Woodside Avenue North in the City ofEI Cajon, near State Route 67 (SR-67). Caltrans 
has the following comment on the TIS: 

On Page 11 , Table 2: EXISTING (YEAR 20 11 ) INTERSECTION LEVEL OF 
SERVICE, Cuyamaca StreetlSR-52 ramps intersection should be included. 

Appendix I year 2030 shows that 28% of traffic is expected to travel north on Marshall 
Avenue. This northbound traffic on Marshall Avenue would continue to Cuyamaca 
Street and ultimately to SR-52_ However, this report shows no studies at the intersection 
ofCuyarnaca Street and the SR-52 ramps, Please explain. 

If you have any questions or require further information, please contact Roy Abboud at 
(619) 688-6869 or Roy_Abboud@dot.ca.gov_ 

s,o"1"9-
JAfoB:. ARMSTRONG, Chief 
Development Review Branch 
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Response to Comment Letter D 
 

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), Jacob M. Armstrong 
October 24, 2011 

 
D-1 The County finds that analysis of the roadway intersection of Cuyamaca Street and 

State Route (SR)-52 was not warranted in the PEIR or Traffic Impact Study as this 
intersection is located outside of the determined study area as defined by the peak hour 
trip criteria documented in the County of San Diego Report Format and Content 
Requirements for Transportation and Traffic. As shown in the Traffic Impact Study 
(Figure 12; intersection #10), the number of peak hour trips on Cuyamaca Street just 
north of Bradley Avenue include 20 AM trips and 23 PM trips. Therefore, according to 
the County criteria, the roadways and intersection north of Bradley Avenue along 
Cuyamaca Street are not required for analysis.   

 
As documented in the Traffic Impact Study (Figure 8), 12% of the total project traffic 
generated from the Proposed Project is anticipated to use SR-52 (including Marshall 
Avenue and Cuyamaca Street). 12% of the total project AM trips and PM trips equates to 
12 AM trips and 13 PM trips, which is less than 25 peak hour trips and less than the 
required threshold for analyzing a roadway element. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR. 
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E-1 

E-2 

South Coast Region 
3883 Ruffin Road 
San Diego, CA 92123 
(858)467-4201 
www.dfg.ca·9OV 

October 28, 2011 

Mr. Jeff Kashak 
Department of Public Wor1<s 
County of San Diego 
5469 Kearny Villa Road, Suite 305 
San Diego, CA 92123 

CHARLTON H. BONHAM, DiffICtor 

Subject: Comments on the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report for the Gillespie 
Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project (SCH# 2005111092) 

Dear Mr. Kashak: 

The California Department of Fish and Game (Department) has reviewed the draft Program 
Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for the Gillespie Field Redevelopment Plan, dated 
September 15, 2011. The comments provided herein are based on information provided in the 
draft PEIR and associated documents (including the Biological Technical Report and the 
Biological Assessment prepared by Technology Associates International Corporation [TAlC!, the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's (Service's] Draft Biological Opinion, pursuant to Section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act (dated September " 2009], and the Final Conceptual Mitigation Plan 
for Redevelopment of the Gillespie Field Airport 70-acre Parcel and Land AcquisitioniAvigation 
Easements Project, EI Cajon, California, dated March, 2009 and prepared by EDAW, Inc.), as 
well as our knowledge of sensitive and declining species and vegetation communities in the 
County of San Diego, and our participation in regional conservation planning efforts. 

The Department is a Trustee Agency and a Responsible Agency pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA; §§15386 and 15381 , respectively) and is responsible for 
ensuring appropriate conservation of the state's biological resources, including rare, threatened, 
and endangered plant and animal species, pursuant to the California Endangered Species Act 
(CESA; Fish and Game COde §2050 et seq.) and other sections of the Fish and Game COde. 
The Department also administers the Natural Community Conservation Planning (NCCP) 
program. The County of San Diego (County) participates in the NCCP program by 
implementillQ its approved Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) Subarea Plan 
(SAP). The project site is located within the City of EI Cajon and outside the boundaries of the 
County's South County MSCP; therefore, take of any listed species is not covered under the 
County's MSCP. The City of EI Cajon was included in the Subregional MSCP Plan (August 
1998), but has not yet completed its MSCP SAP. 

The proposed project site is a 70-acre vacant lot located in the southeastern comer of the 757-
acre Gillespie Field property. Gillespie Field is a publicly owned facility located in the County of 
San Diego within the municipal limits of the City of EI Cajon (City). Interstate 8, which is an 
east-west highway, is located approximately 1.5 miles to the south of Gillespie Field. State 
Route 52, also an east-west highway, lies just to the north of Gillespie Field, and the north-south 
State Route 67 is located nearby to the east. 

Conserving Ca(!fomia's WiUCife Since 1870 
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The proposed project would redevelop the 7Q.acre site and would include construction of 
approximately 15 acres of facility improvements by the County, including new taxiways, apron 
area, drainage facilities, and utility facilities, and approximately 55 acres of aviation-use 
development by private developers, including hangar spaces, aircraft tie-downs, apron area, 
automobile parking, aircraft maintenance areas, and aviation office and business space. The 
draft PEIR also analyzes three project alternatives: the no project, a 66.S-acre reduced footprint, 
and a 36.5-acte further reduced footprint. 

The vegetation communities and land types identified on the property include 62.9 acres of 
disturbed habitat, 6.1 acres of urban/developed land (i.e., paved lot), and 1.1 acte of non-native 
grassland. Approximately 0.18 acre of the non-native grassland supports San Diego ambrosia 
(Ambrosia pumila) , which is an Endangered Species Act-listed endangered species and a 
Covered Species under the MSCP, While it is not a state-listed species, the Department is 
currently evaluating this species for state listing under CESA due to continued losses of 
populations despite the presumed protection of the MSCP and other multi-species planning 
efforts. The onsite population was fenced and previously preserved as mitigation associated 
with the 1985 Gillespie Field Airport Master Plan EIR: this occurred prior to the federal listing of 
the species as endangered. A second population of San Diego ambrosia is located on Gillespie 
Field (north of the runway) but is not included in the 70-acte project area being analyzed by this 
PEJR. No other special status plant or wildlife species were identified on site. Located south of 
the proposed project and outside the project footprint are 1.1 actes of unvegetated channel 
(Broadway Channel) and 0.05 acre of freshwater marsh. 

The proposed project would result in permanent direct impacts to the entire 0.18-acre area of 
San Diego ambrosia and to all of the 1.1 acre of non-native grassland. Indirect impacts to 1.2 
acre of unvegetaled channefifreshwater marsh outside of the project footprint would occur as a 
result of construction. No direct impacts to jurisdictional waters and potential wetland areas 
would result from implementation of this project. 

At the recommendation of the 2009 Biological Technical Report prepared by TAlC, the County 
proposes to mitigate for direct impacts to 0.18 acre of San Diego ambrosia through 
transplantation of all individuals within the proposed project footprint to a 2.9-acte grassland 
area north of the San Diego River, within Mission Trails Regional Park (MTRP): however, the 
final transplantation site will be approved by the Service prior to project impacts to San Diego 
ambrosia. The translocated population would be monitored and managed for a minimum of five 
years to achieve the required success criteria. The County would further be responsible for 
ensuring the long-term management of the translocated population by providing a non-wasting 
endowment held by, or in favor of, the City of San Diego Department of Parks and Recreation. 
Because the impacted San Diego ambrosia population was previously conserved as mitigation, 
the County would also conserve an additional 1.1 acres of existing San Diego ambrosia by 
acquiring land or securing a conservation easement over land with an existing San Diego 
ambrosia population that is currently not conserved. The non-native grassland would be 
mitigated at a 0.5: 1 ratio per the County's Biological Guidelines for Determining Significance. 
This mitigation would be located within the receptor site of the translocated ambrosia or the 
alternate populations of ambrosia to be preserved . 

I 

The County (County Airports) is the Lead Agency under CEQA for the infrastructure r 
improvements described above and is not subject to City regulations. The City will be 
responsible for all subsequent proposed aviation development by private developers, which 
would require City permits and be subject to City regulations and plans. Gillespie Field does not 
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fall under the County's approved MSCP regulations. The proposed project area is within the 
jurisdictional boundaries of the City of EI Cajon and the City of Santee, neither of which has an 
approved MSCP subarea plan. Gillespie Field is also exempt from the County's Resource 
Protection Ordinance (RPO) pursuant to Article 5 (Exemptions) as it is considered an "essential 
public facility". 

We offer the following comments and recommendations to assist the County in avoiding, 
minimizing, and adequately mitigating project-related impacts to biological resources, and to 
ensure that the project is consistent with ongoing regional habitat conservation planning efforts. 

1. San Diego ambrosia is considered to be a narrow endemic species (referring to its limited 
distribution in the United States) and it is a Covered Species under the MSCP and the 
Multiple Habitat Conservation Program (MHCP) in northern San Diego County. Because 
San Diego ambrosia is a narrow endemic species, participating jurisdictions must specify 
additional specific conservation measures for the species in their SAPs. For instance, San 
Diego ambrosia is a covered narrow endemic species in the County and City of San Diego's 
MSCP plans and requires impact avoidance of 80% of populations, and area specific 
management directives must include monitoring of transplanted populations, and specific 
measures to protect against detrimental edge effects. For jurisdictions that do not have a 
SAP, such as the cities of EI Cajon and Santee, the conservation provisions for San Diego 
ambrosia found in the MHCP and MSCP are recommended to be followed to ensure 
consistency with the MSCP and other regional conservation planning. 

2. The PEIR examines a 66.9-acre reduced footprint alternative to the proposed project. 
Under this alternative, 15 acres would be developed by the County for infrastructure 
improvements (as in the proposed project) while the remaining 51 .9 acres would be devoted 
to future projects by private developers. Direct impacts to the C.18-acre San Diego 
ambrosia site and the entire 1.1 acres of non-native 9rassland would be avoided. 
Additionally, the San Diego ambrosia would be surrounded by a 2-acre sofiscape buffer. 
The Department supports this reduced footprint alternative as it avoids impacts to the on
site San Diego ambrosia population. Our recommendation is based on the sensitivity of the 
species and the fact that it was set aside as mitigation associated with the 1985 Gillespie 
Field Airport Master Plan EIR. To promote population viability, we further encourage the 
County to explore opportunities to expand the on-site ambrosia population into more remote 
areas which would not conflict with current or long-term airport operations. 

3. The Biological Assessment (page 34) states that the Gillespie Field San Diego ambrosia 
population will be transplanted to MTRP, within the City of San Diego's MHPA, and 
propagated to achieve a 2:1 mitigation ratio. The County would also conserve an additional 
1.1 acres of existing San Diego ambrosia by acquiring land or securing a conservation 
easement over land with an existing San Diego ambrosia population that is currently not 
conserved. Because the currently proposed impact site was required mitigation for the 
elimination of three of the four previously identified ambrosia populations, as indicated in the 
Gillespie Field Master Plan EIR, the Department believes a 2:1 mitigation ratio is far from 
sufficient. If the County proceeds with a project alternative requiring transplantation, the 
Department recommends that the project conditions be modified such that, at a minimum, 
the final transplantation success criteria require at least a 5:1 ratio of the number of 
ambrosia shoots to be established at the transplant site. The Department further concurs 

1 
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thai the additional acquisition of 1.1 acres of occupied San Diego ambrosia occur at a 1 
localion which is not presenUy protected either under a conservation easement or as part of 
land contributing to the regional preserve system (e.g. , MTRP). 

4. The proposed translocation area is within MTRP, within the City of San Diego's MHPA. Any 
proposed relocation of ambrosia within the City's MHPA should be evaluated for consistency 
with the City's MSCP SAP in the PEIR. In addition, the mitigation (transplantation) plan 
should be approved by the City, Service, and Department, and provide assurance for the 
long-term management of the site consistent with the City's MSCP SAP, including related 
financial assurances (e.g., Property Analysis Record [PAR] analysis, non-wasting 
endowment, qualified habitat manager, etc.). As described previously, San Diego ambrosia 
is a covered narrow endemic species under the City's MSCP with Significant populations 
currently being managed under the MSCP. The City's MSCP SAP (1 .2.2, Eastern Area East 
Elliott and MTRP) identifies a major population that occurs on public lands in MTRP. The 
MHPA Guidelines for the City 's East Ell iott Area require (as a Priority 1) to "[p]rotect the 
remaining populations of San Diego ambrosia in the private property area immediately to the 
east of the Kumeyaay Lake campground. 

5. Mitigation Measure M-B1-1e (page 7-2) states that the County will be responsible for the 
long-term management of the translocation site. The Department requests the opportunity 
to review and comment on the transplantation plan including the initial 5-year monitoring 
program. the long-term management plan, and PAR or PAR-equivalent analysis for the 
translocation site. We assume that both the Service and City will already be providing 
approval of these documents. Although not specifically stated, the Department assumes 
that the County will similarly be responsible for ensuring the long-term monitoring and 
management of the additional 1.1 acre site. The Department requests to be consulted on 
the selection of the 1.1 acre site, and to review the management plan and related financial 
analysis for the 1.1-acre site. There are a number of ambrosia populations within the City of 
Er Cajon and the City of Santee that are currently unmanaged and subject to development. 

6. The 0.92-acre on-site Gillespie Field San Diego ambrosia population north of runway 17-35, 
the Kenney Street population, was transplanted in 1993 as miti9ation for the Waterfall 
Development. In the selection of a transplant mitigation site for the proposed project (see 
Biological Assessment, page 37) preference was given to sites large enough to 
accommodate the other Gillespie field population north of the runway at the request of the 
County. Given this information, the Department assumes that the Kenney Street population 
may be translocated in the future. However, Table 1.2 in the cumulative impact analysis 
section (2.1 .3) does not mention such a project. 

7. Full implementationlbuild out of Ihe 70-acre sile is not anticipated to take place until year 
2019. In the interim the site has the potential to develop suitable habitat for raptors and 
migratory birds if the site is not continually maintained. Appendix Cf Biological Report (page 
8) recommends preconstruction surveys prior to future construction activities during the 
avian breeding season. The Department agrees and recommends the following condition 
be added to the Chapter 7.1 , Mitigation Measures, Biological Resources 7.1 ,1: 

Preconstruction breeding bird surveys shall be conducted by a qualified avian biologist, no 
longer than 72 hours prior to the initiation of project activities, if future project activities are to 
take place during the avian breeding season which generally runs from March 1 (January 1 
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E-16 
Cont’d 

Mr. Jeff Kashak 
October 28, 2011 
Page 5 of 5 

for some raptors) to August 31. Surveys should be conducted within the construction site 
and a 500-foot buffer of the construction site to assess both direct and indirect impacts to 
nesting birds. If an active nest is located, project activities within 300 feet of the nest (within 
500 feet for raptor nests) must be postponed until the nest is vacated and juveniles have 
fledged and there is no evidence of a second attempt at nesting. Buffer distances and nest 
and construction activities may be reduced by a qualified biologist depending upon the 
species of bird nesting and other site-specific factors (ambient human activity; screening 
vegetation; etc.). Flagging, stakes, andlor construction fencing should be used to 
demarcate the inside boundary of the buffer of 300 feet (or 500 feet) between the project 
activities and the nest. Subsequent surveys shall be conducted if construction is halted for 
more than 72 hours at any time during the breeding season. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the draft PEIR and to assist the County in further 
minimizing and mitigating project impacts to biological resources. If you have any additional 
questions or comments concerning this letter, please contact Meredith Osborne, Environmental 
Scientist (Botany) at (858) 636-3163. 

~/~ 
Edmund Pert 
Regional Manager 
South Coast Region 

cc: State Clearinghouse, Sacramento 
Doreen Stadtlander, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service , Carlsbad 
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Response to Comment Letter E 
 

California Department of Fish and Game, Edmund Pert 
October 28, 2011 

 
E-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter, which states that the PEIR and 

project documents were reviewed by California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), 
and CDFG is a Trustee Agency and Responsible Agency pursuant to CEQA. No 
changes have been made to the PEIR.  

 
E-2 This comment repeats the project description and project alternatives as described in the 

Draft PEIR. No changes have been made to the PEIR.  
 
E-3 This comment summarizes the existing vegetation communities identified in the Draft 

PEIR and the status of sensitive species found within the project footprint, including the 
federally-endangered San Diego ambrosia (Ambrosia pumila). No changes have been 
made to the PEIR.  

 
E-4 This comment summarizes the proposed impacts to vegetation communities and 

sensitive species identified in the Draft PEIR. However, this comment incorrectly states 
that 1.2 acres of unvegetated channel/freshwater marsh would be indirectly impacted 
during construction. As identified in Section 2.1.2.3 of the Draft PEIR and Appendix B – 
Evaluation of the 2009 Biological Resources Impact Analysis, no impacts would occur to 
unvegetated channel or freshwater marsh, and the identified 1.2 acres would be 
avoided. No changes have been made to the PEIR. 

 
E-5 This comment summarizes the mitigation required to offset impacts to 0.18 acre of San 

Diego ambrosia. In accordance with Mitigation Measure M-BI-1e, the County will be 
responsible for long-term management of the transplantation site. The County is 
continuing coordination with the City of San Diego to establish a funding mechanism in 
order to ensure long-term management of the transplanted population. No changes have 
been made to the PEIR. 

 
E-6 The County concurs that the County is the Lead Agency for the infrastructure 

improvements and is not subject to City of El Cajon regulations. The City of El Cajon will 
be responsible for all review of subsequent proposed aviation development by private 
developers. In addition, the County concurs that the Proposed Project is located outside 
an approved Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) and is exempt from the 
County Resource Protection Ordinance. No changes have been made to the PEIR. 

 
E-7 The County acknowledges and concurs that the Cities of El Cajon and Santee do not 

have adopted SAPs and reiterates that the Proposed Project is located outside 
approved-MSCP area. As such, the County coordinated with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS) to ensure proper mitigation was implemented. The USFWS issued a 
Biological Opinion (BO) for the species on September 1, 2009. In addition, the BO 
confirms that the current onsite location of San Diego ambrosia would likely not 
contribute to the recovery of the species as a whole because it represents a small, 
isolated population surrounded by development. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR. 
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E-8 See Response E-7. As stated in the BO issued for the Proposed Project by USFWS on 
September 1, 2009, while the existing population would be surrounded by existing and 
future development at Gillespie Field if left intact, transplanting the population to Mission 
Trails Regional Park (MTRP) – where it will be conserved and managed in perpetuity – 
will better contribute to the overall recovery of the species. The impacted population, if 
left in place, would likely not contribute to the recovery of the species as a whole 
because it represents a small, isolated population surrounded by development.  

 
 The County acknowledges that CDFG’s preferred footprint includes the Reduced 

Footprint Alternative since it would avoid impacts to San Diego ambrosia; however, as 
identified in Section 4.3.1 of the Draft PEIR, the Reduced Footprint Alternative would not 
meet the County’s objective to comply with federal grant assurances. The County has 
been directed by the FAA to develop the 70-acre site for aviation uses in accordance 
with the “highest and best use” for the property. In addition, two of the three project 
objectives would not be met to the same extent than the Proposed Project. The 
commenter’s support for the Reduced Footprint Project Alternative is noted and has 
been included in the Final PEIR for review and consideration by the County Board of 
Supervisors. No changes have been made to the PEIR. 

 
E-9 To request take authorization under the Federal Endangered Species Act, the County 

prepared a Biological Assessment to the jurisdictional agency, the USFWS, and is 
obligated to perform the avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures stated in the 
BO. As stated in the BA for the Proposed Project, propagation of the San Diego 
ambrosia population at 2:1 mitigation ratio would require 2.9 acres of native grassland. 
Therefore, as identified in Mitigation Measure M-BI-1a and in accordance with the BO 
issued by USFWS on September 1, 2009, the County will offset direct impacts to San 
Diego ambrosia by transplanting the population to a 2.9-acre native grassland site. The 
ambrosia will be salvaged, transported, and transplanted at the receptor site to ultimately 
attain a mitigation ratio of 2:1 at the end of a 5-year maintenance and monitoring period. 
The methods, size, and location of the transplantation will be conducted as required by 
the BO issued on September 1, 2009.  

 
 The San Diego ambrosia population proposed to be impacted by the Proposed Project is 

mitigation from the 1987 Gillespie Field Master Plan Revision and Development Project. 
According to the PEIR for that project, three of the four ambrosia populations on the 
airport were to be removed, with the large population to be preserved in open space at 
the location being impacted by the Proposed Project. However, the Proposed Project 
mitigation for impacts to San Diego ambrosia was negotiated and approved through 
consultation with the USFWS and subsequent issuance of a Biological Opinion on 
September 1, 2009. Mitigation measure M-BI-1a is taken directly from the Biological 
Opinion issued by the USFWS and fully mitigates the impact. No changes have been 
made to the PEIR. 

 
E-10 The County concurs that the additional conservation of 1.1 acres of San Diego ambrosia 

should occur at a location which is not currently conserved, protected, and/or managed 
in accordance with the BO. No changes have been made to the PEIR. 

 
E-11 As identified in the City of San Diego’s MSCP Subarea Plan, the goal of the MSCP is to 

maintain and enhance biological diversity in the region and conserve viable populations 
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of endangered, threatened, and key sensitive species and their habitats. The 
transplantation of San Diego ambrosia to MTRP would not result in impacts to any 
existing sensitive biological resources currently located within MTRP, and it would 
contribute to the continued protection and overall recovery of the species by increasing 
the population area within MTRP. The proposed transplantation would also attain and 
fulfill the management objectives of the City’s Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA). No 
changes have been made to the PEIR. 

 
E-12 While the County agrees to include CDFG on correspondence during future consultation 

with USFWS and the City of San Diego regarding the management of the receptor site, 
the County must defer to the overseeing regulatory agency, USFWS, for final approval of 
a transplantation plan. Prior to implementation, the County will consult with USFWS and 
the City of San Diego regarding a financial agreement to ensure long-term management 
of the receptor site. No changes have been made to the PEIR. 

 
E-13 See Response E-11. Furthermore, as identified in the City of San Diego MSCP Subarea 

Plan (p. 71), the City shall “explore methods to protect and enhance the San Diego 
ambrosia population in the area such as transplanting to more remote areas” within the 
East Elliott subarea. The proposed transplantation to Mission Trails Regional Park by the 
County would not impact existing known populations of San Diego ambrosia and would 
contribute to the protection and overall recovery of the species by increasing the 
population area within Mission Trails Regional Park. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR. 

 
E-14 While the County agrees to include CDFG on future consultation with USFWS and the 

City of San Diego regarding the management of the receptor site, the County must defer 
to the overseeing regulatory agency, USFWS, for final approval of a transplantation plan 
and approval of the additional 1.1-acre San Diego ambrosia conservation site. The 
County appreciates CDFG’s input into identifying suitable conservation sites. No 
changes have been made to the PEIR.  

 
E-15 At the time when search criteria were developed for a suitable receptor site to transplant 

the San Diego ambrosia population located on the Proposed Project site, the County 
proactively elected to identify larger receptor sites in the event that the existing ambrosia 
population located north of Runway 17/35 required transplantation in the future. 
However, the County does not have proposed plans to impact or transplant the existing 
ambrosia population located north of Runway 17/35. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR.  

 
E-16 The County concurs that preconstruction surveys should be performed for nesting birds 

for all future construction activities that are within the breeding season. This is currently 
identified in the Draft PEIR in Section 2.1.2.4 and Section 7.2.2 as a project design 
feature that the County will be required to implement by including this condition in the 
construction contract language. The County does not recommend adding the survey 
language as mitigation to Section 7.1 as no project impacts to nesting birds were 
identified. The PEIR has been revised in the above sections to correct the allowed range 
of habitat clearing (September 1 through December 31) to avoid the avian breeding 
season. 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-44 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-45 

 

Comment Letter F 

F-1 

F-2 

F-3 

C ITY O F E L CAJO N 
www.l.i.e l-cajo n.ca. us 

October 27, 2011 

Jeff Kashak, Environmental Planner II 
Department of Planning and land Use 
County of San Diego 
5469 Kearny Villa Road, Suite 305 
San Diego, CA 92123 

Subject:Draft Program Environmental Impact Report - SCHII200S111092 
Gillespie Field 70-Acre Redevelopment Project 

Dear Mr. KastJak: 

C ITY MANAGE R 

The City of EI Cajon (City) appreciates the opportunity to review the draft program environmental 
impact report (PEIR) for the Gillespie Field Redevelopment Project. As. you know, we are partners in the 
development of properties Ofl and around Gillespie Field. As a HResponsible Agency" under Section 

15096 of the CEQA Guidelines, the City has an obligation to review and comment on the proposed Draft, 
including the proposed mitigation measures related to the private development component of the 
proposed project. 

The City understands that the proposed project is to redevelop a vacant 70-acre site located in the 
southeastern corner of Gillespie Field with aviation uses. The project includes components that are 
public and private. Gillespie Field is a 757-acre publicly·owned facility located within the municipal limits 
of the City of EI Cajon, with the exception of a small portion within the City of Santee. 

The City recognizes the independent authority of the County of San Diego (County) over its properties. 
The City believes that since the City serves as the permitting authority for the future private 
development of the proposed project, and the City provides fire, police, sewer and drainage services to 
the project site, the private development component of this project should be evaluated against the 
City's General Plan, Zoning Code and other applicable regulations and policies. This would better 
facilitate development by allowing the City to more effectively tier off this PEIR. The use of the County 
General Plan, codes and policies do not serve as an appropriate measuring tool against the proposed 
project. 

Based on the City's review of the draft program environmental impact report, the City has the following 
comments: 

1. Analyze the proposed project, especially the private development and aS$Ociated impacts 
portion against the City of EI Cajon General Plan Goals and their supporting objectives and 
policies. It should also be measured against the City's Zoning Ordinance Manufacturing Zone 
development standards and Architectural Guidelines. Finally, the associated traffi c results 
should be weighed against the City's l OS D threshold for City streets and intersections. 

160 CIVIC CEN n : R WAY ' n . CA J ON. CA 92026_39 16 • n : l. : (619) 441 _1116 • FAX: (6 19) 441 _1770 
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F-4 

F-8 

F-12 

F-11 

F-9 

F-6 

F-7 

F-5 

F-10 

County of San Diego 
Draft PrOgram Environmental Comment Letter 
Dated 10-27-11 

2. On Page 5-7, Mitigation Meosure M-HZ-lb: Since the proposed mitigation is for the private 
development component of the prOject, which is subject to City approval, the City suggests that 
the implementation of the Soil Management Plan be submi tted to the City for permits to 
discharge into the City sewer system or storm drain. This MM should be adjusted with the 
following language: ~AnV actions taken by a private developer to remove, treat or otherwise 
reduce the contaminant concentrations, and before discharge to any sanitary sewer or public 
storm drain system, shall be reviewed and approved by the City of EI Cajon Public Works 
Department prior to the issuance of building permits." 

3. On Page S-7, Mitigotion Meosure M-HZ-lc: Since the proposed mitigation is for the private 
development component of the project, which is subject to City approval, the City suggests that 
a copy of any reports the environmental monitor produces be submitted to the City of EI Cajon 
Community Development Department for entitlement record management purposes. 

4. On Page S-8, Mitigation MeaSure M-HZ-ld: Since the proposed mitigation is for the private 
development component of the project, which is subject 10 City approval, the City suggest tha t 
that a copy of the Health Risk Assessmel"\t (HRAJ and a copy of the Risk 8ased Corrective Action 
(RBCA) analysis be submi tted with the Site Development Permit application to the City of EI 
Cajon Community Development Department for application completeness purposes_ 

S. On Page 1-12, Table 1-2, Cumulotive Projects: The status of t he PaCific Scene Industrial Park 
project is approved and the accompanying EIR was certified on 08/11/09. 

6. On Page 1-13, Table 1-2, Cumulative Projects: The status of the Electrical Peake, Plant project is 
complele. The project and NO were approved on 7/13/09. The status of the Public Safety Center 
is complete. 

7. On Page 1-13, Table 1-2, CumulaUve Projects: Please include the City of EI cajon's proposed 
Downtown Specific Plan Project. The specific plan and draft PEIR details can be obtained al 
www.cLel -cajon.ca.us/deptjcomm/planning.htmlunder NProposed Downtown Specific PlanN

• 

8. On Page 2-35, Figure 2.2-2, Surrounding Uses: The surrounding uses in EI Cajon include light 
industrial. 

9. On Page 2-41, County Guidelines for Determining Significance: Transportation and Tra//ic: There 
is a discussion on SANDAG's Congestion Management Program (CMP). In 2009, all SANDAG 
member agencies have officiallv opted out the Congestion Management Program and are no 
longer requi red to perform a CMP analysis. 

10. On Page 2-44, Section 2.3.2.3, Hazards Due to a Transportation Design Feature: The project 
includes the removal of Airport Road that will result in Joe Crosson Drive terminating al the 
northerlV end of the project area. Since fire department services are provided bV the City, the 
City requests that the new terminus of Joe Crosson Drive be designed and improved with a 
turning radius that is consistent wilh the standards found in the California Fire Code. Please 
contact the City of EI Cajon Building Official/Fire Marshall at 619-441-1726 for further 
information. 

2 

I 
I 
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F-13 

F-15 

F-14 

F-16 

F-17 

F-18 

County of San Diego 
Draft Program Environmental Comment Letter 
Dated 10-27-11 

11. On Page 3-103, Section 3.1.8.1, Existing Conditions, Police Protection: The Police Department is 
located at 100 Civic Center Way. 

12. On Page 3-107, Section 3.1.9.1, Existing Conditions, Water Supply: Only Padre Dam provides 
water to the area. HeliK Water District, like the City of San Diego, has a water main within an 
easement through the subject property. 

13. On Page 3-109, Section 3.1.9.3, Wastewater, Anolysis: Previous meetings between the City and 
County engineering teams discussed the option of Padre Dam providing sewer service to the 
northeast section of the project site because of grade differences. Is this still a matter to resolve 
or will the City of EI Cajon provide sewer service for the entire project area? 

14. The proposed 70-Acre redevelopment project is eKpected to generate 1,407 daily vehicle trips to 
Ihe adjacent street system. Recent County approved developmenl agreemenlS, such as the 
465,000 square-fool Forester Creek Industrial Park is expected to generate 3,900 daily vehicle 
trips. These combined with other County approved projects on and in the vicinity of Gillespie 
Field area will cumulatively impact traffic at the existing constrained Cuyamaca Street bridge 
over Foresler Creek. The Cuyamaca Street bridge should be widened by the County from four to 
six-lanes to alleviate these future traffic impacts in the Gillespie Field Area. 

15. Although not a mitigation measure to reduce GHG emissions, the proposed GHG Design 
Features are indicaled to be incorporated into a lease agreement between County Airports and 
private developers. The private development phase is governed by the City. In order to ensure 
that the GHG Design Features are included in future planning entitlement and building permit 
applications, the City requests that a collaborative mechanism be established belween County 
Airports and the City's permitting teams. The City believes that this will assist in ensuring that 
the proposed GHG Design Features are included in the finished project. 

Since the annexation of Gillespie Field to the City of EI Cajon, the County and the City have benefited 
from a cooperative relationship in developing and improving the airport proper and surrounding 
properties. I would like to extend an opportunity to strengthen this partnership by inviling the Director 
of Airports, Pe ter Drinkwater, to a team meeting with the City prior to implemenling the first stages of 
the Gillespie Field 70·acre redevelopment protect. I envision this meeting as a chance to understand the 
roles of each jurisdiction and to · iron-outN any challenges, so that the proposed project is a success for 
both the County and the City. 

Sincerely, 

R.-t\~ 
Rob Turner 
Acting City Manager 

cc: Peter Drinkwater, Director of Airports, County of San Diego 

, 

I 
I 
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Response to Comment Letter F 
 

City of El Cajon, Rob Turner 
October 27, 2011 

 
F-1 The County concurs that both the City of El Cajon and County of San Diego are partners 

in the development on and around Gillespie Field. This comment restates information 
provided in the project description of the Draft PEIR, and does not raise any specific 
issues relative to the environmental analysis. No changes have been made to the PEIR. 

 
F-2 The County concurs with this comment that the County has independent land use 

authority over its properties, including the County-owned and operated Gillespie Field. 
Because the City of El Cajon’s General Plan does not apply to the public infrastructure 
component of the Proposed Project, the County is not required by CEQA to discuss or 
analyze any inconsistencies between the plan and this part of the Proposed Project (see 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(d)). As such, the Draft PEIR Section 1.6 does not 
include City of El Cajon regulations for consistency review of the public infrastructure 
component of the Proposed Project.  

 
 The County concurs that the City of El Cajon has permitting authority over future private 

development at Gillespie Field which should be analyzed in comparison to the approved 
City of El Cajon rules, regulations, and policies. At this time, specific improvements by 
future private developers have not been designed or developed; therefore, project-level 
land use analysis of the private aviation development would be speculative and cannot 
be completed at this time to determine consistency with the City of El Cajon’s 
regulations. As discussed in Section 1.6 of the Final PEIR, future private developers of 
the 70-acre site would be required to demonstrate to the City that their project-specific 
improvements would comply with the City of El Cajon General Plan. All of the anticipated 
uses are consistent with the City of El Cajon General Plan industrial land use 
designation and the manufacturing zone that applies to the site. The City of El Cajon 
General Plan also includes a Special Development Area Overlay to allow flexibility for 
uses within Gillespie Field, specifically for airport-related support facilities and office 
uses. Since future aviation uses on the Proposed Project site must conform to the 
requirements of the Special Development Overlay, it is not anticipated that any future 
developments under the Proposed Project would be in conflict with the intent of the 
Special Development Overlay. 

 
 The County concurs that the City may prepare subsequent environmental documents 

tiering from the PEIR once project-specific improvements are proposed by future private 
developers. In addition, the use of the County General Plan for the PEIR does not 
negate the City from completing subsequent environmental analysis in accordance with 
City rules, regulations, and policies. No changes have been made to the PEIR.    

 
F-3 See Response to Comment F-2. The proposed uses for the 70-acre site include 

taxiways, runway access, infrastructure facilities, hangar spaces, aircraft tie-downs, 
apron area, automobile parking, aircraft maintenance space, and aviation office and 
business space. All of these uses are consistent with the City of El Cajon General Plan 
industrial land use designation and the manufacturing zone that applies to the site. 

 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-50 

 The City of El Cajon uses the San Diego Engineers’ Council (SANTEC) significance 
criteria to assess potential traffic impacts. The County’s methodology for determining 
significance is considered more stringent than SANTEC in terms of the scope of 
roadways required for study, and the thresholds triggering a significant traffic impact. For 
example, the use of the SANTEC criteria would reduce the study area in the traffic 
technical report, but use of the County’s criteria provides a more comprehensive 
analysis of project impacts to the roadway network. In consideration of the City of El 
Cajon’s LOS D threshold, and in review of the volume counts shown on PEIR Table 
2.3.1 Existing + Proposed Project Segment Impacts, the LOS of traffic conditions would 
not change with the Proposed Project and would continue to operate at LOS C. In 
addition, the street segments within the study area of the Proposed Project were 
analyzed based on the functional classification of the roadways using the Average Daily 
Trip (ADT) capacities as defined by the County of San Diego Public Road Standards. 
Furthermore, as CEQA lead agency for the Proposed Project, the County uniformly 
analyzes County thresholds throughout the PEIR. Therefore, use of the El Cajon 
General Plan would not be consistent with the rest of the PEIR. No changes have been 
made to the PEIR.  

 
 F-4 As stated in the Draft PEIR Section S.1 and 1.2.1.1, future private development will 

require authorization, including CEQA review, by the City of El Cajon. Therefore, private 
developers must demonstrate compliance with the County PEIR mitigation measures to 
the City of El Cajon. Prior to County approval of lease agreements with private 
developers, the County would ensure that subsequent CEQA review has been approved 
by the City of El Cajon, including preparation of a Soil Management Plan. In addition, the 
City of El Cajon maintains authority to review Soil Management Plans from private 
developers prior to issuance of land use permits (i.e. building, grading). No changes 
have been made to the PEIR. 

 
 Furthermore, the County has no method of enforcing and identifying whether said 

documents were submitted to the City of El Cajon with the Site Development Permit 
application. Therefore, the County could not guarantee compliance with this suggested 
mitigation measure. The County recommends that the City of El Cajon requests all 
required documents from the private developers during the application process. No 
changes have been made to the PEIR.  

 
F-5 See Response to Comment F-4. 
 
F-6 See Response to Comment F-4. 
 

F-7 The County acknowledges that the Pacific Scene Industrial Park project as listed in 
Table 1-2 on page 1-12 of the Draft PEIR (Map Indicator #21) has been approved by the 
City of El Cajon, and a Final EIR was certified on August 11, 2009. Table 1-2 has been 
revised to reflect certification of the Final EIR.  

 
F-8 The County acknowledges that the Electrical Peaker Plant project as listed in Table 1-2 

on page 1-13 of the Draft PEIR (Map Indicator #23) is complete, and a Negative 
Declaration was approved on July 13, 2009. Table 1-2 has been revised to reflect 
approval of the Negative Declaration. Also, the County acknowledges that construction 
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of the Public Safety Center is complete. Table 1-2 has been revised to identify 
completion of project construction. 

 
F-9 As identified in the Draft PEIR Section S.3, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) was released 

for the Proposed Project on January 28, 2009. As such, the County commenced 
conducting technical analysis of environmental resources and preparing the Draft PEIR 
in accordance with CEQA. Subsequently, the City of El Cajon released an NOP for the 
Downtown Specific Plan Project on March 9, 2009. Therefore, the cumulative list of 
projects for the Proposed Project was established at the time of the Proposed Project 
NOP, and did not require the inclusion of the Downtown Specific Plan Project at that 
time. As discussed in Section 3.1.6.6, the proposed uses of the 70-acre site, specifically 
the aviation-related facilities and office space, are consistent with the City of El Cajon 
General Plan. The 70-acre site is located over one mile north of the City’s Downtown 
Specific Plan project area and the proposed uses at the 70-acre site would be in 
conformance with the parcel’s zoning designation and are not anticipated to conflict with 
the Specific Plan. Once individual private aviation development is proposed, each 
project will be reviewed during the permit application process to ensure projects are 
designed in accordance with City planning documents, including the Downtown Specific 
Plan. No changes have been made to the PEIR.  

 
F-10 Figure 2.2-2 of the Draft PEIR has been replaced to include light industrial land uses 

within the City of El Cajon. 
 
F-11 The County concurs with this comment. Section 2.3.1.3 of the Draft PEIR has been 

revised to remove reference to the CMP. 
 
F-12 The County concurs that the new terminus of Joe Crosson Drive would be designed and 

improved consistent with the standards identified by the California Fire Code. No 
changes have been made to the PEIR. 
 

F-13  In response to this comment, the Draft PEIR has been revised in Section 3.1.8.1 to 
update the address for the El Cajon Police Department. 
 

F-14 As clarified by this comment, only the Padre Dam Municipal Water District provides 
water service to the Proposed Project site. This has been clarified in the PEIR Section 
3.1.9.1. 

 
F-15 The County acknowledges this comment, and the design of the sewer service system 

will be considered during the development of the design for the Proposed Project. The 
County will continue to coordinate with the City of El Cajon as the design progresses. No 
changes have been made to the PEIR. 

 
F-16 As described in the County of San Diego Report Format and Content Requirements for 

Transportation and Traffic, the scope of a focused Traffic Impact Study should include 
an assessment of transportation facilities that would receive 25 or more peak hour 
trips from the Proposed Project. As such, the project study area (shown in PEIR 
Figure 2.3-1) does not encompass the roadway segment of Cuyamaca Street 
(adjacent to the Forest Creek Industrial Park) as traffic was calculated to be less 
than identified threshold. Therefore, proposed project traffic at the roadway segment 
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of Cuyamaca Street is not anticipated to result in a significant direct or cumulative 
traffic impact. No changes have been made to the PEIR. 

 
F-17 The County concurs that close coordination must occur with the City of El Cajon during 

review and approval of the private aviation development projects. The County is 
committed to facilitating this collaborative process, and will be working to ensure that 
applicable mitigation measures and design feature requirements of the PEIR, including 
GHG Design Features, are incorporated into the private projects. No changes have been 
made to the PEIR. 

 
F-18 This comment is noted. No changes have been made to the PEIR. 
 
 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-53 

 

Comment Letter G 

G-1 

G-2 

~"" 1Und\-Vo.p,I 

em' COUNCIL 
J><k E- 0>1.. 
R.,I,U,N.I~ 

Joho W M,"", 
""'" ",n 

ern' MANAGER 

CITY OF SANTEE 

November 3, 2011 

",. 1, Toll Jeff Kashak 
County of San Diego 
Department of Public Works 
Environmental Services Unit 
5469 Kearny Villa Road, Suite 305 
San Diego, CA 92123 
Email: Jeff.Kashak@sdcounty.ca.gov 

SUBJECT: City of Santee Review of the Draft Program Environmental Impact 
Report (PEIR) for Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project 
(SCH#2005111092) 

Dear Mr. Kashak: 

The City of Santee has reviewed the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report 
(PEIR) prepared by the County of San Diego for the Gillespie Field 70-acre 
Redevelopment Project ("Project"). The Notice of Availabili ty provided a 45-day 
review period ending on October 31, 2011 that was extended by the County of San 
Diego to November 7,2011 . 

The comments provided in this letter are made in accordance with the Safety and 
Noise Elements of the City of Santee General Plan that require the review of any 
fu ture expansion of the facilities of Gillespie Field. or intensification of operation, that 
potentially result in greater safety and noise impacts to the City. 

The Draft Program Environmental Impact Report has determined that there would be 
no significant environmental impacts with project implementation. Added clarification 
under "Project Description" as well as in the technical reports for traffic, land 
use/planning, noise and growth inducement would more strongly substantiate this 
determination of no impact The following comments are submitted for your 
consideration. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The County of San Diego Department of Public Works proposes to redevelop an 
undeveloped 70-acre site located in the southeastern comer of Gillespie Field Airport 
with aviation uses consistent with the Gillespie Field Airport Layout Plan Draft Final 
Narrative Report. As such, the Project intends to implement the Gillespie Field Airport 
Layout Plan Draft Final Narrative Report (ALP). 

10601 Magnoli:! Avenue • Santee, Clliforniu 92071 . (619) 258-4100 • www.d.sanrcc.cu.us 
O "'''''',J ............. kJ ........ 
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G-2 
cont’d 

G-4 

G-7 

G-3 

G-6 

G-5 

Draft Program EIR - City of Santee Comment 
Gillespie Field 70-Acre Redevelopment Project 
SCH No. 20051 11092 
November 3, 2011 
Page 2 of 4 

However, the ALP describes five different concepts for development of the 70-acre 1 
site based upon growth forecasts (Low Growth to High Growth). Since the project 
description in the PEIR relies upon the ALP, it would be helpful to state which 
development concept is being implemented and provide greater detail related to 
building gross floor areas and land uses consistent with the ALP. 

The PEIR Project Description excludes the acquisition of parcels andlor avigation I 
easements that was identified in the January 28, 2009 Notice of Preparation for the 
Project and also identified in the ALP. An explanation in the PEIR for exclusion of 
acquisitions would be helpful. 

TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION 

The PEIR states that the Project vicinity includes roadways and intersections under 
the jurisdictions of the Cities of EI Cajon and Santee (PEIR Section 2.3.1 Existing 
Conditions). Analysis is needed to explain the determination that there would be no 
significant impact to Santee's street system. The explanation should take into 
account that the City of Santee Circulation Element thresholds encourage a Level of 
Service "C· on street segments and intersections throughout the circulation network 
(Circulation Element, Policy 1-8). 

LAND USE AND PLANNING 

CEQA requires analysis under Land Use and Planning to assess conflicts with 
applicable land use policy. The PEIR, Appendix G (Page 2) states: ·Consequently, 
because the Proposed Action is a County project, it is exempt from the City of Santee 
and the City of EI Cajon's General Plan ." However, given Ihe Project's potential to 
influence land uses beyond the airport 's boundary, the PEIR should incorporate and 
analyze the relevant land use policies of the surrounding communities. 

The PEIR analysis at Section 3.1.6.3 should include information from the Gillespie 
Field Airport Land Use Compatibilily Plan (ALUCP) to provide a wider context for the 
Airport Land Use Commission·s land use and planning role. The PEIR should 
include ALUCP Section 1.1.2 information that states in part: "(1) ALUCs have no 
authority over "existing land uses' regard less of whether such uses are incompatible 
with airport activities; (2) ALUCs have no jurisdiction over the '·operation of airports; 
and (3) ALUCs have no jurisdiction over federal lands." 

Also, the PEIR at Section 3.1.6.6 should be revised to correctly reflect the San Diego 
Regional Airport Authority's July 26, 2011 letter (Appendix G) concluding thai the 
Project was not subject to ALUC review and that a determination of consistency with 
the ALUCP by the ALUC was not required. I 
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G-8 

G-9 

G-10 

G-11 

G-12 

Draft Program EIR - City of Santee Comment 
Gitlespie Field 70-Acre Redevelopment Project 
SCH No. 2005111092 
November 3, 2011 
Page 3 of 4 

The PEIR should analyze the consistency of the ALP forecast with the Regional I 
Aviation Strategic Plan ("RASP") accepted March 2011 by the San Diego County 
Regional Airport Authority. The RASP shows that Gillespie Field is assumed to 
accommodate greater general aviation activity from San Diego International Airport to 
free up SDIA capacity. 

The PEIR Section 3.1 .8.1 thai identifies existing parks should include the Sky Ranch I 
public park located 0.68 miles northeast of Gillespie Field that was constructed in 
2007. 

NOISE 

The PEIR concludes that there would be no significant impact for Project noise within 
Santee. However, Appendix H analysis shows that off-airport aircraft operational 
noise impacts would affect residential areas within the City of Santee. Discussion 
needs to be provided to substantiate the detelTllination that there would be no 
significant impact to Santee residents. That is, the PEIR should include analysis to 
explain why a residence that is within the 60 CNEL aircraft noise contour pre-Project, 
that would be within the 65 CNEL contour post-Project, would not experience a 
significance threshold greater than a 1.5 CNEL increase. The 1.5 CNEL noise level 
is a significance threshold established by FAR Part 150, Section 150.21 as the point 
where • ... A change in the operation of an airport creates a substantial new 
noncompatible use if that change results in an increase in the yearly day-night 
average sound level of 1.5 dB or greater in ... a land area which was fOlTllerty 
compatible." ", 

The PElR, in Section 3.1.7 .2 "Local Regulations and Standards", does not appear to 
include the City of Santee's noise regulations and standards in the analysis of noise 
impacts. The CEQA Guidelines for Noise Impacts requires the analysis to establish 
that there is no exposure of persons to, or generation of, noise levels in excess of 
standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable 
standards of other agencies. To adequately assess if the residenllal uses within the 
City of Santee are affected by the Project's noise impacts, at a minimum, the Santee 
General Plan Noise and Safely Element policies must be incorporated into the PEIR 
noise analysis. 

Gillespie Field could consider methods to manage off-airport aircraft noise by means I 
of noise abatement procedures and City or Counly ordinances 10 enforce the 
procedures. The aircraft noise abatement procedures could be modeled after the 
City of Torrance, California airport procedures for noise abatement (Torrance 
Municipal Code Article 8 - Airport Noise Limits). 
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G-13 

G-14 

Draft Program ErR - City of Santee Comment 
Gillespie Field 70·Acre Redevelopment Project 
SCH No. 20051 11092 
November 3, 2011 
Page 4 of 4 

GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS 

The PEIR discussion concerning growth-inducing impacts provides ana lysis 
concerning the City of EI Cajon but does not provide analysis to address whether the 
PrOject would result in growth inducement impacts within the City of Santee. 
Development of the 70-acre vacant property would increase the existing aviation 
capaci ty of the airport facility that may have a growth effect within Santee given the 
airport facility links to the regional freeway system via the Santee street system. 

The City appreciates thaI the Gillespie Field aviation faci lity provides an important I 
economic value to the region and surrounding communities and appreciates the 
opportunity 10 submit comments on the PErRo 

I may be contacted at (619) 258-4100, extension 167 with any questions, or 
electronically, at mkush@cLsantee.ca.us. 

Melanie Kush, AICP 
Director of Planning 

Attachment: Public Notice of Availability of Draft EIR 

Cc: Keith Till, Cily Manager 
Pedro Orso-Delgado , Director of the Department of Development Services 
Peter Drinkwater, County Airports Manager 
Kevin Ma llory, Principal Planner 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-57 

 
 

Comment Letter G 
Attachment 

Peler O,ln~w.t.' 
""'~CTOR Of ..... ' ClOTS 

<!Count!' of ~an JIDiego 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 

County Airports 

t ~60 ~bO e.ou on Q,I •• , ~I Cajon. CA ~102Q 

I"") 'SS .... 800 f .. X; (&,,) , ,,-.801 

SEP 14 2011 

City M:I!Iage,'s Office 
crTI' OF SANTEE 

RECEIVED 
SEP 1 6 lOll 

yl'tb Sit. : htt~ : lIwww .• dcou"ty.c •. go.ldp .. I. lroo" •. h!ml Dept. o f Development Services 

City Of Santee 

NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY OF A DRAFT PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

SEPTEMBER 15, 2011 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the County of San Diego Airports Division (County Airports) is 
circulating for public review a Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) in accordance 
with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for the project described below. The Draft 
PEIR can be viewed al the Department of Public Works (DPW). Environmental Services Unit, 
5469 Kearny Villa Road, Suite 305, San Diego, CA, 92123: allhe Gil lespie Field Airport, 1960 
Joe Crosson Drive, EI Cajon, CA, 92020: at the EI Cajon Branch Library at 201 E. Douglas 
Avenue, EI Cajon, CA 92020-4561, and online at 
http://www.sdcounlY.ca.govfdpwfenvironmenvenvrnsvcs.html. 

Project Title: GILLESPIE FIELD 70·ACRE REDEVE LOPMENT PROJECT, SCH No. 
2005111092 

The County proposes Ihe redevelopment of the Proposed Project site (a vacant 70-acre site) 
located in the southeastern corner of Ihe 757-acre Gillespie Field property with aviation uses. 
This redevelopment would alleviate the existing unmet demand for based aviation support 
facilities. Redevelopment would include construction of facility improvements by the County (i ,e., 
new taxiways, apron area, drainage facili ties, and utility facilities), and aviation-use development 
by private developers (e,g .. rectangular and T-hangar spaces. conventional hangar space, 
aircraft tie-<!owns, an apron area, automobile par1<.ing, aircraft maintenance space. and aviation 
office and business space). County Airports is the Lead Agency for the infrastructure 
improvements described above, County Airports is atso responsible for Issuing £I formal 
Request for Proposals (RFP) to allow private developers an equal opportunity to bid for 
development space for aviation use. All development proposed by private developers would be 
subject to aviation leases between the County and the developer. The City of EI Cajon will be 
the Lead Agency for all subsequent proposed private aviation development by private 
developers thai would require permits from the City, Privale developers will be responsib le for 
complying with the City of EI Cajon plans and regulations and completing the required 
environmental review necessary for the approval of their individual projects, 

Redevelopment of Ihe Proposed Project site with aviation uses is consistent with land use 
planning documents, and will bring the County into compliance with federal grant assurances by 
adhering 10 the FAA requirements to develop the site to aviation use in accordance with the 
"highest and best use" for the property. 

Kid< • rill! Envlranml!nt • Sllfl! and U .."bfl! [ommun lti1!5 
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Comment Letter G 
Attachment 

Sig ni ficant Environmental Effects 

Significant environmental effects of the project may occur to: Biological Resources, Hazards 
and Hazardous Materials, and Traffic and Transportation. All significant environmental effects 
would be mitigated below the level of significance with the exception of Traffic due to existing 
congested roadway conditions along Bradley Avenue at the State Roule-67 interchange. 

Public Review and Comments 

The public review period runs from September 15, 2011 to October 31. 2011 . Written 
comments on the Draft PEIR must be received no later than Monday October 31, 2011 at 5:00 
p.m. Comments should be addressed to Jeff Kashak. and can be sent to him by mail at 5469 
Kearny Villa Road Suite 305, San Diego, CA 92123, or bye-mail at 
Jeff.Kashak@sdcounty.ca.gov, or by fax at (858) 874-4043. 

The Public Review Open House will be held on October 5, 2011, from 5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m. at 
the Gillespie Field Airport Administration Building, 1960 Joe Crosson Drive, EI Cajon, CA 92020. 

For additional information, please conlact Jeff Kashak at (858) 874-4056. 
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Response to Comment Letter G 
 

City of Santee, Melanie Kush 
November 3, 2011 

 
G-1 This comment iterates the City of Santee’s obligation to review the Draft PEIR for the 

Proposed Project, and that the Draft PEIR determined that the Proposed Project would 
not result in significant environmental impacts. To clarify, the Draft PEIR concluded that 
potentially significant traffic impacts would occur; however, during preparation of the 
Final PEIR, mitigation measures were proposed that would reduce these impacts to less 
than significant. No changes have been made to the PEIR. 

 
G-2 As identified in the Gillespie Field ALP Update Narrative Report (pages 2-2 and 5-1), the 

analysis of facility requirements applies the “High Growth” forecasts for planning 
purposes as these forecasts will present the greatest requirement for aviation facilities. 
Because this determination has already been included in the ALP Update Narrative 
Report, no changes have been made to the PEIR. The Draft PEIR also identifies the 
Proposed Project (i.e. aviation uses) would be consistent with the ALP and ALP Update 
Narrative Report. Furthermore, as described in the Draft PEIR, 55 acres are proposed 
for aviation use development; however, the scope, scale, funding, and specific designs 
have not yet been defined as private developers would be responsible for this 
component of the Proposed Project. Until private developers are selected by the County 
for development on the 55 acres dedicated for aviation use, building floor areas to be 
developed on the proposed 70-acre site cannot be specifically defined. No changes 
have been made to the PEIR. 

 
G-3 Acquisition of parcels and/or avigation easements is no longer a part of the project 

description described in the Draft PEIR. Analysis of the acquisitions and/or easements 
will be prepared in a separate environmental document once that action is proposed. No 
changes have been made to the PEIR. 

 
G-4 The City of Santee uses the San Diego Engineers’ Council (SANTEC) significance 

criteria to assess potential traffic impacts. The County’s methodology for determining 
significance is considered more stringent than SANTEC in terms of the scope of 
roadways required for study, and the thresholds triggering a significant traffic impact. For 
example, the use of the SANTEC criteria would reduce the study area in the traffic 
technical report, but use of the County’s criteria provides a more comprehensive 
analysis of project impacts to the roadway network. In consideration of the City of 
Santee’s goal to encourage LOS C, and in review of the volume counts shown on PEIR 
Table 2.3.1 Existing + Proposed Project Segment Impacts, the LOS of traffic conditions 
would not change with the Proposed Project and would not further degrade the 
surrounding roadways operating at LOS D. In addition, the street segments within the 
study area of the Proposed Project were analyzed based on the functional classification 
of the roadways using the Average Daily Trip (ADT) capacities as defined by the County 
of San Diego Public Road Standards. The study area analyzed in the Traffic Impact 
Study for the Proposed Project includes an approximate 750-foot segment of Magnolia 
Avenue partially located within the City of Santee between Kenney Street and Airport 
Drive.  As shown in Table 2.3-1 and Table 2.3-3 of the Draft PEIR, no impact is 
anticipated to this segment of Magnolia Avenue.  
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Furthermore, the County has independent land use authority over its properties, 
including the County-owned and operated Gillespie Field. Because the City of Santee’s 
General Plan (i.e., Circulation Element) does not apply to the public infrastructure 
component of the Proposed Project, the County is not required by CEQA to discuss or 
analyze any inconsistencies between the plan and the Proposed Project (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15125(d)). Furthermore, as CEQA lead agency for the Proposed 
Project, the County uniformly analyzes County thresholds throughout the PEIR. 
Therefore, use of the Santee General Plan would not be consistent with the rest of the 
PEIR. No changes have been made to the PEIR. 

 
G-5 See Response to Comment G-4. Also, as the Proposed Project is located at a public-use 

airport and is located within the airport influence area, the County must comply with the 
designated land uses identified in the adopted Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan 
(ALUCP). The Gillespie Field ALUCP establishes allowed land uses within the airport 
influence area and requires all local agencies to comply with the identified land use 
designations. The Draft PEIR states that the Proposed Project does not propose the 
introduction of new uses that are different from existing uses at Gillespie Field and will 
not significantly disrupt or divide an established community. Furthermore, the County is 
not proposing any improvements outside of Gillespie Field or within the City of Santee. 
Therefore, no changes in land use designations would occur. No changes have been 
made to the PEIR.   

 
G-6 Section 1.1.2 of the Gillespie Field ALUCP does not pertain to the Proposed Project 

since the project proposes aviation-related uses and does not propose changing existing 
land uses to land uses that are incompatible with airport activities. Furthermore, the 
intent of Section 3.1.6.3 of the Draft PEIR is to define the purpose and goal of the 
Gillespie Field ALUCP, which was developed to ensure compatibility between land uses 
adjacent to Gillespie Field and the operation and/or expansion of the airport. No changes 
have been made to the PEIR. 

 
G-7 The County concurs that Section 3.1.6.6 of the Draft PEIR should be revised to 

incorporate the letter received from San Diego County Regional Airport Authority 
(SDCRAA) on July 26, 2011 stating that “only proposed non-aviation development on 
airport property is subject to ALUC review. Therefore, a determination of consistency 
with the ALUCP by the ALUC is not required.” This has been clarified and added to 
Section 3.1.6.6 (p. 3-66, third paragraph) of the PEIR.  

 
G-8 In an effort to improve the regional airport system performance, the County will continue 

to coordinate with SDCRAA to meet the aviation transportation needs. While the 
Regional Aviation Strategic Plan (RASP) considers the total County aviation-transport 
network, the County prepared an airport-specific study (ALP Update Narrative Report) to 
identify the existing and projected needs of Gillespie Field based on forecasted 
operations and based aircraft. The forecasted operations and based aircraft identified in 
the Unconstrained Aviation Activity Forecasts (prepared for the Proposed Project and 
cited in PEIR noise studies) are consistent with those identified in the RASP. No 
changes have been made to the PEIR. 
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G-9 The County concurs that Section 3.1.8.1 of the Draft PEIR should be revised to identify 
Sky Ranch Park located northeast of Gillespie Field. Although the park is located 
approximately 0.68 miles from Gillespie Field, the park is located approximately 1 mile 
from the Proposed Project site. Section 3.1.8.1 has been revised to reflect this change.  

 
G-10 As stated in the Draft PEIR Section 3.1.7.4, the Proposed Project would result in a less 

than significant impact related to noise as the project would not result in an increase of 
1.5 dBA CNEL.  

 
As defined in FAA Order 1050.1E, Appendix A, Section 14.3 (p.A-61), the threshold of 
significance for noise impacts is as follows: 
 
“A significant noise impact would occur if analysis shows that the Proposed Project will 
cause noise sensitive areas to experience an increase in noise of DNL 1.5 dBA [CNEL] 
or more at or above DNL 65 dBA [CNEL] noise exposure when compared to the no 
action alternative for the same timeframe.” This does not include 60 dBA CNEL.  

 
Also, as defined by FAA Order 1050.1E, Appendix A Section 14.4d(3), Integrated Noise 
Model (INM) analysis of 60-65 dBA CNEL contours (for the purpose of identifying noise 
sensitive areas) is only required when an increase of 1.5 dBA is documented within the 
65 dBA CNEL contour.  

 
Furthermore, FAA Order 1050.1E states that impacts of 3dB [CNEL] between 60-65 dB 
over residential areas would not cause significant noise impacts. In other words, 
because the INM calculations did not find that noise sensitive areas at or above 65 dBA 
CNEL will have an increase of 1.5 dBA or more within areas that are either already or 
newly exposed to 65 dBA CNEL, further analysis of 60-65 dBA CNEL contours is not 
required since the Proposed Project would not result in an increase of 1.5 dBA. No 
changes have been made to the PEIR. 

 
G-11 The County has independent land use authority over its properties, including the County-

owned and operated Gillespie Field. Because the City of Santee’s General Plan (i.e., 
Noise and Safety Element) does not apply to the public infrastructure component of the 
Proposed Project, the County is not required by CEQA to discuss or analyze any 
inconsistencies between the plan and the Proposed Project (see CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15125(d). Therefore, as CEQA lead agency for the Proposed Project, the Draft 
PEIR uniformly analyzes County thresholds throughout the document. 

 
The Draft PEIR Section 3.1.7.5 has been revised to state that the City of Santee 
established sound level limits between properties zoned for industrial uses at 75 dBA 
Leq, and noise level limits specified in the County of San Diego Noise Ordinance are 70 
dBA Leq. Therefore, as the City of Santee has a less restrictive noise level limit, the 
County Noise Ordinance is used for determining impacts, and the PEIR concludes that 
impacts would be less than significant under the County’s threshold.  

 
G-12 The County shall consider this comment in the continued management and operation of 

Gillespie Field. However, this comment does not pertain to the Proposed Project as no 
significant noise impacts were identified that would require mitigation. No changes have 
been made to the PEIR. 
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G-13 Gillespie Field is located within the City of El Cajon, with the exception of a small portion 

on the northern end within the City of Santee. The redevelopment of the Proposed 
Project site is solely located within the City of El Cajon. The PEIR Section 1.8 (Growth-
Inducting Impacts) has been revised to clarify that the Proposed Project includes the 
redevelopment of a site within the City of El Cajon that is zoned for commercial/industrial 
uses and is completely surrounded by urban development. Gillespie Field has provided 
a home to aviation services and business space in its existing location for over 70 years. 
The redevelopment of the Proposed Project site is an extension of these existing uses 
and will allow the airport to accommodate the increasing need to provide aviation-related 
uses in the area. This would include the same types of commercial uses as the 
surrounding uses currently operating at Gillespie Field. This would not result in a 
substantial need for increased or expanded public services to the area, which may 
remove obstacles to growth, including the City of El Cajon or the City of Santee.  

 
 The Proposed Project and continued development of Gillespie Field have been 

anticipated in regional and local land use planning documents such as the County of 
San Diego General Plan, Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP), FAA’s Airport 
Improvement Program, as well as planning documents of local jurisdictions such as the 
Cities of El Cajon and Santee General Plans. As discussed further in this PEIR, various 
planning documents were evaluated for consistency with aviation development at 
Gillespie Field. Also, the Proposed Project would not substantially change the economic 
character of the surrounding area. Given that Gillespie Field is connected to the 
transportation network by major highways (SR-52, SR-125, SR-67, and I-8) and offers a 
trolley station (serving both Orange and Green lines), new major transportation 
infrastructure and residential development and relocations are not required because the 
site is easily accessible from existing homes. Accordingly, the Proposed Project would 
not generate a need for the construction of additional housing. Accordingly, the 
Proposed Project would not result in growth-inducement as it would not cause a 
substantial need for increased services to the area, nor would it result in population 
growth requiring the need for residential development, including within the City of El 
Cajon or the City of Santee. 

  
G-14 The County acknowledges the City’s comment that Gillespie Field provides an important 

economic value to the region and surrounding communities. No changes have been 
made to the PEIR. 
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Comment Letter H 

H-1

~ > San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc. 
~ .c::: ~; Environmental Review Committee 

C'I-s. ~ ... 
-f~ .0 6 October 2011 

o~oc. c"'''' 

To: Mr.leffKashak 
Department of Public Works 
County of San Diego 
5469 Kearny Villa Road, Suite 305 
San Diego, California 92 123 

Subject: Draft Program Environmental Impact Report 
Gillespie Field 70-Acre Redevelopment Project 

Dear Mr. Kashak: 

I have reviewed the cultural resources aspects of the subject DPEm on behalf of this committee 
of the San Diego County Archaeological Society. 

Based on the infonnation contained in the DPEIR and its Appendix D, we agree that no 
significant impacts to cultural resources are likely to occur. We therefore also agree that no 
cultural resources mitigation measures are neeessary. 

SOCAS appredates this opportunity to participate in the public review of this project's 
environmental documents. 

cc: ASM Affiliates 
SDCAS President 
File 

" 

Sincerely. 

~~. 
EnVironmen~:II~::i~~h~~~~:: 

P.O. BOK 81106 . San Diego, CA 92138·1106 . (858) 538-0935 
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Response to Comment Letter H 
 

San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc., James W. Royle, Jr.  
October 6, 2011 

 
H-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter, and concurs that no significant 

impacts to cultural resources would occur, and no mitigation measures are required. No 
changes have been made to the PEIR. 
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Comment Letter I 

I-1 

I-2 

I-3 

I-4 

SAN DIEGO COVNTY 
REGIONAL AIRPORT AVTHORITY 
<>.0. 90~ 9:2776. SAN P'(GO. CA 9lI39·;277 .. 

October 31, 2011 

Mr Jeff Kashak 
County of San Diego 
Department of Public Works 
Environmental Services Unit 
5469 Kearny Villa Road, Suite 305 
San Diego, California 92123-1292 

Re: Comments on Dl"iilft ProgrilimmOilitic Environmental Impact Report 
Gillespie Field Redevelopment Project; APN 387-190-08 

Dear Mr Kashak: 

As the Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) for San Diego County, the San Diego County 
Regional Airport Authority offers the following comments on this project's environmental 
document. Foremost, the SDCRAA reiterates our leiter of July 26, 2011, which notes that the 
project is not subject to ALUC review because only aviation-related development is proposed. As 
such, this fad should replace the statement on page 3-66 that our agency has considered the 
project and found it consistent with the Gillespie Field Airport Laoo Use Compatibility Plan 
(ALUCP). Please note that the acronym ·CLUp· was retired when replaced by ALUCP (page 3-
62). 

Also on page 3-66, it would be more accurate to say that SDCRAA functions as the ALUC for all 
public-use and mil itary airports in the county, rather than all of San Diego County's airports, since 
our agency does not have any jurisdiction over private airports in the county. 

Finally, please note that that correct acronym for our agency is SD£ RAA (repeated references), 
corresponding to the ·County· which should be included in its name (page 1-8). 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this report. If you have any questions collCeming 
this letter, please contact Ed Gowens at (619) 400·2244 or egowenS@san.org. 

Sincerely. 

*,~r"" 
Angela Jamison 
Manager, Airport Planning 

cc: Peter Drinkwater, Director of County Airports 

SAN DIEGO 
INTERNATIONAL 
AIRPORT 

I 

I 
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Response to Comment Letter I 
 

San Diego County Regional Airport Authority, Angela Jamison 
October 31, 2011 

 
I-1 In responses to this comment, the PEIR has been revised in Section 3.1.6.6, (p. 3-66, 

third paragraph), to clarify that the Proposed Project is not subject to review by the 
Airport Land Use Commission since the Proposed Project includes aviation-related 
development. 

 
I-2 In response to this comment, the PEIR has been revised in Section 3.1.6.3 (pp. 3-62 and 

3-64) to remove the acronym “CLUP” since this term has been replaced by “ALUCP”.  
 
I-3 The County concurs that the San Diego County Regional Airport Authority does not have 

jurisdiction over private airports located within San Diego County. Therefore, the PEIR 
has been revised in Section 3.1.6.6 (p. 3-66, second paragraph), to clarify that the San 
Diego County Regional Airport Authority serves as the Airport Land Use Commission for 
all public-use and military airports located within San Diego County.  

 
I-4 As noted in this comment, page 1-8 (Table 1.1) of the Draft PEIR incorrectly cites the 

name and acronym of the San Diego County Regional Airport Authority. Table 1.1 and 
all other occurrences in the PEIR have been revised to reflect this revision (see Errata, 
Attachment B for all occurrences). 
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Comment Letter J 

J-1 

Gillespie Field 
Development Council 

A J oint Powers Agreement Between the City or EI Cajon and County or San Diego 
AirponAdminisfration BuikJing ~ / 960JocOrJssQn Drive * EJCqjrJn, 011ifomia 92020-1236 - (6/9) 956-48lXJ 

"""'Chairman 
Cliff Leary 

Vice Chairman 

Phyllis Trombi 
Councilwoman 

September 20, 2011 

Jeff Kashak, Environmental Planner 
Department of Public WorKs 
Environmental Services Unit 
5469 Kearny Vina Road, Suite 305 
San Diego, CA 92123 

Bob Davison 
Councilnwn 

JefTSwiney 
Councilman 

RE: GILLESPIE FIELD 70-ACRE REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT; PROGRAM EIR (SGH 
#2005111092) 

The Gillespie Field Development Council (GFDC) Considered the proposed project during the 
Public Review period for the GiHespie Field 7O-acre Redevelopment Project Draft Program 
Environmental Impact Report. Accordingly. the GFDC approved a molion at its regularly 
scheduled meeting on September 20, 2011 to submit a leHer in support of the proposed project 
as follows: 

MOTION: TO SUPPORT THE GILLESPIE FIELD lO-ACRE REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT 
AND TO SUBMIT THIS ENDORSEMENT FOR COUNTY RECORD. 

The Motion passed unanimously. 

Comments: 
The GFDC stror19ly supports the lO-acre Redevelopment Project to provide aeronautical uses 
consistent with FAA direction. This development is necessary to meet the demand for aircraft 
storage facilities and other aviation-related uses by the aviation community at Gillespie Field. 

The GFDC looks forward to completion of the proposed project. 

Sincerely, 

BARRY BARDACK, Chairman 
Gillespie Field Development Council 
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Response to Comment Letter J 
 

Gillespie Field Development Council, Barry Bardack 
September 20, 2011 

 
J-1 The County confirms receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the Gillespie Field 

Development Council’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made 
to the PEIR.  
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Comment Letter K 
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Response to Comment Letter K 
 

ABABA BOLT, Jim Law 
October 5, 2011 

 
K-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR.  
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L-1 

Comment Letter L From : 
Sent: 
To : 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Jeff, 

Moneyvan@aol.com 
Thursday. October 06, 201' 12:36 PM 
Kashak, Jeff 
leslie.GPA@cox.net 
Gillespie Field 70 acres 

I was unable to make the meeting on Oct 5. I 
I am a pilot w ith a plane based at Gi llespie I strongly support the development of the 70 acres as described in the current 
plan that I have seen. 

Van C. Elliott, CFP 
Financial Foundations 
1477 ~A Gustavo Street 
EI Cajon CA 92019 
619·334--2567 phone 
619·749·9950 fax 
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Response to Comment Letter L 
 

Financial Foundations, Van C. Elliott 
October 6, 2011 

 
L-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR. 
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Comment Letter M 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Sir: 

Tom DAM ICO [skycaIXom@Slxglobalnet1 
Thursday, October 06, 2011 12:11 PM 
Kashak, Jeff 
70 acre parsel 

I am a CFI working rull tim.:: at Gill.::~pie Field. ! rully ~uppor1 the dev.::lopmcnt orthe 70 acres. 
It has been 20 years in the making, let's finish this! 

TIlOmas DAmico 
Chief Flight Instmctor 
Gulden State Flying Club 

I 
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Response to Comment Letter M 
 

Golden State Flying Club, Thomas DAmico 
October 6, 2011 

 
M-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR.  
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Comment Letter N 

N-1 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

ROBERT LINDSAY [rlindsa2@sanrr,com] 
FridaY, October07,2011 12:01 PM 
Kashak, Jeff 
G ILLESPIE FIELD DEVELOPMENT 

I support the aviation use of the vacant 70 acres at SEE. Av iat ion services, jobs and technology for East County are 1 
needed. 

Bob Lioosay 
SkyHarbor E16 
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Response to Comment Letter N 
 

SkyHarbor E16, Bob Lindsay 
October 7, 2011 

 
N-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR.  
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Comment Letter O 

O-1 

From: 
Sent: 
To : 
Subject: 

Dear Mr. Kasha k; 

Gregg Hovey [ghovey@hoveyassociates.com] 
Tuesday, October 11 , 2011 2:34 PM 
Kashak, Jeff 
Gillespie Field 70 acre development 

I am a residen t of San Diego and am a licensed pilot. I own an airplane and f requently fly into Gillespie Fie ld. I tota lly 
support the project including the building of new hangars. I currently hangar my aircraft at Brown Fie ld because I was 
unable to find a hangar at Gillespie even though I looked for two years. 

Please include my support for this projec t. 

Gregg B. Hovey 
Hovey & Associates 
877 Island Avenue, 907 
San Diego , CA 92101 -6808 
Office : (619) 546-4901 
Fax: (619) 546-4904 
email : ghovey@hoveyassociales.com 

Tm omoil , <>:marie""n m." ,ootoin C..-.fid ." h llnlo"".tj"" Whkh M." AI •• o. L'II.Ky Pn.ilog.d a"lI! is ;rI...-.d.d orl\' ft>r \ho "'" ofll1. intend.d,..;p;.", idonIlJo d _ . II 
you .,. cd 11>0 irUndeO ,,,,;p;.nl of hi ,........,; ..... )'00 .,. _y noIhd!hol ""1 u~ .. ,.wrw. u". <is..........,.. _n. _1IoinjI or ~ of lIIis 
,orrmunir:otion is IIricIIy ~_.d. H)'OO.", cd!l"lO l1londtd ,.,ipionl .nd hove ro, ...... iii, 'amulicotion i1 ''''''. pIo ... Mne!bIoIy nobly u, by ,opIy omai, 601ol. !I"IO 
,orrmunir:otion and dtst.y II copi ... 
flovoy 3. Auo< iat •• 
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Response to Comment Letter O 
 

Hovey & Associates, Gregg B. Hovey 
October 11, 2011 

 
O-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR. 
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P-1 

Comment Letter P 
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Response to Comment Letter P 
 

OAC Consulting, William Hall 
October 11, 2011 

 
P-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR.  
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Comment Letter Q 

Q-1 

Q-2 

Q-3 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Mr. Kashak, 

Bock Company [oockcorp@pacbeILnet1 
Monday, October 31, 2011 10:41 AM 
Kashak, Jeff 
Gil lespie Field 70-acre redevelopment project, Schedule No. 20051 11092 

We object to the Airport redevelopment if it expands the width of the north south fl ight path zone. Our business is 
located on the east side Of the north south runway on Railroad Avenue in the City of Santee. Expansion of this fl ight path 
safety zone would close our businesses causing jobs to be losl. Relocating to another property would move us fa rther 
from our principal business location which is the center of San Diego County, This would cause greater pollut ion since 
travel distances would increase 

Since the north part of the runway and the txJsinesses are in the City of Santee, does Santee have enough decision 
making responsibility for th is project as opposed to the City of EI Cajon? 
Sincerely. 
Bob Schnieders 
Bock Company 
132 W Providencia Avenue 
Burbank, California 91502 (323) 848-5733 

f 
I 
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Response to Comment Letter Q 
 

Bock Company, Bob Schnieders 
October 31, 2011 

 
Q-1 The Proposed Project does not include altering or expanding the current flight path of 

Runway 17/35. No changes have been made to the PEIR. 
 
Q-2 The County does not propose widening or altering the FAA-required Runway Protection 

Zone (RPZ) or Runway Safety Area (RSA) surrounding Runway 17/35. The properties 
currently operated by the Bock Company are located within the identified RPZ and RSA 
for Runway 17/35; however, only redevelopment of the 70-acre site is proposed at this 
time. As identified in the Draft PEIR (page S-2, Section S.3), an environmental document 
pursuant to CEQA will be prepared for acquisition of parcels and/or avigation easements 
at the time that action is proposed. No changes have been made to the PEIR. 

 
Q-3 Because Gillespie Field is owned and operated by the County of San Diego, the County 

maintains the authority to implement public-use projects at its discretion. Therefore, the 
County is the lead agency for the Proposed Project, including development of the 
infrastructure. In addition, because Gillespie Field is located in the City of El Cajon and 
partially within the City of Santee, each city maintains the authority to regulate land uses 
and improvements proposed by private entities within its municipal jurisdiction. 
Therefore, the City of El Cajon would serve as the lead agency for private development 
associated with the Proposed Project, since the limits of the Proposed Project are wholly 
within the City of El Cajon. No changes have been made to the PEIR. 
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Comment Letter R 

R-1 

R-3 

R-2 

untitled 
9/ 16/ 11 

TO MR. JEFF KASHAK 
5469 KEARNY VILLA ROAD 
SAN DIEOG, CA 92123 

FROM; ~R. RONALD JAMES 

RE;GILLESPIE FIELD REDEVELOPMENT 
SCH NO. 2005111092 

MR. KASHAK: 

7934 WESTERN TRAILS DR 
EL CAJON, CA 92021 

619 447 8072 

WE ARE LONG TIME RESIDENTS OF THE ABOVE ADDRESS IN EL CAJON. 
DURING THIS TIME WE HAVE NOTICED A DRAMATIC INCREASE IN THE AIR TRAFFIC 
AT GILLESPIE FIELD .... . THIS TRAFFIC HAS NO REGARD FOR THE LOCAL RESIDENTS 
AND THE NOISE GENERATED FROM THESE PLANES. THIS STARTS EARLY IN THE 
MORNING AND CONTINUES UNTIL 8 OR 9 P.M. AND SOMETIMES LATER ... ONE 
CANNOT EVEN USE THEIR BACK YARDS DUE TO ALL THE NOISE AS A CONVERSATION 
IS IMPOSSIBLE WITH GUESTS. 

WHEN WE PURCHASED OUR HOME 30 YEARS AGO, THIS WAS NOT A 
PROBLEM, BEING DIRECTLY IN THE FLIGHT PATH OF THESE PLANES. TODAY IT IS 
A DIFFERENT STORY ENTIRELY. THE PLANES ARE MORE FREQUENT AND FLY MUCH 
LOWER THESE DAYS. THE EXPANSION WILL ONLY INCREASE THE NUMBER OF 
FLIGHTS ETC. AND SINCE THE HOURS OF THESE FLIGHTS ARE NOT CONTROLLED, 
AND HAPPEN EARLY AND LATE EVENINGS, WE ARE EXPECTING MORE OF THE SAME . 

IT SEEMS TO US THAT THE CITY OF EL CAJON HAS NO REGARD FOR THE WISHES I 
OF THEIR TAX PAYERS AND REGARDLESS OF THE RESIDENTS DISSENT ON VARIOUS 
PROJECTS, THEY APPROVE THEM ANYWAY .... CASE IN QUESTION IS THE 
HOME DEPOT PROJECT, THAT ALL RESIDENTS OPPOSED ON EAST MAIN ST 
IN EL CAJON AND YET THE CITY FOUGHT TO GET APPROVED. 

THIS ADDITIONAL EXPANSION WILL INCREASE THE AIR AND VEHICLE TRAFFIC I 
ESPECIALLY ON BRADLEY AVENUE IN EL CAJON .. . . THESE AREAS ARE HOME TO 
MANY RETIRED AND FAMILY RESIDENCES WHICH DO NOT ENJOY THE CONSTANT 
OVER HEAD NOISE POLLUTION. 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME .... 
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Response to Comment Letter R 
 

Ronald W. James 
September 16, 2011 

 
R-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter, and understands that aircraft 

operations have increased over time as shown in FAA forecasts. However, the County 
does not have the regulatory authority to control the type of aircraft, frequency of 
operations, nor airspace surrounding the airport including flight paths of aircrafts. 
However, in development of the environmental analysis , the County modeled the full 
build-out change in noise exposure attributable to the project and found that no 
significant noise impacts would occur in accordance with FAA Order 1050.1E due to 
additional aircraft operations (PEIR Section 3.1.7.4). No changes have been made to the 
PEIR. 

 
R-2 As Gillespie Field is owned and operated by the County, the County maintains land use 

authority over the public airport development, including the proposed development of 15 
acres of public infrastructure facilities (i.e., new taxiways, apron area, drainage facilities, 
and utility facilities). The City of El Cajon maintains land use authority over the private 
development at Gillespie Field. Accordingly, the City would be the lead agency for 
approximately 55 acres of aviation-use development (e.g., rectangular and T-hangar 
spaces, conventional hangar space, aircraft tie-downs, an apron area, automobile 
parking, aircraft maintenance space, and aviation office and business space). No 
changes have been made to the PEIR. 

 
R-3 See Response R-1. Additionally, the PEIR identifies that the Proposed Project has the 

potential to result in significant direct and cumulative traffic impacts to the roadway 
segment of Bradley Avenue between SR-67 northbound ramps and southbound ramps, 
as well as the intersection of Bradley Avenue and SR-67 northbound ramps. However, 
with the incorporation of the listed mitigation measures, these potential impacts would be 
reduced to less than significant and would be below the County’s thresholds. No 
changes have been made to the PEIR. 
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Comment Letter S 

S-1 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Marshall [Swift368@cox. net] 
Saturday, October 01 , 2011 11 :55 PM 
Kashak, Jeff 
Development of 70 acre parcel at Gillespie Field 

I already rent a hangar at Gillespie Field, and I hope to rent or own a new one on the 70-acre property when it'S! 
developed. I completely support the project. 
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Response to Comment Letter S 
 

Marshall 
October 1, 2011 

 
S-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR.  
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Comment Letter T 

T-1 

From: 
Sent: 
To : 
Cc: 
Subject: 

KentCasady@aol,com 
Sunday, October 02, 2011 11 :51 PM 
Kashak. Jeff 
leslie,GPA@cox,net 
Gil lespie Field 70 acres 

I have been flying off of Gillespie Field since 1954 and have watched the growth around the airport 
[or over 50 years. As a pilot and as a taxpayer, and as a registered voter in the county o[San 
Diego, I fillly support the development oftlIe 70 acres for aviation usc. 

As a licensed Califomia real estate broker, real estate developer, and real estate investor, I <un 
acutely aware that It is economically impossiblc to cver agam assemble the reqUIred amount of land 
for a general aviation airport. And any of the remaining vacant land belonging to the airport will 
never be regained if it is ever glvcn up. C01l1nllUlities with gencral aviation airports attract and 
retain businesses which are not attracted to conununities wthout GA airports. 

As a member of the Commcmorative Air Force with a small hangar at Gillespie Field, I am looking 
forward to the day when the CAF can get some land upon which to build a much larger hangar to 
house flying World War 11 airplanes in a World War U Flying Museum. 

'I1Iere is plenty of property in the COlUIty available for commercial real estate development. 'I1Iere 
is only one airport in the EI Cajon Valley. It is critical to retain airport land for aviation use. 

Kent B. Casady 
619933-5368 
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Response to Comment Letter T 
 

Kent B. Casady 
October 2, 2011 

 
T-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR.  
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Comment Letter U 

U-1 

October 3, 2011 

Federal Aviation Administration 
County of San Diego 

To Whom It May Concern: 
I have flown in and out of Gillespie field many times over the past 20 years with my 
parents for business, pleasure and humanitarian purposes. 
I FULLY support the development of the 70 acres located next to the current Gillespie 
Field in El Cajon, California. ]t is time that acreage goes back into meeting the aviation 
demand in the county. It will provide hangars, aviation businesses and jobs 

Sincerely: 

~ 
lt~~s fVfuDj ~\ T[\\)a~ I C 1\ qOij ~ 
\Q19 qq\)-qld.~ 
PhonelEmail 
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Response to Comment Letter U 
 

Aaron Bratten  
October 3, 2011 

 
U-1  The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR.  
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Comment Letter V 

V-1 

October 3, 2011 

Federal Aviation Administration 
County of San Diego 

To Whom It May Concern: 
I have flown in and out of Gillespie field many times over the past 20 years with my 
parents for business. pleasure and humanitarian purposes. 
I FULLY support the development of the 70 acres located next to the current Gillespie 
Field in El Cajon, California. It is time that acreage goes back into meeting the aviation 
demand in the county. It will provide hangars, aviation businesses and jobs 

P one!Emall 
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Response to Comment Letter V 
 

Rochele Bratten 
October 3, 2011 

 
V-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR.  
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Comment Letter W 

W-1 

October 3,2011 

Federal Aviation Administration 
County of San Diego 

To Whom It May Concern: 
I have flown in and out of Gillespie field many times over the past 20 years with my 
parents for business, pleasure and humanitarian purposes. 
1 FULLY support the development of the 70 acres located next to the current Gillespie 
Field in El Cajon, California. It is time that acreage goes back into meeting the aviation 

::::::~ th22 will p;;:;s, aviation businesses and jobs 

j)g!!(c:i .!l'€c;tUX 
Name 
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Response to Comment Letter W 
 

Derrick Breaux 
October 3, 2011 

 
W-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR. 

 
 
 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-126 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
 
 
 
 
   



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-127 

 

 

X-1 

Comment Letter X 
October 3, 2011 

Federal Aviation Administration 
County of San Diego 

To Whom It May Concern: 
I have flown in and out of Gillespie field many times over the past 20 years with my 
parents for business, pleaslU'e and humanitarian purposes. 
1 FULLY support the development of the 70 acres located next to the current Gillespie 
Field in El Cajon, California. It is time that acreage goes back into meeting the aviation 
demand in the county. It will provide hangars, aviation businesses and jobs 

Sincerely: , 

Name 

IGI75" rA~p~D..> o V'4~1 PL . 
Address ~ to, c A 0...;> I;; -; 
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Response to Comment Letter X 
 

Jessica Breaux 
October 3, 2011 

 
X-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR. 
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Comment Letter Y 

Y-1 

October 3, 2011 

Federal Aviation Administration 
County of San Diego 

To Whom It May Concern: 

I completely support the development of the 70 acres for aviation use! We have waited 
for more than 20 years to have this project developed for Gillespie Field. I hope to own 
or rent a new hangar on the 70 acres. 
My husband and I are pilots and have flown into and out of Gillespie Field for over 25 
years. We use our plane for business, pleasure and for humanitarian purposes. 
The 70 acre parcel is a vital part of the airport and it should be developed for aviation 
use. 
JOBS! Let's get going on this 70 acre parcel and its development. It will create jobs 
providing hangars and attracting aviation businesses. 
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Response to Comment Letter Y 
 

Doreen A. Connole 
October 3, 2011 

 
Y-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR.  
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Comment Letter Z 

Z-1 

October 3, 2011 

Federal Aviation Administration 
County of San Diego 

To Whom It May Concern: 

I completely support the development of the 70 acres for aviation use! We have waited 
for more than 20 years to have this project developed for Gillespie Field. I hope to own 
or rent a new hangar on the 70 acres. 
My wife and I are pilots and have flown into and out of Gillespie Field for over 25 years. 
We use our plane for business, pleasure and for humanitarian purposes. 
The 70 acre parcel is a vital part of the airport and it should be developed for aviation 

use. 
JOBS! Let's get going on this 70 acre parcel and its development. It will create jobs 
providing hangars and attracting aviation businesses. 

-
Sincerely: '-_____ -' z __ . .---r 
r-:-
((1-1 J CD 

Name 

I c;(3l?" O(1cr-{.4(U) (/rr;tP PI? , 
Address 

TirtfifJOPol2GtrJJ @ CDx.rJ~T 
PhonelEmail 
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Response to Comment Letter Z 
 

Tim J. Connole 
October 3, 2011 

 
Z-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR. 
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AA-1 

Comment Letter AA October 3, 2011 

Federal Aviation Administration 
County of San Diego 

To Whom It May Concern: 
I have flown in and out of Gillespie field many times over the past 15 years with the 
Connoles, who own an airplane and is based at Gillespie. They have flown me for 
business, pleasure and humanitarian purposes. 
1 FULLY support the development of the 70 acres located next to the current Gillespie 
Field in El Cajon, California. It is time that acreage goes back into meeting the aviation 
demand in the county. It will provide hangars, aviation businesses and jobs 

"Nt7 rv\."""kv,tL. ~ 
Address ~., I C" C,Qo71 

(gA -'00'"- S"3"iS" :Jh."""L:I1> v-e po, cl...l\(>J-£ '\ 
PhonelEmail 
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Response to Comment Letter AA 
 

Joseph E. Hamilton 
October 3, 2011 

 
AA-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR. 
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Comment Letter AB October 3, 2011 

County of San Diego 
Department of Public Works 
AITN: leffKashak 
5469 Kearny Villa Road #305 
San Diego, CA 92123 

To Whom It May Concern: 

I FULLY support the development of the 70 acres located next to the current Gillespie 
Field in EI Cajon, California. It is time that acreage goes back into meeting the aviation 
demand in the county. It will provide hangars, aviation businesses and jobs. 

~n~~y~·~ 
~Q0E 

Name 

Lj~Tl 
Address 

M \.&§\ A.VE 

~ \ \;:; &:>c> , IJ\ 9 d- L D '7 
I 

iolq~ ubL1- lo~a\) 
PhonefEmail 
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Response to Comment Letter AB 
 

Rose M. Uranga 
October 3, 2011 

 
AB-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR. 
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Comment Letter AC 

AC-1 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

geo2mar@nethere.com 
Monday, October 03,2011 1044 AM 
Kashak, Jeff 
Gillespie Airport 

We hope that the 70 acres is developed for aviation uses. We am hoping that I 
we will be able to own or rent a hanger there at Gillespie soon. 
Please count us for aviation!!!! 
Marie L. Woods and George Gardner 
10427 Susie Place, Santee 92071 
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Response to Comment Letter AC 
 

Marie L. Woods and George Gardner 
October 3, 2011 

 
AC-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR. 
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Comment Letter AD 

AD-1 

Gillespie Field 70"Acre Redevelopment Project 
Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 
Public Review Open House: October 5, 2011 

.. 
Comments 

:r 7lIIIV'c 7/1/5 /5 AI/! EYc£)wq VS!I6€ /be 1'1/ 5, !'.L'o4g'2y. 7lI/S 

l'!flJmJ1Jli€A,7 Un. B4ilUC£ GIZL¢AI'I£l!e4 lJA/4 j.l!iv€ 71 )?tSmJl£ 

:tlhI¥ti Ott; :ml ctti/!Jl>M'I, 

~ I am interested in receiving future project notices. 

Name: iMf6i4td /lJ. /lJVi!Ils Add,,,,, /l6J6 'it/iMl!> lMG~fflcll 
sI,A; n.== OJ '#Is / 

Thank you for your participationl 

Comments can be mailed to: County of San Diego, Department of Public Works 
ATTN: Jeff Kashak: 
5469 Kearny Villa Road, Suite 305 
San Diego, CA, 92123 
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Response to Comment Letter AD 
 

Margaret M. Adams 
October 5, 2011 

 
AD-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR.  
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Comment Letter AE 

AE-1 

Gilles pie Fie ld 70-Acre Redevelopment Project 
Program Environmental Impact Report jPEIRI 
Public Review Open House: October. 5, 2011 

Comments 
""z. "",j- I" 

-P\- :::-A. 6" ~J . 

k "'L- ,M;. ft-C p,;r (:;- A- p.r-

o I am interested in receiving future project notices. 

Comments can be mailed to: 

Address: Lt7t:;r:; e#/CC- /f'.t.tl'''?/J#

£C c~~) C£= Pz.o;9 

Thank you for your participationl 

County of San Diego, Department of Public Works 
ATIN : Jeff Kash ak 
5469 Kearny Villa Road, Suite 305 
San Diego, CA, 92123 
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Response to Comment Letter AE 
 

Steve D. Adams 
October 5, 2011 

 
AE-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR.  
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Comment Letter AF 

AF-1 

GiUespie Field 70·Acre Redevelopment Project 
Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 
Public Review Open House: October S. 2011 

~ am interested in receiving future p~oject notices. 

Comments can be mailed to: 

Address: /200 

Thank you for your participation! 

County of San Diego, Department of Public Works 
ATIN: Jeff Kashak 
5469 Kearny Villa Road, Suite 305 
San Diego, CA, 92123 
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Response to Comment Letter AF 
 

Rick Alexander 
October 5, 2011 

 
AF-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR. 
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AG-1 

Comment Letter AG 

Gillespie Fie ld 70·Acre Redevelopment Project 
Program Environmental Impact Report (PElRl 
Public Review Open House: October 5, 2011 

o I am interested in receiving future project notices. 

Comments can be mailed to: 

Thank you Cor your participationl 

County of San Diego, Department of Public Works 
ATTN: Jeff Kashak 
5469 Kearny Villa Road, Suite 305 
San Diego, CA, 92123 
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Response to Comment Letter AG 
 

Dennis Araujo 
October 5, 2011 

 
AG-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR. 
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Comment Letter AH 

AH-1 

Gillespie Field 70-Acre Redevelopment Project 
Program Environmental Impact Report IPEJR) 
Public Review Open House: October 5 , 2011 

Comments 
iI-f-, C. 1)t3VEc::.op'/f45~7: I.$. vJ Tt?L To Pi?b v'?V2 

44=:&-<=5 5ctBf dklctLlt:Y'k' rv61'tUTlbACrvtlg t! 6rsr ?tA,,;A-i'f .Te,?S 

~ I am interested in receiving future project notices. 

Comments can be mailed to: 

Address: 916 t.. E..4t'c...v /ii/e 
cL. 'd ,T~ ........... , C-cf ?Zoz.o , 

Thank you for your participationl 

County of San Diego, Department of Public Works 
ATTN: Jeff Kashak 
5469 Kearny Villa Road, Suite 305 
San Diego, CA, 92123 
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Response to Comment Letter AH 
 

Barry Bardack 
October 5, 2011 

 
AH-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR. 
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Comment Letter AI 

AI-1 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Jeff: 

Gary Bartlow [gwbartlow@cox.net] 
Wednesday, October 05,2011910 AM 
Kashak, Jeff 
Gillespie Field 70 acre development 

I'm a pilot with two aircraft that fliy out of/into Gillespie Field on a 
regular basis. I fully support the development of the 70 acres, and I want 
the 70-acre parcel to be developed for aviation use. I personally have 
waited YEARS for this project to be developed, and it is about time to 
proceed with no more delays. I already own a hangar at Gillespie Field, and 
know the need for more aviation-related businesses and spaces. 

I support this development. 

Get on with it! 

Gary Bartlow 
619-579-9808 
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Response to Comment Letter AI 
 

Gary Bartlow 
October 5, 2011 

 
AI-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR. 
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Comment Letter AJ 

AJ-1 

Gillespie Field 70-Acre Redevelopment Project 
Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIRJ 
Public Review Open House: October 5, 2011 

,C( I am interested in receiving future project notices. 

Comments can be mailed 10: 

Address: 

Thank you for your participation! 

County of San Diego, Department of Public Works 
ATIN: Jeff Kashak 
5469 Kearny Villa Road, Suite 305 
San Diego, CA, 92123 
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Response to Comment Letter AJ 
 

Larry Bierma  
October 5, 2011 

 
AJ-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR. 
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Comment Letter AK 

AK-1 

Gillespie Field 70-Acre Redevelopment Project 
Program Environmental Impact Report IPEIR) 
Public Review Open House: October 5, 2011 

Comments 

( fityo P- t9 le-fOl2-"(" ~ I'\:<6<T f5~ !C\:)Q~.£ 

cS¢r>~ f't:!IA:!Io.J PrItz.SM£]: 

o I am interested in receiving future project notices. 

Comments can be mailed to: 

Address: 

Thank you for your participationl 

County of San Diego, Department of Public Works 
ATIN : Jeff Kashak 
5469 Kearny Villa Road, Suite 305 
San Diego, CA, 92123 
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Response to Comment Letter AK 
 

Todd Bohlman  
October 5, 2011 

 
AK-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR. 
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Comment Letter AL 

AL-1 

Gillespie Field 70-Acre Redevelopment Project 
Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIRI 
Public Review Open House: Octobei 5, 2011 

Comments 

o I am in terested in receiving future project notices . 

Comments can be mailed to: 

Address: 

Thank you for your participationl 

County of San Diego, Department of Public Works 
ATIN: Jeff Kashak 
5469 Kearny Villa Road, Suite 305 
San Diego, CA, 92 123 
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Response to Comment Letter AL 
 

Chuck Busch  
October 5, 2011 

 
AL-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR. 
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Comment Letter AM 

AM-1 

SB~~~Jf e.~t~~f£ivi~~ ~~c 
Nam,{/717 Bl<Zwz Add"" 1C(9C/ 7}772lW2SC'-

Comments can be mailed to: 

(d9-tr"OS- / SdCJ 

Uzg73t:L7ClZ.. 
&A?c:: .CO/Vj 

&0[70/[/ 8T 
Thank you for your participationl 9'2.c::/20" 

County of San Diego, Department of Public Works 
ATIN: Jeff Kashak 
5469 Kearny Villa Road, Suite 305 
San Diego,. CA, 92123 
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Response to Comment Letter AM 
 

Liza Butler  
October 5, 2011 

 
AM-1 This comment pertains to existing airport operations and does not provide comments on 

the Proposed Project or Draft PEIR. The commenter’s concerns regarding existing 
helicopter operations are noted, and this comment will be included in the Final PEIR for 
review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. No changes have been 
made to the PEIR. 
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Comment Letter AN 

AN-1 

Gillespie Field 70-Acre Redevelopment Project 
Program Environmental Impact Report IPEIR) 
Public Review Open House: October·S, 2011 

I am interested in receiving future project notices. 

Comments can be mailed to: 

Address: 

Thank you for your participationl 

County of San Diego, Department of Public Works 
ATTN: Jeff Kashak 
5469 Kearny Villa Road, Suite 305 
San Diego, CA, 92123 
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Response to Comment Letter AN 
 

Vernon Cagan  
October 5, 2011 

 
AN-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR. 
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Comment Letter AO 

AO-1 

Gilles pie Field 70·Acre Redevelopment Project 
Program Environmental Impact Report IPEIR) 
Public Review Open House: October 5 , 2011 

G1' I am interested in receiving future p~oject notices. 

Comments can be mailed to: 

Address: 

Thank you (or your participationl 

County of San Diego, Department of Public Works 
ATIN: Jeff Kashak 
5469 Kearny Villa Road, Suite 305 
San Diego, CA, 92123 
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Response to Comment Letter AO 
 

Darrel Cook  
October 5, 2011 

 
AO-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR. 
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Comment Letter AP 

AP-1 

Gillespie Field 70·Acre Redevelopment Project 
Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIRI 
Public Review Open House: October 5, 2011 

Comments 
A\/iA,'oN fit4§. Pa..>v,OI;{) W<€ A-w £voM IE"vC£. A.-t.-Q ~,o t.oCr TJh4.( 
HAs. ,JpcN '£(\IYrl·LntALC .. 00/ dQ ' If fl'1';f fPoF£--'''>l4&(U """,,0 'o£fi',<.<;..JUA.l,.. 
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uf'I am interested in receiving future project notices. 

Comments can be mailed to: 

Address: 7':'/0 SA ,::pt+ \ ~.E Sf :tr,,! 
SA.Vv ()! &6<'0 LA 12l<!j 

Thank you for your participationl 

County of San Diego, Department of Public Works 
ATI'N: Jeff Kashak 
5469 Kearny Villa Road, Suite 305 
San Diego, CA, 92123 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-200 
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Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-201 

Response to Comment Letter AP 
 

Patrick Corrigan  
October 5, 2011 

 
AP-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR. 

 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-202 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK  
 
 
 
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-203 

 
 
 

 

Comment Letter AQ 

AQ-1 

Gillespie Field 70-Acre Redeve lopment Project 
Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 
Public Review Open House: October 5 , 2011 

Comments 

-o I am interested in receiving future project notices. 

Comments can be mailed to: 

Address: 

Thank you for your participationl 

County of San Diego, Department of Public Works 
ATIN: Jeff Kashak 
5469 Kearny Villa Road, Suite 305 
San Diego, CA, 92123 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-204 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK  
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-205 

Response to Comment Letter AQ 
 

B.L. Craig  
October 5, 2011 

 
AQ-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR. 

 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-206 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK  
 
 
 
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-207 

 
 
 

 

Comment Letter AR 

AR-1 

Gillespie Field 7()"Acre Redevelopment Project 
Program Environmental Impact Report IPEIR) 
Public Review Open House: October 5, 2011 

o I am interested in receiving futu re project notices. 

Comments can be mailed to: 

Address: 

Thank you for your participationl 

Coun ty of San Diego, Department of Public Works 
J\ TTN: Jeff Kush al, 
5469 Kearny Villa Road , Su ite 305 
San Diego, CA, 92123 



Responses to Comments 
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Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-208 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK  
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-209 

Response to Comment Letter AR 
 

C.A. Craig  
October 5, 2011 

 
AR-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR. 

 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-210 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK  
 
 
 
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-211 

 
 
 

 

Comment Letter AS 

AS-1 

Gillespie Field 70-Acre Redevelopment Project 
Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIRI 
Public Review Open House: October 5 , 2011 

/ 
a, -

. c c 

,EI I am interested in receiving future project notices. 

Name: aJ!I<C~ Address: /£&0 tV· Md'&AOt.;f Jl-0 
?/ CPOo/f../) cd! 9~ 

Thank you for your participationl 

Comments can be mailed to: County of San Diego, Department of Public Works 
AnN: Jeff Kashak 
5469 Kearny Villa Road, Suite 305 
San Diego, CA, 9 2 123 



Responses to Comments 
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Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-212 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK  
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-213 

Response to Comment Letter AS 
 

Robert Davison  
October 5, 2011 

 
AS-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR. 

 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-214 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK  
 
 
 
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-215 

 
 
 

 

Comment Letter AT 

AT-1 

Gillespie Field 70-Acre Redevelopment Project 
Program Environmentailmpact Report IPEIRI 
PubUc Review Open House: October 5, 2011 

Comments 
3: i~ .(', " oC *" AN<hO(V'><..o- ~dJ -IhL ryO " ,n Jlo.,L(, , 
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o J am interested in receiving future project notices. 

d<-

Address: fu"\ '0 f-'>,\.....2...ED(\ ;P12-~\1 E. 

b-" 1"""''' , U\ 319'\-\ 

Comments can be mailed to: 

Thank you for your participationl 

Coun ty of San Diego, Department of Public Works 
ATIN: Jeff Kashak 
5469 Kearny Villa Road, Suite 305 
San Diego, CA, 92123 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-216 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK  
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-217 

Response to Comment Letter AT 
 

Leslie Day  
October 5, 2011 

 
AT-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR. 

 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-218 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK  
 
 
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-219 

 
 
 

 

Comment Letter AU 

AU-1 

Gillespie Field 70-Acre Redevelopment Proj ect 
Program Environmental Impa c t Report (PEIR) 
Public Review Open House: October 5 , 2011 

Comments 

IcbM. . ~~ tk: 
, . '. u.r;.'~ 

~ 'IJhf04fr. 
~ ~~ I~ "J:. , 

k' I am interested in receiving future p~oject notices. 

Comments can be mailed to: 

Address: 

Thank you for your participationl 

County of San Diego, Department of Public Works 
ATIN: Jeff Kashak 
5469 Kearny Villa Road, Suite 305 
San Diego, CA, 92123 
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Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-220 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK  
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-221 

Response to Comment Letter AU 
 

Emidlo DelConte  
October 5, 2011 

 
AU-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR. 

 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-222 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK  
 
 
 
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-223 

 
 
 

 

Comment Letter AV 

AV-1 

Gillespie Field 70-Acre Redevelopment Project 
Program Environmental Impact Report IPEIR) 
Public Review Open Bouse: October 5, 2011 

Name: 

~ I am interested in receiving future project notices. ' 

((. ,J S<;SFP7 Add .. ., @if8 f,t:/iPr-{ 
'3td%~) c 

Thank you for your partic ipationl 

Comments can be mailed to: County of San Diego, Department of Public Works 
ATTN: Jeff Kashak 
5469 Kearny Villa Road, Suite 305 
San Diego, CA, 92123 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-224 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK  
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-225 

Response to Comment Letter AV 
 

Rich Essery  
October 5, 2011 

 
AV-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR. 

 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-226 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK  
 
 
 
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-227 

 
 
 

 

Comment Letter AW 

AW-1 

GWespie Field 70·Acre Redevelopme nt Project 
Progn.m Environmental Impact Report (PEIRI 
PubUc Review Open House: October 5,2011 

. 5 P LC6 I N(, ~rJ ,..J S 
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J'l) I am interested in receiving future p~oject notices. 

F"u~ Address: 

Thank you for your participationl 

Jfu:: fCi?<ZA-
BlA\LO\,J~ 

Comments can be mailed 10: Cou nty of San Diego, Departmen t of Public Works 
ATTN: Jeff Kashak 
5469 Kearny Villa Road, Suite 305 
San Diego, CA, 92123 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-228 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK  
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-229 

Response to Comment Letter AW 
 

John Flippen  
October 5, 2011 

 
AW-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR. 

 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-230 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK  
 
 
 
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-231 

 
 
 

 

Comment Letter AX 

AX-1 

Gillespie Field 70-Acre Redevelopment Project 
Program Environmental Impact Report jPEIR) 
PubUc Review Open House: October 5, 2011 

Comments 

flMJ-e tad'1()i7e.~ /lGvb-M WE ?l.2 De ,£fi/k 
!'IV/ITT/-t,)- '7-,«'1"" rtJd I, 

~ I am interested in receiving future project notices. 

N~, 73cK f6rvCeM Add"" Ij/? j(j{:El; pa 
- ~no 

Comments can be mailed to: 

Thank you for your participation! 

Cou nty of San Diego, Department of Public Works 
ATIN: Jeff Kash ak 
5469 Kearny Villa Road, Su ite 305 
San Diego, CA, 92 123 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-232 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK  
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-233 

Response to Comment Letter AX 
 

Rick Fordem  
October 5, 2011 

 
AX-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR. 

 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-234 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK  
 
 
 
 
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-235 

 
 
 

 

Comment Letter AY 

AY-1 

Gillespie Field 70-Acre Redevelopment Project 
Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 
Public Review Open House: October 5, 2011 

Comments 
J:7f-t~ A-I..-()'vG..,77HG; £16SII"X---x J'T OGEL, e/IhIOI) A-xli/ 
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o I am interested in receiving future project notices. 

Comments can be mailed to: 

Address: 

Thank. you for your participation! 

Coun ty of San Diego, Department of Public Works 
ATIN: Jeff Kash ak 
5469 Kearny Villa Road, Suite 305 
San Diego, CA, 92123 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-236 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK  
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-237 

Response to Comment Letter AY 
 

J.L. Garoutte  
October 5, 2011 

 
AY-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR. 

 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-238 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK  
 
 
 
 
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-239 

 
 
 

 

Comment Letter AZ 

AZ-1 

Gillespie Field 70·Acre Redevelopment Project 
Program Environmental Impact ReP.Ort (PEIR) 
Public Review Open House: October 5, 2011 

• [ am interested in receiving future project notices. 

Comments can be mailed to: 

Thank you for your participation! 

County of San Diego, Department of Public Works 
ATIN: Jeff Kashak 
5469 Kearny Villa Road, Suite 305 
San Diego, CA, 92123 



Responses to Comments 
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Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-240 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK  
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-241 

Response to Comment Letter AZ 
 

Gelles L. 
October 5, 2011 

 
AZ-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR. 

 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-242 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK  
 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-243 

 
 

 

  

Comment Letter BA 

BA-1  

Gillespie Fie ld 70·Acre Redevelopment Project 
Program Environmental Impact Report IPEIR) 
Public Review Open House: October 5, 2011 

Comments 
/ 12m 4KIN6 41Mb 73 7?/E cl/e~ JJfVg.oe m(NT' pC' 7J(€ :i> If4&. 

o I am interested in receiving fu ture project notices. 

Comments can be mailed to: 

Address: 
sSrctzcE ctt 92.0 71 , 

Thank you for your participationl 

County of San Diego, Department of Public Works 
ATfN: Jeff Kashak 
5469 Kearny Villa Road, Suite 305 
San Diego, CA, 92123 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-244 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-245 

Response to Comment Letter BA 
 

Aaron Giannetto 
October 5, 2011 

 
BA-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR.  

 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-246 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
 
 
 
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-247 

 

 

 

Comment Letter BB 

BB-1  

Gille.pie Field 70-Acre Redevelopment Project 
Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 
Public Review Open Hou.e: October.5 , 2011 

Comments 
.M fS MliJ,r.!rlb rtAt!77c r:: {dEi): C!<"2V1e5 LdJ!"r tfJ/I;Jrzl>. ) M:oJllrY 
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o I am interested in receiving future project notices. 

Name L,P, 4u0JGU, tAD Add"" 0fi=i:1fiil'Jl'<) 

Comments can be mailed to: 

Thank. you for your participation! 

Coun ty of San Diego, Department of Public Works 
AITN: Jeff Kashak 
5469 Kearny Villa Road, Suite 305 
San Diego, CA, 92123 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-248 

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-249 

Response to Comment Letter BB 
 

L.F. Ginkel 
October 5, 2011 

 
BB-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR.  

 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-250 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
  
 
 
 
 
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-251 

 

 

Comment Letter BC 

BC-1 

Gillespie Field 70-Acre Redevelopment Project 
Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 
Public Review Open House: October 5, 2011 

Il/II'A (!a.vc/, a (' 
T/"I ,.. 13 €77,6( 

o I am interested in receiving future project notices. 

Comments can be mailed to: 

Address: 1ctI.2 :3 II!O-U(dodl''') AvE 
StIAJ TEe. , C -1 'Pw 7/ 

Thank you for your participationl 

Coun ty of San Diego, Department o( Public Works 
ATTN: Jeff Kashak 
5469 Kearny Villa Road, Suite 305 
San Diego. CA. 92 123 



Responses to Comments 
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Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-252 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-253 

Response to Comment Letter BC 
 

Tim Graber 
October 5, 2011 

 
BC-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR.  

 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-254 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
 
 
 
  
 
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-255 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

BD-1 

Comment Letter BD 

Gillel pie Field 70-Acre Redevelopment P.roject 
Program Envl.roDmental Impact Report IPEIR) 
PubUc Review OpeD Houle: October. 5,2011 

Name: 

Comments can be mailed to: 

Thank you for your participationl 

County of San Diego, Department of Public Works 
A1TN: Jeff Kashak 
5469 Kearny Villa Road, Suite 305 
San Diego, CA, 92123 



Responses to Comments 
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Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-256 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-257 

Response to Comment Letter BD 
 

John Hammerstrand 
October 5, 2011 

 
BD-1 This comment addresses the conceptual layout of developable lots on the Proposed 

Project site. The County shall consider this comment during design development as the 
specific lots to be developed are not defined at this time. No changes have been made 
to the PEIR.  

 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-258 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
 

  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-259 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Comment Letter BE 

BE-1 

BE-2 

GWe.pie Field 70-Acre Redeve lopment Project 
Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIRI 
Public Review Open House: October 5, 2011 

I am interested in receiving future project n otices. 

Comments can be mailed to: 

Thank you for your participation! 

County of San Diego, Department of Public Works 
AITN: Jeff Kashak 
54 69 Kearny Villa Road, Suite 305 
San Diego, CA, 92123 

I 
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Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-260 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-261 

Response to Comment Letter BE 
 

John Hammerstrand 
October 5, 2011 

 
BE-1 As identified in Mitigation Measure M-BI-1a, the Proposed Project includes transplanting 

the existing San Diego ambrosia population located onsite to a suitable receptor site 
located within Mission Trails Regional Park. As analyzed in the Draft PEIR Chapter 4, 
two project alternatives were developed, which include preserving the population of San 
Diego ambrosia in-place. This comment will be included in the Final PEIR for review and 
consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR. 

 
BE-2 This comment is noted and has been included in the Final PEIR for review and 

consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR.  
 

 
 



Responses to Comments 
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Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-262 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
 

  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-263 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Comment Letter BF 

BF-1 

Gillespie Field 70-Acre Redevelopment Project 
Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIRI 
Public Review Open House: October 5, 2011 

I am interested in receiving future project notices. 

Comments can be mailed to: 

\ 9 ?'P) 
Tha,\k you for your participationl 

County of San Diego, Department of Public Works 
ATIN : Jeff Kashak 
5469 Kearny Villa Road, Suite 305 
San Diego, CA, 92123 



Responses to Comments 
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Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-264 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-265 

Response to Comment Letter BF 
 

John Hammerstrand 
October 5, 2011 

 
BF-1 See Response BD-1. 

 
 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-266 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
 
 
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-267 

 

 

Comment Letter BG 

BG-1 

Gillespie Field 70-Acre Redevelopment Project 
Program. Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 
Public Review Open House: October 5, 2011 

. L (.or< , / 
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I 
Comments 
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L d .. 

r am interested in receiving future project notices . 

Name, ~~<L!="""c<;c~~k;{!dn(,,,,,,,;4C-GV,,,,,,,,,,-,{c=::G- Address: 

Comments can be mailed to: 

Thank you for your participation! 

County of San Diego, Department of. Public Works 
ATIN: Jeff Kashak 
5469 Kearny Villa Road, Suite 305 
San Diego, CA, 92123 



Responses to Comments 
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Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-268 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-269 

Response to Comment Letter BG 
 

George Kovacevic  
October 5, 2011 

 
BG-1 Gillespie Field currently serves as a General Aviation airport, which does allow the use 

of jet aircraft. However, based on the Federal Aviation Administration’s Terminal Area 
Forecast as well as forecasts prepared by the County associated with the Proposed 
Project, the fleet mix is not anticipated to substantially change as a result of the 
Proposed Project. The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and 
acknowledges the commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have 
been made to the PEIR.  

 



Responses to Comments 
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Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-270 
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Responses to Comments 
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Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-271 

 
 
 

 

Comment Letter BH 

BH-1 

GlUes pie Field 70-Acre Redeve lopment Project 
Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 
Public Review Open Hous e : October. 5 , 2011 

Comments 
wo E.-J-

I am interested in receiving future project notices . 

[ '1- lnih:Jm Address: 

Comments can be mailed to: 

Thank. you for your participationl 

Cou nty of San Diego, Department of Public Works 
ATIN : Jeff Kashak 
5469 Kearny Villa Road, Suite 305 
San Diego, CA, 92123 
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Responses to Comments 
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Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-272 
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Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-273 

Response to Comment Letter BH 
 

Michael La France  
October 5, 2011 

 
BH-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR. 

 



Responses to Comments 
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Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-274 
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Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-275 

 
 

 

Comment Letter BI 

BI-1 

Gillespie Field 70-Acre Redevelopment Project 
Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIRI 
Public Review Open House: October 5, 2011 

o I am interested in receiving future project notices. 

N=" -"PY",-,--,,-,,,,,,,,-,IZ,,,,itr'f----bb.C,=,4=£'c±o/f--- Address; 

Comments can be mailed to: 

Thank you for your participationl 

Coun ty of San Diego, Departmen t of Public Works 
AITN : Jeff Kashak 
5469 Kearny Villa Road, Suite 305 
San Diego, CA, 92123 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-276 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-277 

Response to Comment Letter BI 
 

Beverly Leary  
October 5, 2011 

 
BI-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR. 

 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-278 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
 
 
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-279 

 
 
 

 

Comment Letter BJ 

BJ-1 

Gillespie Field 70-Acre Redevelopment Project 
Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIRJ 
Public Review Open House: October 5, 2011 

Comments 

p-''''' '4 ~ t§. '10 M " ,*,2, , 0 

tZ7&Z d41 h Od 0l1.thJ4..h &t.),1Nd6flMe r4( 

o I am interested in receiving future project notices. 

Nam" ---=~=w;' r--L-'Ic<''''''''''"'''''''j'¥---- Address: 

Comments can be mailed to: 

Thank you for your participation! 

County of San Diego, Department of Public Works 
ATTN: Jeff Kashak 
5469 Kearny Villa Road, Suite 305 
San Diego, CA, 92123 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-280 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-281 

Response to Comment Letter BJ 
 

Cliff Leary 
October 5, 2011 

 
BJ-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR. 

 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-282 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
 
 
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-283 

 
 
 

 

Comment Letter BK 

BK-1 

Gillespie Field 70-Acre Redevelopment Project 
Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIRI 
Public Review Open House: October 5. 2011 

o I am interested in receiving future project notices. 

N=e, -+;'.L0cht«"""fH?=DIL-LLMueJIZJ=uL4YTr_ Add"" ltJ;"j;1tJM 'Ji-;£;J; 

Comments can be mailed to: 

Thank you for your participationl 

County of San Diego, Department o( Public Works 
ATTN: Jeff Kashak 
5469 Kearny Villa Road, Suite 305 
San Diego, CA, 92123 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-284 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-285 

Response to Comment Letter BK 
 

Howard Merritt  
October 5, 2011 

 
BK-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR. 

 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-286 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
 
 
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-287 

 
 
 

 

Comment Letter BL 

BL-1 

Gillespie Field 70-Acre Redevelopment Project 
Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 
Public Review Open House: October·S, 2011 

,10 

Comments 

&j¥-r IA~,," '1!? .kip£. 

fiJ I am interested in receiving future project notices. 

N~" i9L1A) .M~ Add,,,, ,dl1!;~g 1:/¥~"-fcl- · 
~ 

Comments can be mailed to: 

Thank you for your participationl 

County of San Diego, Department of Public Works 
ATIN: Jeff Kasbak 
5469 Kearny Villa Road, Suite 305 
San Diego, CA, 92123 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-288 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-289 

Response to Comment Letter BL 
 

Alan Nephew  
October 5, 2011 

 
BL-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR. 

 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-290 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
 
 
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-291 

 
 
 

 

Comment Letter BM 

BM-1 

Gillespie Field 70·Acre Redevelopment Project 
Program Environmental Impact Report IPEIR) 
Public Review Open House: October 5, 2011 

o I am interested in receiving future project notices. 

Address: 1/77r /-I, ft?,D f:.-2" ~..b 
LAW psuQe , ("'/9 

Comments can be mailed to: 

0/ e [.) 'ti) 
Thank you for your participation! 

County of San Diego, Department of Public Works 
ATIN: Jeff Kashak 
5469 Kearny Villa Road, Suite 305 
San Diego, CA, 92123 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-292 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-293 

Response to Comment Letter BM 
 

Karen Nephew  
October 5, 2011 

 
BM-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR. 

 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-294 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
 
 
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-295 

 
 
 

 

Comment Letter BN 

BN-1 

Gilles pie Field 70-Acre Redeve lopment Project 
Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIRI 
Public Review Open House: October.5, 2011 

o I am interested in receiving future project notices. 

Name: cr;.-1 

Comments can be mailed to: 

Address: 

if; C- c#,Wv -ek q )-O.LO 

Thank you for your participation! 

County of San Diego, Department of Public Works 
ATTN: Jeff Kashak 
5469 Kearny Villa Road, Suite 305 
San Diego, CA, 92123 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-296 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-297 

Response to Comment Letter BN 
 

Jim Oakley  
October 5, 2011 

 
BN-1 See Response BD-1. 
 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-298 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
 
 
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-299 

 
 
 

 

Comment Letter BO 

BO-1 

Gillespie Field 70-Acre Redevelopment Project 
Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 
Public Review Open Houae: October 5,2011 

Comments 

i{ I am interested in receiving future project notices. 

Name, ---=.!W,-,-; ,..,It"" """'=-----'-~.!>e=s'_'J-.~k'-"e."'_____ Address: 

Comments can be mailed to: 

Thank you for your participationl 

County of San Diego, Department of Public Works 
ATIN: Jeff Kashak 
5469 Kearny Villa Road, Suite 305 
San Diego, CA, 92123 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-300 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-301 

Response to Comment Letter BO 
 

William Reschke  
October 5, 2011 

 
BO-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR. 

 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-302 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
 
 
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-303 

 
 
 

 

Comment Letter BP 

BP-1 

Gillespie Field 70-Acre Redevelopment Project 
Program Environmental Impact Report (PErRI 
Public Review Open House: October 5, 2011 

o I am interested in receiving future project notices. 

Comments can be mailed to: 

Address: 

Thank you for your participation! 

County of San Diego, Department of Public Works 
AITN: Jeff Kashak 
5469 Kearny Villa Road, Suite 305 
San Diego, CA, 92 123 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-304 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-305 

Response to Comment Letter BP 
 

Jennifer Sousa  
October 5, 2011 

 
BP-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR. 

 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-306 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
 
 
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-307 

 
 
 

 

Comment Letter BQ 

BQ-1 

Gillespie Field 70-Acre Redevelopment Project 
Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 
Public Review Open House: October 5, 2011 

Comments 
r ),/\ ,,,,,or 

Alj~ S 

o I am interested in receiving future project notices . 

70 

SOU 5 Cl.., Address: 8 333 ~"'S ... J.f.Vl"- Ave 

Comments can be mailed to: 

L . Mu... (.b 

9JQ '=j\ 

Thank you for your participationl 

County of San Diego, Department of Public Works 
ATTN: Jeff Kashak 
5469 Kearny Villa Road, Suite 305 
San Diego, CA, 92123 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-308 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-309 

Response to Comment Letter BQ 
 

Joseph Sousa  
October 5, 2011 

 
BQ-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR. 

 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-310 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
 
 
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-311 

 
 
 

 

Comment Letter BR 

BR-1 

Gillespie Field 70-Acre Redevelopment Project 
Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 
Public Review Open House: October 5, 2011 

Comments 
\VII<; \1-..ec l =!--/\ \:,:£ "'-o..,0s-t,.c qt;qB. L 

o I am interested in receiving future project notices. 

Address: 4:> \d kJ A/.,c ,'(0.(... 01-
Caw Ql e'SQ C c, 

921ft: 

Comments can be mailed to: 

Thank you for your participationl 

County of San Diego, Departmen t of Public Works 
ATIN: Jeff Kashak 
54 69 Kearny Villa Road, Suite 305 
San Diego, CA. 92 123 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-312 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-313 

Response to Comment Letter BR 
 

David Sterling  
October 5, 2011 

 
BR-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR. 

 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-314 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
 
 
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-315 

 
 
 

 

Comment Letter BS 

BS-1 

Gillespie Field 70·Acre Redevelopment Project 
Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 
Public Review Open House: October 5, 2011 

Comments can be mailed to: 

Thank you for your participation! 

County of San Diego, Department of Public Works 
ATTN: Jeff Kashak 
5469 Kearny Villa Road, Suite 305 
San Diego, CA, 92123 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-316 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-317 

Response to Comment Letter BS 
 

John Telles  
October 5, 2011 

 
BS-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR. 

 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-318 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
 
 
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-319 

 
 
 

 

Comment Letter BT 

BT-1 

Gillespie Field 70-Acre Redevelopment Project 
Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIRI 
Public Review Open House: October. 5 , 2011 

o I am interested in receiving future project notices. 

Nam,itL4a£, q. Add,,,, ~rJ!~2;;~~~ 

Comments can be mailed to: 

Thank you for your participationl 

Cou nty of San Diego, Department of Public Works 
ATTN: Jeff Kashak 
5469 Kearny Villa Road, Suite 305 
San Diego, CA, 92123 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-320 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-321 

Response to Comment Letter BT 
 

Warren A. Thomas  
October 5, 2011 

 
BT-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR. 

 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-322 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
 
 
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-323 

 
 
 

 

Comment Letter BU 

BU-1 

Gillespie Field 70-Acre Re development hoject 
Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIRt 
Public Review Open House: October 5 , 2011 

Comments 

/'[ A.J,c<-<,r.l~~y= <Z" .... #t","'" ",4" Ge ,A.J .. ~,a dVlA'z-;, ...J -r"""(/ .... ..t 0q. vq&< 

.)I('"y'~.r.vr hT CJtI<'-¢' .... , AI'''''''''4i !ft'l4<d!' r t:) .n ... ,e<!(. . bt.etf#1er" b(,J,zr I!t{t ld,~f'..,. 
fl...,.1~rlv.l<tt; -rTc /?Ii. ZJ F 7"#£.< ......... _.-.. 114 ;(",,<~r_A!d" &f) ~rr~f1 ra,...-o~tI' 

-r;t/J IJ..~M~-t; --
I1J( I am interested in receiving future project notices . 

Narne: __ "~c'co· ___ ------c/._~c<cco.,co'~oc __________ __ Address: 

Comments can be mailed to: 

Thank you for your participationl 

County of San Diego, Department of Public Works 
ATTN: Jeff Kashak . 
5469 Kearny Villa Road, Suite 305 
San Diego, CA, 92123 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-324 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-325 

Response to Comment Letter BU 
 

Sid Tolchin  
October 5, 2011 

 
BU-1 As stated in the Draft PEIR Section S.1, the Proposed Project includes construction of 

approximately 15 acres of infrastructure improvements by the County (i.e., new 
taxiways, apron area, drainage facilities, and utility facilities), and approximately 55 
acres of aviation-use development by private developers (e.g., rectangular and T-hangar 
spaces, conventional hangar space, aircraft tie-downs, an apron area, automobile 
parking, aircraft maintenance space, and aviation office and business space). The 
County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the commenter’s 
support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the PEIR.  

 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-326 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
 
 
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-327 

 
 
 

 

Comment Letter BV 

BV-1 

Gillespie Field 70-Acre Redevelopment Project 
Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 
Public Review Open House: October 5, 2011 

Comments 

o I am interested in receiving future project notices. 

N~t \i?a&lD2 n 

Comments can be mailed to: 

Address: 

Thank you for your participation! 

County of San Diego, Department of Public Works 
ATTN: Jeff Kashak 
5469 Kearny Villa Road, Suite 305 
San Diego, CA, 92123 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-328 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-329 

Response to Comment Letter BV 
 

Robert Treadwell  
October 5, 2011 

 
BV-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR. 

 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-330 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
 
 
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-331 

 
 
 

 

Comment Letter BW 

BW-1 

From: 
Sent : 
To: 

Alain Vasserot [alainvasserot@yahoo,com[ 
Wednesday, October 05, 2011 11 :26 AM 
Kashak, Jeff 

_'M'_~ I 
I am a pilot and a freque nt user of Gillespie f ield. I wanted to send a short note to support the 
development o f the 70~acre project in hopes that It w ill provid e long~term, affordable solutions to GA 
needs in the county. 

Best regards, 
Alain P. Vasserot 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-332 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-333 

Response to Comment Letter BW 
 

Alain P. Vasserot  
October 5, 2011 

 
BW-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR. 

 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-334 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
 
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-335 

 

 
 

Comment Letter BX 

BX-1 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-336 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-337 

Response to Comment Letter BX 
 

Maxine Elliott 
October 6, 2011 

 
BX-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR.  

 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-338 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
 

 
 

  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-339 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 

BY-1 

Comment Letter BY 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

To whom it may concern, 

Gartman, Robin [RGartman@sandiego.gov] 
Thursday, Q:;tober 06, 2011 12:51 PM 
Kashak, Jeff 
Draft PEIR 

I fully support the development of the 70 acres located at Gillespie Field because it will bring added income to county 
airport funds. 

This project will meet the aviation demand in the county. It will provide hangars, aviation businesses and jobs. I support 
this development 

I'm a pilot that flies out of lint a Gillespie Field who would love own or rent a hangar on this 70-acre parcel. 

II is lime 10 gel beyond all the urmorthy delays and bring Jobs and money back to this area. 

RDbinG __ 

Mari .... Biologis t II 
City o f SDn Oi"'9o MDrin .. Biology l.I!borDtOry 
2392 Kincaid Road, San Diego, CA 92101 USA 
Voio!, 619-758-2327 
Em~ l l, rg~rtman@lsDndjego,goy 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-340 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-341 

Response to Comment Letter BY 
 

Robin Gartman 
October 6, 2011 

 
BY-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR.  

 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-342 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
 

  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-343 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Comment Letter BZ 

BZ-1 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hello, 

Colleen (Elliott) Grimson [erne fly@yahoo.eom) 
Thursday, October 06, 2011 9:45 PM 
Kasha i<, Jeff 
Development of property east of Gillespie Field 

My husband and I live in Santee, just across the 67 freeway from Gillespie Field. In followup to the 
public hearing last night about the property to the east of Gillespie Field that's being considered for 
multiple aircraft hangars, I'd like to voice our support for this project. I live across from Gillespie and 
work next door to Montgomery Field and have formed high opinion of the role that private aircraft 
can play in our SOCiety, from the young people learning to fly and, along with that, learning 
responsibility and common sense, to the retired military veterans who find kindred spirits in their 
fellow pilots, to the businesses that serve and are served by local airports like these. I try to do 
whatever I can to support this unsung, often overlooked section of our culture. 

Thank you for your conSideration, 

Colleen M. Grimson 
Santee resident and Gillespie Field neighbor 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-344 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-345 

Response to Comment Letter BZ 
 

Colleen M. Grimson 
October 6, 2011 

 
BZ-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR.  

 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-346 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
 

  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-347 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Comment Letter CA 

CA-1 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Jerry Hansen Uerry.hansen@cox.netj 
Thursday, October06, 2011 853 AM 
Kashak, Jeff 
Gil lespie Field development project 

I was unable to attend tile meeting at Gillespie last evening, but would like to go on record as supporting the 70 acre 
development. I have based several aircraft at Gillespie over the past 35 years and look forward to seeing tile fac ilities 
improved. 

I would be opposed to any use that is not aviation related_ 

Best regards, 

Gerald Hansen 
11140 Fuerte Drive 
La Mesa, CA 91941 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-348 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-349 

Response to Comment Letter CA 
 

Gerald Hansen 
October 6, 2011 

 
CA-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR. 

 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-350 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
 
 
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-351 

 
 
 

 

Comment Letter CB 

CB-1 

From: Butzke, Gary L HS [gary.butzke@hs.utc_com) 
Sent: Friday, October 07, 2011 8:38 AM 
To: Kashak, Jeff 
Subject: 70 acre EI Cajon Air Center 

I am very much interested in renting a new hangar over at the new 70 acre development and have been patiently 
waiting for sometl1ing to l1appen over tl1ere. I fu lly support utilizing tl10se 70 acres of the airport and hope tl1at tile 
county can start making progress on the Air Center- it will not only add some jobs to a struggling economy but will 
make one of San Diego's best airports even better and more up to date. 

Thanks, Gary 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-352 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
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Response to Comment Letter CB 
 

Gary Butzke  
October 7, 2011 

 
CB-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR. 
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Comment Letter CC 

CC-1 

October 9, 2011 

County of San Diego 
Department ofPubiic Works 
A TIN: Jeff Kashak 
5469 Kearny Villa Road #305 
San Diego, CA 92123 

To Whom It May Concern: 

I have flown in and out of Gillespie field many times over the past 15 years with family 
and friends, who own airplanes and are based at Gillespie. They have flown me for 
business, pleasure and humanitarian purposes. 

1 FULLY support the development nfthe 70 acres located next to the current Gillespie 
Field in El Cajon, California. It is time that acreage goes back into meeting the aviation 
demand in the county. It will provide hangars, aviation businesses and jobs 

Sincerely: 

Name 
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Response to Comment Letter CC 
 

James B. Schaible  
October 9, 2011 

 
CC-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR. 
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Comment Letter CD 

CD-1 

October 13,2011 

County of San Diego 
Department of Public Works 
A TIN : Jeff Kashak 
5469 Kearny Villa Road #305 
San Diego, CA 92123 

To Whom It May Concern: 

JOBS! Let's get going on this 70 acre parcel and its development for aviation use. It will 
create jobs providing hangars and attracting aviation businesses. We have waited 20 
years for this project to be developed. I completely SUPPORT this project! 

Sincerely: 

Sf If /:'LO Cr. 
Address 

.f8) PrI1,wo I ell q2-f2f 

rocl.sf".r 771ft>& wAoo, C<>;, 
PhonelEmail 1 
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Response to Comment Letter CD 
 

Michael W. Roth  
October 13, 2011 

 
CD-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter and acknowledges the 

commenter’s support for the Proposed Project. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR. 
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Comment Letter CE 

CE-1 

CE-2 

CE-3 

ROBERT GERMANNSENDER'S NAME 
'1 111 ll ill m, lI l \'.I ~ 
La l-. t'::. i d~· Ca. ()~o .. w 
(l1965-1 !l785 
regennann@Hotmail.com 

November 4 , 201 1 

Jeff Kashak 
County of San Diego 
Department Of Public Works 
Environmental Services Unit 
5489 Kearney Villa Road. Suite 305 
San Diego, Ca 92123 

Subject: Public Notice of 45 Day Public Review & Comment on Pier. (SCH#2005111092) 

Dear Mr. Kashak 

In n:vit:wing your prOlXss or Notifying the public regarding the planm::d dt:vdupmentlt:liipansion of 
Gillespie Field the County has fallen short of its goal. The goal is to infonn the citizens thai are to be 
impacted of the pending development and the impact it will have on their quality of life either directly or 
indirectly. The process the county used was to notify property owners within a 300 ft of proposed 
development. Also to publish a notice in the San Diego Union Tribune.(newspaper) These methods of 
notices area standard practices with nonnal delopments of properties. This is an airport expansion not a 
shopping mail or a housing development. This development (SCH#200511 1 092) is unique and thus should 
have its own notification process. This development of expanding an airport in the city ofEICajon which 
impacts surrounding communities such as the City of Santee, the community of lakeside even the State of 
California. I will start with the first requirement which I think is flawed. The public Notice procedure. 

On October 17 2011 I attended a meeting at Dian Jacobs office in EICajon . Present at this meeting was 
Diane Jacobs,( County Supervisor) Amber Tarrac (policy Advisor) Mack represented Duncan Hunters 
office. Peter Drinkwater (Director of County Airports) Three(3) representatives from the F.A.A. and five 
homeowners from the unincorporated community of Lakeside. The topic was Safety/noise regarding 
Gillespie Fields planes. There was direct testimony from Homeowners that the planes from Gillespie field 
where flying at 300ft. or lower over our neighborhood. This was supported by Mac, Duncan Hunters aide. 
Nobody at that meeting denied this was not accurate. In fact the Tower(F.A.A.) could not tell at what 
altitude the planes where flying nor where exactly the planes where in the air. Gillespie field does not have 
radar that could track these planes under 1400 ft. 
The flight school is owned and staffed with instructors from Sweden. The company name is Scandinavian 

Aviation Academy. The school has a contract with China to train Chinas pilots for its commercial airline 
industry and air force. The instructors are Swedish, the students are Chinese and the tower(fAA) is English 
speaking. So in a nut shell what you have is two foreign languages in a cockpit trying to communicate with 
the tower in English flying multiple engine planes, incJudingjets over our houses at 300ft or less. 
According to the flight school's own sales brochure: Gillespie Field is one of the busiest airports in southern 
California. Gillespie Field is surrounded by small mountains but there is another obstacle for the pilots to 
consider. Helicopters are flying up/down and all around in this whole mess. The airport is flying and 
training Helicopter pilots. This is a accident waiting to happen. I think the citizens of east county need to 
know what is happening over their heads. 
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CE-5 

CE-4 

CE-6 

The county gave notices of expansion ofGiJlespie field which will INCREASE these planes flying 
overhead. The county gave notice to the property owners who live 300 ft, from the project. The county 
should give the homeowners under the flight path the same courtesy. We(homeowners) have that same 
right as the 300ft property owners do. The solution would be to mail out notices to the individual 
households in the flight path of Gillespie's field planes. This "flight path .. map was handed out by Peter 
Drinkwater( Director of Operations of Airports) al the Oct. 172011 meeting held by Dian Jacobs in EI 
Cajon. 

The other form the county used of no tic at ion is in the San Diego Union Tribune(newspaper) is not 
applicable here. The Tribunes home office is in the city, large metropolitan dailies are struggling. I would 
recommend the small weekly community papers to reach the citizens. This issue is exclusive to East county. 
The planes fly over East county. I would recommend then a El Cajon Newspaper since Gillespie field is 
in EI Cajon City. The El Cajon newspapers publishes bidding information on projects in its city limits. 
Gillespie Field is in El Cajon City limits. Any public review notice of Gillespie Field should be in the EI 
Cajon newspapers. 
Gillespie Field has a sign already in place announcing the development of a Aviation Center since 
they(County) has taken this approach of notifying the public about the expansion of the "Field" then they 
(airport) should use this same procedure to notify the public of the right to comment on the project. The 
signs on all four comers of the airport would be applicable somewhat like the posting that liquor licenses 
are required to do. 

Sincerely, 

%&+ /"-"-'~~'-../ 
Robert Germann 
911 1 Hillman Way 
Lakeside Ca. 92040 
regermann@hotmail .com 
6196540785 

I 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-365 

Response to Comment Letter CE 
 

Robert Germann  
November 4, 2011 

 
CE-1 The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines §15087 outlines the 

requirements of providing the public notice of the availability of a draft environmental 
impact report (EIR). It requires a lead agency to provide public notice of the availability of 
a draft EIR to the last known name and address of all organizations and individuals who 
have previously requested such notice. Notice shall also be given by at least one of the 
following procedures: publication at least one time in a newspaper of general circulation, 
posting of notice on and offsite, and direct mailing to the owners and occupants of 
property contiguous to the parcel(s) on which the project is located.  

 
 In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines §15105(a), the public review period of a draft 

EIR shall not be less than 45 days, but no longer than 60 days. As such, public review of 
the Draft PEIR for the Proposed Project commenced September 15, 2011 and was 
extended at the request of the general public through November 7, 2011 for a period of 
52 days. 

  
 In accordance with CEQA Guidelines §15087, the County notified all organizations and 

individuals, who previously provided comments during the CEQA development, of the 
availability of the Program EIR for public review. The County also published the notice of 
availability one time in the San Diego Union Tribune on the first day of public review, 
September 15, 2011. The County mailed notices of the Program EIR’s availability to (1) 
owners of property contiguous to the proposed action site, (2) owners of property 
contiguous to all aviation-use areas at Gillespie Field, and (3) owners of property located 
within 300 feet of aviation-use areas at Gillespie Field. Lastly, the Draft PEIR and notice 
of availability were made available on the internet at the County Department of Public 
Works Airports’ website and Environmental Services Unit’s website during the public 
review period. 

 
 In accordance with CEQA, the California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 

submitted a letter to the County (Comment Letter A) finding that the County has 
complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft environment 
documents pursuant to CEQA. No changes have been made to the PEIR. 

  
CE-2 The Proposed Project does not propose alteration of the existing, authorized flight tracks 

surrounding Gillespie Field. The commenter’s concerns regarding low altitude flights are 
noted, and this comment will be included in the Final PEIR for review and consideration 
by the County Board of Supervisors. No changes have been made to the PEIR. 

 
CE-3 This comment pertains to existing airport operations and does not provide comments on 

the Proposed Project or PEIR. This comment will be included in the Final PEIR for 
review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. No changes have been 
made to the PEIR. 

 
CE-4 See Response CE-1. 
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CE-5 See Response CE-1. 
 
CE-6 See Response CE-1. 
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Comment Letter CF 

CF-1 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status : 

Dear Jeff, 

Jeankaiwi@gmail,com 
Sunday, November 06, 2011 10:43 AM 
Kashak, Jeff 
Gillespie Field 

Follow up 
Flagged 

As an East county resident who spends all my time outside, I am not in favor of this 
expansion to Gil lespie Field. Jobs our very important, I understand, but so is quality of 
life. Gi llespie Field's large number of daily flights make s u re t he days are full of 
constant noise. 

I wish this proposed expansion was not going t o happen, and that the count y found a way to 
offset all the noise and pol lution that this airport causes i n suc h a way as to offer jobs 
and a quieter and cleaner El Cajon. 

Jean Kaiwi 
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Response to Comment Letter CF 
 

Jean Kaiwi  
November 6, 2011 

 
CF-1 The commenter’s concerns and opposition to the Proposed Project are noted and have 

been included in the Final PEIR for review and consideration by the County Board of 
Supervisors. No changes have been made to the PEIR. 

 



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-370 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
 
 
  



Responses to Comments 
 
 

 

June 2012 

Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Final Program Environmental Impact Report D-371 

 
 

 

Comment Letter CG 

CG-1 

CG-2 

CG-3 

CG-4 

CG-6 

CG-7 

CG-8 

CG-9 

CG-10 

CG-5 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Jeff Kashak 

Betty Chafetz [bac21@cox.net] 
Monday. November 07, 201 1 4:25 PM 
Kashak, Jeff 
comments on Gillespie Field 70 acre redevelopment plan 

Em'ironmental Departmem 

'I1uUlk you for the opportunity \0 comment . Belly Chafetz 6 19 562 3356 

The PEIR consists of a well researched 250 page document plus approximately 2600 pages of technical reports. It 
took several years for environmental experts to develop. The public had only 45 days (and an extension of 7 days 
for) to read, become familiar w~h, absorb and comment on close to 3000 pages of technical information. Therefore 
response timeis insuffICient and should be extended. 

Only people w~hin 300 yards of the airfiekl were notified of the PEIR. However at least four large communities will 
be affected by the environmental problems and mitigation procedures the Report evaluales and describes. 
Therefore, communities affected by the increase in air traffic due to the change in land usage should be notified as 
well as those within 300 yards of the construction. 

7.1.2, M-HZ-1d 
In this section, it is stated that the private developer conduct a human risk assessment where contaminated soil or 
groundwater are present on land he or she wishes to be developed . Having the interested party monitor him or 
herself does not seem like a prudent method of overseeing the project. 

7.1.3. M-TR-C1I2 
Cumulative Impacts of the Project to traffIC on the Hwy 67 exchange by payment to the TIF Fund would do nothing 
to mitigate traffic until the funds are accumulated and the state decides the project is a priority. That could take 
years. In addition, the city of EI Cajon would not be compensated for the 1407 add~ional trips with no add~ional 
streeUmad capac~y . 

I 
I 
I 
I 

711 I Watering because of dust emissions during grading , particularly where contaminated soits are concerned, should be 
ongoing and nol just twice a day . 

2.2_1 
The Katema Plume will rise and fall w~h groundwater level changes and it may migrate as well. Can the county ! 
guarantee the plume and the soil it has contaminated be totally eliminated before the projecl proceeds? 

The 70 acres seems to be full of contaminated water underneath , hazardous, cancer-causing chemicals from 
dumping and munitions. 
Cancer-causing particles dangerous to passers-by and workers on site are a distinct possibility if proper procedures 
are not followed_ 
Therefore mitigation requires complicated studies, programs, training, etc. 
Who will oversee the entire project to ensure Ihal all plans for the safe removal and disposal of hazardous wastes 
are done safely according to regulation and how will the county keep the public informed? The public should have 
those answers. 

The PEIR states on two occasions that the project will not create a significant number jobs and therefore not create I 
an impact requiring extra county or city services. A recent newspaper article in the Union Tribune cites the 
possibility of at least 440 jobs being created. This would seem 10 be contradictory to the afore mentioned 
conclusion. 

The EPA cited avgas as having lead emissions harmful to children and pregnant women. The EPA is doing a study I 
on Gillespie Field because its inventory of planes and number of operations was found to emit harmful levels of 
lead. There are no plans in the PEIR to deal with the increased level of lead that would ensue with the increased 
number of operations that come with the change of land usage to aviation only, particularly in touch and go patterns. 
This is a major heaNh concern Ihat should be deaN with . 
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Response to Comment Letter CG 
 

Betty Chafetz  
November 7, 2011 

 
CG-1 In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines 

§15105(a), the public review period of a draft EIR shall not be less than 45 days, but no 
longer than 60 days. As such, public review of the Draft PEIR for the Proposed Project 
commenced September 15, 2011 and was extended at the request of the general public 
through November 7, 2011 for a period of 52 days. In accordance with CEQA, the 
California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research submitted a letter to the County 
(Comment Letter A) finding that the County has complied with the State Clearinghouse 
review requirements for draft environment documents pursuant to CEQA. No changes 
have been made to the PEIR. 

 
CG-2 See Response to Comment CE-1. Furthermore, the Proposed Project does not involve 

the alteration of land use designations. No changes have been made to the PEIR. 
 
CG-3 As discussed in Responses C-3 and C-4, the Draft PEIR has been revised in Section 

2.2.2 to cite San Diego County Department of Environmental Health (DEH) as the 
appropriate regulatory agency. Under the California Hazardous Waste Control Act, State 
of California Health and Safety Code, Division 20, Chapter 6.5, and the California Code 
of Regulations Title 22, the County (DEH) has the authority to serve as the lead 
oversight regulatory agency (i.e. authorized local health officer) concerning hazardous 
materials. No further changes have been made to the PEIR. 

 
CG-4 As stated in the Draft PEIR Section 2.3.1.3, the County of San Diego Board of 

Supervisors adopted a Transportation Impact Fee Ordinance for the unincorporated area 
of San Diego County. The ordinance enables the County to implement Transportation 
Impact Fee (TIF) programs, which require payment of fees that constitute a project’s fair 
share contribution towards the construction costs of the planned transportation facilities 
that are affected by the proposed development. CEQA Guidelines recognize that 
mitigation for cumulative impacts may involve the adoption of ordinances or regulations 
(CEQA Guidelines §15130) such as the County-adopted Transportation Impact Fee 
Program. No changes have been made to the PEIR. 

 
CG-5 As analyzed in Draft PEIR Section 2.3.2 and associated Traffic Impact Study, the traffic 

anticipated to be generated by the Proposed Project was evaluated against the County 
of San Diego Guidelines for Determining Significance and Report Format and Content 
Requirements for Transportation and Traffic. As identified in Section 2.3.2 of the Draft 
PEIR and as revised in the Final PEIR (Errata), all potential traffic impacts within the City 
of El Cajon and unincorporated San Diego County would be less than significant and 
less than the County’s thresholds. No changes have been made to the PEIR. 

 
CG-6 As stated in the Draft PEIR Section 7.2.1, active grading would be watered at a minimum 

frequency of twice per day to reduce dust emissions. Therefore, the County will ensure 
through leasing agreements and/or review of the contractor specifications that all 
construction activities will require additional watering as needed. No changes have been 
made to the PEIR. 
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CG-7 Operation of the privately-owned Ketema Aerospace and Engineering facility, which was 

located outside County Airport property, resulted in a groundwater plume impacted with 
chlorinated solvents that has migrated below the Proposed Project site. Because the 
origin of the Ketema plume is located offsite, the County cannot ensure that future 
contaminants will not migrate under the Proposed Project site. In accordance with 
County Guidelines for Determining Significance for Hazardous Materials and Existing 
Contamination Section 5.2 and as stated in Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1a, the County 
proposes to excavate and remove any contaminated soil and/or groundwater that is 
encountered during project construction. In addition, Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1d 
requires the County and private developers to prepare a human health risk assessment, 
which will identify whether any potential health risks exist for future occupants. No 
changes have been made to the PEIR. 

 
CG-8 See Responses C-3 and C-4. As required by CEQA and applicable federal, state, and 

local laws (i.e., CERCLA, Uniform Fire Code, Hazardous Materials Release Response 
Plans and Inventory Act, etc.), each existing hazard or hazardous environmental 
condition must be mitigated or have a plan developed to safely protect the public from 
the hazard. Also, Mitigation Measures M-HZ-1a through M-HZ-1d would be implemented 
to reduce any potential impacts from the release of hazardous materials during 
construction to a level below significance. Specifically, Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1d 
requires a human health risk assessment to be conducted by the developer and County 
to evaluate potential health risks to future occupants of the site prior to occupation of any 
structures within the Proposed Project site. As noted in Responses C-3 and C-4, the 
Draft PEIR Section Section 2.2.2 has been revised to cite San Diego County Department 
of Environmental Health as the appropriate regulatory overseeing agency. 

 
CG-9 The discussion in PEIR Section 1.8 has been augmented to clarify that the Proposed 

Project includes the redevelopment of a site within the City of El Cajon that is zoned for 
commercial/industrial uses and is completely surrounded by urban development. 
Gillespie Field has provided a home to aviation services and business space in its 
existing location for over 70 years. The redevelopment of the Proposed Project site is an 
extension of these existing uses and will allow the airport to accommodate the 
increasing need to provide aviation-related uses in the area. This would include the 
same types of commercial uses as the surrounding uses currently operating at Gillespie 
Field. Although the commenter cites a newspaper article’s estimation of the Proposed 
Project’s job creation, the actual number is somewhat speculative, as it is directly 
contingent on the specific uses and staffing that would be required by the private 
aviation development leasees. See PEIR Section 1.8 for additional analysis of these 
issues. 

 
 Further discussion on the potential impacts to public services and utilities is provided in 

Section 3.1.8 and 3.1.9. These sections consider the anticipated uses of the site, and 
conclude that the Proposed Project will not result in significant impacts to public services 
and utilities and service systems. 

  
CG-10 The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) is researching lead emissions at 

select airports across the United States, including Gillespie Field.  According to the 
USEPA, various airports throughout the country were selected as candidates for the 
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collection of ambient air quality samples, including lead, due to characteristics including 
runway configuration, frequency of operations, ambient air conditions, and historical lead 
emissions. Data continues to be collected and the USEPA has not made site-specific 
conclusions or developed standardized methodology regarding the levels of lead in 
relationship to air quality standards or effects to human health from lead emissions at 
Gillespie Field. Therefore, in the absence of a standardized methodology, site specific 
conclusions cannot be reasonably reached regarding operation of the Proposed 
Project. In any event, the incremental increase in air traffic operations attributable to the 
Proposed Project as compared to the FAA forecast of future air traffic operations at 
Gillespie Field is not substantial. Accordingly, the increased air traffic operations and 
associated lead emissions are not expected to be substantial. In addition, according to 
the San Diego Air Pollution Control District, the San Diego County Air Basin is within 
federal and state standards for levels of lead. 
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Comment Letter CH 

CH-1 

CH-2 

CH-3 

CH-6 

CH-5 

CH-4 

ROBERT GERMANN 
911 1 Hillman \Vny 
Lilke~ide. ('(192040 
619654-0785 
Ikgcrmannii!)holmoil.cnll1 

November 7, 2011 

JelfKashak 
County of San Diego 
Department of Public Works 
Environmental Services Unit 
5489 KelUTlcy Villa Road, Suite: 305 
San Diego, Ca 92123 

SUbject: Redevelopment Project Sch #2005111092 

Dew- Mr. Kashak 

The PW'pOsc afthis letter is to comment on the environmental study IlIld how inBCc\nIc it is. 
The study uses criteria that is flawed. [have eaten breakfast several times at the restaUJ'811t at Gillespie 
field. The majority of the planes that I witnessed are doing touch and J~ocs. The reason for thi~ I am told is 
!hat nobody can afford to fly when fuel is 6.00dolla:rs a pllon . The county. to produce revenUe because of 
the do'Mlturn in lbe economy ba9 focused on flight scbools. The: flight schools operated differently tb~ 
yom- priV4te pilot who flies on the wcckcod. Gillespie field is a. gCDerai aviation airport but it ~ W1iql.lc in 
ways froro the cOWlties ower airports. GenenJ. AviariOD airport criteru. does not apply to GiUeSpie Field 
iIlId the estimates of the impact on the eommunity in all areas oflhe counties study. I have read quotes from 
different sources that say bow many take oftS and landings there arc at GiUe91'ie Field.. The rtumbers. range 
ft-om 21 0,000 to 2:50,000 all from tredible sourceS, One flight school SIIYS 250,000 flights 10 Steve 
SchmidJ: San Diego Union of210,000. 1 would suggest the County get a accuntte count by a non-partial 
outside source. I also witness multiple ,"gine pl$rtcs do touch iUld go's wuy more than the 9010 Ute county 
bas Iisled in its report. My estimate would be: more: around 50%. GilIe''''Pie Field hili catered to the 
commercial tlight scnool which have to min their students for multiple engine planes 10 receive their 
F.A.A.licenses. The hoUl'& they need to iet their licetlses are many. The repon does not take this in to 
II.cCOW\t 
Since the: county has failed to get an account count on bow many planes actually take. off and land. IUld bow 
many engines are On thO!ie plaue~ 1 suggest the counties repon is fundamentally flawed. It is very 
important tbat the simple criteria of how many planes that are used in dIe COl.Qlties study be acCURte. 
I did not read of any schedule for cost mitigation that comes with Airport develOpment The COSTS for 
mitigation will impact the «IWlty. it should be addreS$l/id.. 
I also witness the old fuel ttuck with no vapor recovery system on more than one occasion fueling the tlight 
school planes. I could not sec II VIIpOr recovery system installed Oil tb.is truck or evell at the fuel stillion ar. 
Gillespie field . The Counties report did not docl,lmellt the effects oIusing LEADED fuel in piston driven ! 
planes. I would like tQ lIee I!I study on the Green House gases that are emitted by the actual counled planes 
landing and taking off from the FJELD. Gi.llespie Field is in a vaUey that is not like any other county 
airport, any projccted pollution to the ValJey should have bard data tQ figuro any mitigation costs for a 
polluted ELCajOD Valley in violation of the Clean Ail' and Water Act 
This mitigation fund should also included funds available fot FOtC9ter Creek . This creek runs straight into i 
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CH-11 

CH-10 

CH-9 

CH-6 
cont’d 

CH-7 

CH-8 

the San Diego river, 1 saw no water treatment program for this issue in the Counties srudy. _ 
In conclusion I disagree with the statement in the counties stud), that the cxpaosiol1. would fill the demand 
for existing unmel demand for aviation suppon f'arcica1itie.s. ] have been at the airpon several times arid on 
both sides of me airport there are for reat signs not just one sign but 4 sigdS for 4 different properties that is 
a sure sign of C)Ocess inventory, I really don' t believe there is a dem$nd for airplane hangers itI today's 
economy. The hard economic: times have changod aviation. the county is b\Jilding a wbite ElephMr. 
However, the ChW~ like white elephants. 
I dblagree that the l)(:W expllD!ion is consistent with the land use planning. 
Gillespie Field is II General Aviation Aitport. The flight school that Gillespie Field is building a new 
wmina\ for is a commen:iaJ. enterprise owned by I forcigD country(Sw!".den). The swdenl pilots Are 
sponsored by a fort;il?,tl eoootry(Chiua) and 1hat is not in compliaoce with a General Aviation Airport. 
1 disagree the highest and best use for this property is for an expansion of Gillespie field.. In a area where 
then: is little flat land left the county wants to build asphalt runways and tin sheds that few people wam or 
can afford The aviation indusnythobby is a vel}' smal.l. perten~e of the east co\Wty population. At 8 time 
when the East County Economic Developml!l.l1 Council cDWd have iniwed 8 plan tlUlt East COUDty 
residents would have been proud of, the council elected to sell their souls to the devil and please two 
foreign countries. At a time when B ~ .F.L. franchise team is available to move and is ~ the same count}l. 
The COUIlt)' ignores the Charger.;. To kave a chance to get a N.F.L. fbmchise is a once in a lifetime 
opPortllllil)' for EICajon and BaS( COUllty. 1 have "read no reports or seen any feasibility studies 
investigating any other industries or public projects mar: this ~perty could be used for, Muuse of this I 
think the county was ooly focused on expanding this airport and nothing else. East county is horse county, 
would a Del Mare East be considered. How about a convention center, a baseball park for a minor league 
team. A public park with a pool for the community. A CQocertball .. The list is long that the peopLe of 
East County could U$C and be proud of. and re-development would flourish in. The expam;oo ofGiUespie 
Field does not benefit the community as a whole. It will only add less· safe skies overhead, more smog.( 
leaded fuel) l1oise, water pollution isslIe'I(Fore .. rer creek) 

Irel'dthe Sept. 15, 2011 uTHENOTICE OF AVAILABILlTY OF ADRAITPROORAM 
ENVlRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT" Then at the bottom-ofme page it rtates: 

KIDS THE ENVIRONMENT SAFE AND LIVABLE COMMUNITIES 

Did the East County Economic Development COWlcii even rud thi$, I don't think so. 

Sin~ly, 

~~ 
R.obert Omnann 

: 
I 
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Response to Comment Letter CH 
 

Robert Germann 
November 7, 2011 

 
CH-1 As discussed in the Aircraft Noise Analysis (Appendix H), aviation activity levels for 

existing conditions (2008) at Gillespie Field were based on the most recent 12-
consecutive months of operations data collected by FAA Airport Traffic Control Tower 
(ATCT) staff. The data reflects the period between July 1, 2007 and June 30, 2008. 
During this time, there were 267,969 operations at Gillespie Field, 110,008 of which 
were itinerant operations (arrivals and departures) and 157,961 of which were local 
operations (touch-and-go operations). This data was utilized to calculate existing and 
forecasted demand for based aircraft storage facilities as well as potential noise effects.  

 
The County disagrees that 9% of touch-and-go operations include multi-engine aircraft. 
As explained below, the County calculated (through the methods described above) that 
13% of touch-and-go operations include multi-engine aircraft. As illustrated in Table I-2 
of the Gillespie Field Aircraft Noise Analysis, existing touch-and-go operations at 
Gillespie Field total 216.38 Annual Average Day (AAD) operations, including 188.25 
AAD by single-engine aircraft and 28.13 AAD by multi-engine aircraft. Therefore, 
approximately 13% of all touch-and-go operations include multi-engine aircraft. 
Separately, all touch-and-go operations were calculated to comprise approximately 42% 
of the total aircraft operations at Gillespie Field. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR. 

 
CH-2 As identified in the Draft PEIR (Table S.1), mitigation is required for impacts associated 

with Biological Resources, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and 
Traffic/Transportation. Costs to implement the identified mitigation measures will be 
developed and provided to the County Board of Supervisors. No changes have been 
made to the PEIR. 

 
CH-3 This comment addresses the current fueling conditions of the Gillespie Field, and does 

not provide comments on the Draft PEIR for the Proposed Project. Should fueling 
stations be installed on the Proposed Project site, all fueling stations would be required 
to comply all federal, state, and local regulations. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR. 

 
CH-4 See response to CG-10. 
 
CH-5 In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), an analysis of 

potential effects to air quality and greenhouse gas emissions was performed for the 
Proposed Project, and is included in Section 3.1.4 of the Draft PEIR. The Draft PEIR 
incorporates aircraft emissions as part of the impact analysis for future conditions (i.e., 
upon project completion). As shown in Table 3.1.4-1 of the Draft PEIR, aircraft 
operations are one of several components that were calculated to contribute to 
greenhouse gas emissions; however, impacts would be below the threshold of 
significance as demonstrated in the Draft PEIR and do not require mitigation. Pursuant 
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to the thresholds established by the County, analysis of existing greenhouse gas 
emissions at the airport was not required. No changes have been made to the PEIR. 

 
CH-6 As identified in the Draft PEIR, no significant impacts are anticipated to occur to 

hydrology and water quality (including Forester Creek) as a result of the Proposed 
Project. Therefore, no mitigation is required. As identified in Section 3.1.5.4, Section 
3.1.5.6, and Section 7.2.5, the County proposes to implement project design features 
prior to construction to reduce pollutants in storm water runoff, to ensure project storm 
flows do not exceed existing conditions, and to reduce potential water quality 
construction effects. Implementation of these design features would ensure compliance 
with all applicable federal, state, and local laws regulating water quality, including, but 
not limited to the Clean Water Act, Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, State of 
California NPDES General Permit, and County Grading, Clearing, and Watercourse 
Ordinance. No changes have been made to the PEIR. 

 
CH-7 One objective of the Proposed Project is to meet an existing unmet and forecasted 

demand for landside aviation support facilities as described in the 2005 Airport Layout 
Plan (ALP) Update Narrative Report. Gillespie Field has 144 acres dedicated to 
aeronautical uses and in 2007 there were a total of 978 based aircraft. When the 978 
based aircraft is divided by 144 acres, the resulting density of 6.8 based aircraft per acre 
represents full capacity because at this level there are no additional tie downs or T-
hangar spaces available for aircraft parking and it is below an acceptable level of service 
for airport management. To maintain or improve the ratio of 6.8 based aircraft per acre 
(maximum capacity), the amount of land dedicated to aeronautical uses will have to be 
increased by an additional 45.6 acres to accommodate the forecasted 1,269 based 
aircraft in 2027. If the Airport does not increase the based aircraft storage, the 2027 
forecast predicts 58,935 unserved annual operational demand. The FAA Los Angeles 
Airports District reviewed and approved these forecast numbers in a letter to the County 
dated June 5, 2009. 

 
 The FAA has approved and revalidated the ALP and published a Terminal Area 

Forecast demonstrating the need to fulfill these facility deficiencies. In addition, the 
County prepared an Unconstrained Aviation Activity Forecast Report (Appendix H of 
Draft PEIR) for the Proposed Project which identified that increases in the demand for 
airport facilities and the number of aircraft utilizing Gillespie Field are anticipated to occur 
even if the Proposed Project site is not developed with aviation uses. In addition, 
according to FAA’s 2007 Terminal Area Forecast, the number of total based aircraft at 
Gillespie Field will increase by a compounded annual growth rate of 1.6 percent from 
2007 through 2025.  Therefore, the anticipated increases in the demand for airport 
facilities and the number of aircraft utilizing Gillespie Field are anticipated to occur 
absent the Proposed Project.  No changes have been made to the PEIR. 

 
CH-8 As identified in the Draft PEIR Section 3.1.6, the Proposed Project will not significantly 

disrupt or divide an established community and does not propose the introduction of new 
uses that differ from existing uses in the area. The Proposed Project is consistent with 
the applicable goals and policies of the FAA-approved Airport Layout Plan, the Airport 
Land Use Compatibility Plan, and the County of San Diego General Plan. Furthermore, 
the Proposed Project would not conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or 
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project. No additional analysis or 
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justification is provided in this comment to warrant a change in determination. No 
changes have been made to the PEIR. 

 
CH-9 This comment pertains to existing airport operations and does not provide comments on 

the Proposed Project or PEIR. This comment will be included in the Final PEIR for 
review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. No changes have been 
made to the PEIR. 

 
CH-10 In June 2005, the FAA issued a guidance letter to the County regarding the need to 

develop the Proposed Project site from non-aviation to aviation uses upon the expiration 
of the lease held on the site by the Cajon Speedway. As stated by FAA, development of 
the Proposed Project site for aeronautical uses will bring the County into compliance 
with federal grant assurances by adhering to the FAA requirement to develop the site to 
aviation use. As stated in the FAA’s 2005 letter, the County would not receive approval 
from the FAA for any non-aeronautical uses of the site. No changes have been made to 
the PEIR. 

 
CH-11 The phrase “Kids – The Environment – Safe and Livable Communities” as referenced in 

this comment is derived from the strategic initiatives from the County’s General 
Management System as identified by the County General Plan. No changes have been 
to the PEIR. 
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Comment Letter CI 

CI-1 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Mr Kahak 

Robert "Bob" Moyes [rmoyes1@cox.net] 
Monday, November 07,2011 10;46 AM 
Kashak, Jeff 
G illespie Field Developmen 

I have been a EI Cajon resident for the pass twenty-five plus years. The aircraft traffic noise around Gillespie Field is 
extremely bad at this time. 
Expanding Gillespie fie ld can only make it worse than it already is. I wish that county would be working to improve the 
safety and reduce the mise problem by limiting the number oftake-olf and landing. Expanding Gillespie Field and adding 
more hangers, I believe, is going in the wrong direction. This is not a positve plan for residence in and around the Airport. 

Member of Fletcher Hill HOA 
Robert Moyes 
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Response to Comment Letter CI 
 

Robert Moyes  
November 7, 2011 

 
CI-1 The County acknowledges receipt of this comment letter, and understands that aircraft 

operations have increased over time as shown in FAA forecasts. However, the County 
does not have the regulatory authority to control the type of aircraft, frequency of 
operations, nor airspace surrounding the airport including flight paths of aircrafts. The 
County has worked with pilots at Gillespie Field to promote a safe environment for both 
the aviation community and surrounding residents. In 2011, the County developed a 
Pilot’s Resource Guide with the goal of educating pilots on the facility requirements and 
best practices for airfield safety. Staff have also met with residents to address noise and 
safety concerns for current flight operations, and will continue to do so in the future. In 
addition, in development of the environmental analysis, the County modeled the full 
build-out change in noise exposure attributable to the project and found that no 
significant noise impacts would occur in accordance with FAA Order 1050.1E due to 
additional aircraft operations (PEIR Section 3.1.7.4). No changes have been made to the 
PEIR. 
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STATEMENT OF LOCATION AND CUSTODIAN OF DOCUMENTS OR OTHER 
MATERIALS THAT CONSTITUTE A RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS 

 
Public Resources Code section 21081.6(a)(2) requires the lead agency (in this case the County 
of San Diego) to specify the location and custodian of the documents or other material which 
constitute the record of proceedings upon which its decision is based. It is the purpose of this 
statement to satisfy this requirement. 
 
Location of documents and other materials which constitute the record of proceedings: 
 
County of San Diego    Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
Department of Public Works   1600 Pacific Highway, Room 402 
5469 Kearny Villa Road, Suite 305  San Diego, CA 92101 
San Diego, CA 92123 
 
Custodian:      Custodian:   
 
County of San Diego    Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
Department of Public Works   1600 Pacific Highway, Room 402 
5469 Kearny Villa Road, Suite 305  San Diego, CA 92101 
San Diego, CA 92123 
 
Project Name: 
 
Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project 
 
Reference Case Number: 
 
SCH # 2005111092 
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DECISION AND EXPLANATION REGARDING RECIRCULATION OF 
THE DRAFT PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR) 

 
GILLESPIE FIELD 70-ACRE REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT 

SCH # 2005111092 
June 20, 2012 

 
Pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, Section 15088.5(a), the 
County of San Diego is required to recirculate a draft EIR when significant new information is 
added to the draft EIR after public review of the draft EIR, but before certification. Significant 
new information can include changes in the project or environmental setting, as well as 
additional data or other information. New information added to a draft EIR is not significant 
unless the draft EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to 
comment upon a substantial adverse effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid 
such an effect (including feasible alternatives) that the project's proponents have declined to 
implement. 

BACKGROUND: The County released the Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project Draft 
Program EIR (PEIR) for public review from September 15 to November 7, 2011. During public 
review, the County received 87 comment letters. The following public agencies and local 
organizations submitted comment letters on the Draft PEIR: California Governor’s Office of 
Planning and Research (State Clearinghouse), Native American Heritage Commission, 
California Department of Toxic Substances Control, California Department of Transportation, 
California Department of Fish and Game, City of El Cajon, City of Santee, San Diego County 
Archaeological Society, San Diego County Regional Airport Authority, and Gillespie Field 
Development Council. Comment letters were also submitted by various individuals and local 
businesses. Responses to all comments received during the public review period were prepared 
and are included in the Final PEIR.   

DECISION:  No “significant new information” has been added to the Draft PEIR since public 
notice was given of the availability of the Draft PEIR for public review, and, therefore, 
recirculation of the Draft PEIR is not required. 

EXPLANATION:  CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 states that new information added to a 
Draft EIR is not significant unless the Draft EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a 
meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse 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. “Significant new information” requiring recirculation 
includes, for example, a disclosure showing that: 

(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. 
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(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from the 
others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the significant 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. 

Changes 

A number of changes have been made to the Draft PEIR for clarification or amplification 
purposes, but none of these changes results in a new significant impact or a substantial 
increase in the severity of an impact. 

Comments on the PEIR 

No comments were received on the Draft PEIR that advised the County to recirculate the Draft 
PEIR. 
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 
GILLESPIE FIELD 70-ACRE REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT 

 
Mitigation measures have been identified in the Final Program Environmental Impact Report for the 
Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project to reduce or eliminate potential environmental impacts.  
The County of San Diego (County) is required to implement all adopted mitigation measures as 
applicable.  To ensure compliance, the following mitigation monitoring and reporting program has been 
formulated.  This program consists of a matrix containing detailed descriptions of the mitigation measures 
and a checklist to track implementation. 
 
A mitigation checklist has been prepared for the project.  Table 1 summarizes the mitigation measures for the 
Gillespie Field 70-acre Redevelopment Project.  Information contained within the checklist clearly identifies 
the mitigation measure, delineates the monitoring schedule, and defines the conditions required to verify 
compliance.  Following is an explanation of the eight columns that constitute the checklist. 
 
Column 1 Impact:  An inventory of each impact is numbered and provided with a brief description. 
 
Column 2 Mitigation Measure:  Each measure is numbered and provided with a brief description of 

mitigation to reduce the impact to a below a level of significance.  
 
Column 3 Monitoring Activity:  Identifies the County department or other public agency that is 

responsible for determining compliance with the mitigation measure and for informing DPW 
about compliance. 

 
Column 4 Timing:  The monitoring schedule depends upon the progression of the overall project.  

Therefore, specific dates are not used within the "Timing" column.  Instead, scheduling 
describes a logical succession of events (e.g., prior to construction, annual) and if 
necessary, delineates a follow-up program. 

 
Column 5 Responsibility:  Party responsible for ensuring the mitigation measure is completed within 

the correct timing period. 
 
Column 6 Initial:  The monitor verifies completion of the particular mitigation measure by initialing and 

dating in this column.  Where the "Timing" column indicates annual or other ongoing 
mitigation measures, verification of compliance may not occur until completion of the project.  
Provision of all required initials within the Verification of Compliance column signifies 
conclusion of the monitoring program. 

 
Column 7 Date:  The monitor dates the completion of the mitigation measure, which is the same date 

that Column 6 is initialed. 
 
Column 8 Remarks:  The status of ongoing and cumulative mitigation measures is to be documented 

during each visit.  The space provided for remarks is obviously too small for the inclusion of 
the remarks.  It is intended that this space be used to indicate whether there are specific 
comments pertaining to the status of the mitigation measure.  If there are additional 
comments they are to be attached to the checklist.  Progress reports are required for the 
revegetation program.  Information provided within progress reports will be helpful in the 
development of future mitigation programs. 

 
This program is to be adopted by the lead and responsible agencies upon formulation of findings in order 
to comply with the requirements set forth by Assembly Bill 3180 (Public Resources Code Section 
21081.6). 
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Table 1 
Mitigation Checklist 

 

Impact Mitigation Measures 
Monitoring 

Activity 
Timing 

Verification of Compliance 
Remarks 

Responsibility Initial Date 
Biological Resources 

BI-1. The project will permanently 
impact 0.18 acre of San Diego 
ambrosia, a federal-listed 
endangered species. This would 
result in a significant direct impact. 

M-BI-1a. The County will offset direct impacts to 0.18 acre 
of San Diego ambrosia through transplantation of all 
individuals within the Proposed Project footprint to a 2.9-
acre native grassland area north of the San Diego River, 
within Mission Trails Regional Park (MTRP) as directed in 
the Biological Opinion (BO) issued by the United States 
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) on September 1, 2009. 
 
A survey will be conducted before project impacts occur to 
ensure that all San Diego ambrosia have been located and 
mapped within the Proposed Project footprint. The outer 
perimeter of each ambrosia patch will be delineated on the 
ground with spray paint. If any ambrosia stems are 
discovered outside of this pre-transplantation mapped area 
of ambrosia, the County will reinitiate consultation with 
USFWS. 
 
M-BI-1b. A San Diego ambrosia transplantation plan will be 
approved by USFWS before any impacts to the species 
may occur. The plan will be implemented by a biologist or 
botanist with experience transplanting sensitive plant 
species (i.e., transplantation biologist). The transplantation 
plan will serve to guide the transplantation effort and the 
initial five-year monitoring program. 
 
M-BI-1c. The ambrosia transplantation plan will include the 
following: 
 Individual clusters of ambrosia will be salvaged as blocks 

and transplanted to the transplantation site at MTRP 
using similar spacing and distribution as at the Proposed 
Project site. 

 Ten percent of ambrosia within the clusters will be 
removed from the Proposed Project site, following the 
USFWS-approved transplantation plan, and will be grown 
in large flats at a nursery/greenhouse and used for later 
out-planting at the MTRP transplantation site. 

 The exact location at the transplantation site where the 
cut-blocks containing ambrosia propagules will be 
transplanted will be determined in the field by the 
transplantation biologist, in coordination with the USFWS, 

The Department of Public 
Works (DPW) will ensure 
that the project biologist 
prepares and implements a 
transplantation plan 
including a long-term 
management strategy, 
which will be approved by 
USFWS. 

Prior to the start 
of construction 

DPW Project 
Manager and Project 
Biologist 
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Impact Mitigation Measures 
Monitoring 

Activity 
Timing 

Verification of Compliance 
Remarks 

Responsibility Initial Date 
prior to transplantation. 

 The methods of transplantation, monitoring, and 
maintenance will be developed in coordination with the 
USFWS. The agreed-upon methods will be described in 
the transplantation plan, and will include specifics such as 
timing of transplantation, preparation of the donor and 
receptor sites prior to transplantation, placement of San 
Diego ambrosia, predator control and protective fencing, 
weeding, irrigation, length and type of monitoring, 
maintenance, and success criteria. 

 The 2.9-acre San Diego ambrosia transplantation site will 
be restored with native grasses. 

 
M-BI-1d. The receptor site will be fenced off to delineate 
areas containing the transplanted San Diego ambrosia to 
minimize the potential effects of herbivory. 
 
M-BI-1e. The County will be responsible for long-term 
management of the transplantation site at MTRP. 
 
M-BI-1f. The transplanted ambrosia population will be 
monitored for a minimum of 5 years, in accordance with the 
requirements of the USFWS-approved translocation plan, to 
document success of the transplantation efforts. Success 
will be achieved when 80 percent of the transplanted San 
Diego ambrosia plugs are established and expand from the 
transplanted plugs as clones and/or newly established 
individuals. 
 
M-BI-1g. All San Diego ambrosia propagules taken from the 
Proposed Project site for nursery/greenhouse growing will 
be out-planted at the restoration site to increase the 
probability of transplantation success. Out-planting of the 
nursery/greenhouse-grown San Diego ambrosia plants will 
occur during the five-year monitoring period as determined 
by the transplantation biologist in coordination with the 
USFWS. In the event of transplantation failure, the 
transplantation plan will include a contingency plan to offset 
impacts to San Diego ambrosia. 
 
M-BI-1h. In addition to the USFWS-approved 
transplantation plan, a long-term management strategy will 
be approved by the USFWS before any impacts to San 
Diego ambrosia may occur. County staff will be responsible 
for ensuring that the transplanted ambrosia population is 
managed consistent with this long-term management 
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Impact Mitigation Measures 
Monitoring 

Activity 
Timing 

Verification of Compliance 
Remarks 

Responsibility Initial Date 
strategy. 
 
M-BI-1i. The 0.18-acre San Diego ambrosia population was 
previously fenced and preserved as mitigation associated 
with the 1985 Gillespie Field Airport Master Plan EIR. To 
offset these impacts, the County would conserve an 
additional 1.1 acres of existing San Diego ambrosia by 
acquiring land or securing a conservation easement over 
land with an existing San Diego ambrosia population that is 
currently not conserved. 

BI-2. The project will permanently 
impact 1.1 acres of non-native 
grassland, a sensitive vegetation 
community. This would result in a 
significant direct impact. 

M-BI-2. Permanent impacts to non-native grassland would 
be mitigated at a 0.5:1 ratio through preservation of in-kind 
habitat or a vegetation community of higher biological value. 
This mitigation would be located within the receptor site of 
the transplanted or preserved San Diego ambrosia 
discussed in M-BI-1. 

DPW will ensure that in-
kind habitat (or a vegetation 
community of higher 
biological value) will be 
preserved during 
transplantation of San 
Diego ambrosia (M-BI-1a 
through M-BI-1h). 

Prior to project 
construction 

DPW Project 
Manager and Project 
Biologist 
 

   

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

HZ-1. Grading or excavation on 
the site may disturb contaminated 
soil, presenting potential health 
risks to construction workers. 
Additionally, the presence of 
contaminated soil on the site may 
present significant health risks to 
future occupants of the site. 
Excavation on the site may 
encounter soil and/or groundwater 
contaminated with TCE and 1,4-
dioxane originating from the 
Ketema plume, presenting 
potential health risks to workers on 
the site or during operation of the 
proposed on-site aviation uses. 
This would be considered a 
significant direct impact. 

M-HZ-1a. County Airports shall prepare a Soil Management 
Plan and/or groundwater dewatering and treatment system 
to remove, treat, or otherwise reduce the contaminant 
concentrations to below human or ecological health risk 
thresholds related to the construction of the taxiway, apron 
area, drainage facilities, and utility facilities on the site.  
 
This mitigation measure shall be implemented prior to the 
excavation of contaminated soil related to the construction 
of the taxiway, apron area, drainage facilities, and utility 
facilities on the site. The Soil Management Plan shall be 
prepared in accordance with the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) and the County Department of 
Environmental Health (DEH) requirements prior to grading 
and construction to properly assess, handle, contain, and 
segregate soil excavated or graded from the site. The Soil 
Management Plan shall outline methods for characterizing 
and classifying soil for off-site disposal, as needed during 
site development. 
 
The County prepared a Soil Management Plan (Rincon 
2011c) for the Proposed Project to comply with this 
measure and it is included in Appendix E of this PEIR. 
 
M-HZ-1b. As a condition of lease agreements for 

DPW will ensure that a Soil 
Management Plan is 
prepared outlining 
procedures for removing, 
treating, or reducing 
contaminants onsite. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
DPW will ensure that a Soil 
Management Plan is 
prepared outlining 

Prior to ground-
disturbing 
activities by the 
County for public 
facilities (15 
acres of 
infrastructure) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prior to ground-
disturbing 
activities by 

DPW Project 
Manager and 
Resident Engineer 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
DPW Project 
Manager  
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development between the County and private developers, 
County Airports shall require individual project developers 
to prepare and implement a Soil Management Plan and/or 
groundwater dewatering and treatment system to remove, 
treat, or otherwise reduce the contaminant concentrations 
to below human or ecological health risk thresholds and 
before any discharge to a public sewer system or storm 
drain. This mitigation measure shall be implemented prior to 
the excavation of contaminated soil related to the private 
development of aviation-related uses on the Proposed 
Project site. The Soil Management Plan shall be prepared 
in accordance with EPA and County DEH requirements 
prior to grading and construction to properly assess, handle, 
contain, and segregate soil excavated or graded from the 
site. The Soil Management Plan shall outline methods for 
characterizing and classifying soil for off-site disposal, as 
needed during site development. The Soil Management 
Plan for the private development projects shall be prepared 
by each individual developer and can tier off the Soil 
Management Plan already prepared for the public 
development portion, which is included in Appendix E. 
 
M-HZ-1c. As a condition of lease agreements between the 
County and private developers for development of aviation 
uses on the 70-acre site, the County shall require a 
qualified environmental monitor to be present during the 
construction phases of individual development projects. The 
environmental monitor shall document the presence of 
contaminated soil and/or groundwater and shall assist in the 
excavation and off-site disposal of such soil and/or 
groundwater or the treatment and on-site reuse of such soil 
and/or groundwater. 
 
County Airports shall ensure that a qualified environmental 
monitor will be present during the construction phases of 
taxiway, apron area, drainage facilities, and utility facilities 
at the site to document the presence of contaminated soil 
and/or groundwater. The environmental monitor shall assist 
in the excavation and off-site disposal of such soil or the 
treatment and on-site reuse of such soil and/or 
groundwater. 
 
M-HZ-1d. As a condition of lease agreements between the 
County and private developers for development of aviation 
uses on the 70-acre site, if development is planned where 
contaminated soils and/or groundwater are present, a 

procedures for removing, 
treating, or reducing 
contaminants onsite. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
DPW will ensure that a 
qualified environmental 
monitor is retained by a 
private developer to be 
present during construction.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
DPW will retain a qualified 
environmental monitor to be 
present during construction. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
DPW will ensure that a 
human health risk 
assessment is prepared. 
 
 
 

private 
developers for 
aviation facilities 
(55 acres) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prior to, and 
during ground-
disturbing 
activities by 
private 
developers for 
aviation facilities 
(55 acres) 
 
 
 
Prior to, and 
during ground-
disturbing 
activities by the 
County for public 
facilities (15 
acres of 
infrastructure) 
 
Prior to ground-
disturbing 
activities by 
private 
developers for 
aviation facilities 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
DPW Project 
Manager 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
DPW Project 
Manager and 
Resident Engineer 
 
 
 
 
 
 
DPW Project 
Manager 
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human health risk assessment of these areas shall be 
conducted by the developer to evaluate potential health 
risks to future occupants of the site prior to occupation of 
any structures within the 70-acre site. Vapor transport and 
risk calculations shall be performed using the County DEH 
Vapor Risk 2000 spreadsheet model (October 5, 2004 
revision). A Risk Based Corrective Action (RBCA) analysis 
shall be performed in accordance with American Society for 
Testing Materials ASTM PS-104 Standard Provisional 
Guide for Risk-Based Corrective Action using the RBCA 
spreadsheet system (RBCA Tool Kit for Chemical 
Releases).  
 
County Airports will also conduct a similar health risk 
assessment related to the construction of runway and 
taxiway improvements at the site. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
DPW will ensure that a 
human health risk 
assessment is prepared. 

(55 acres) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prior to ground-
disturbing 
activities by the 
County for public 
facilities (15 
acres of 
infrastructure) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
DPW Project 
Manager 

TR-1. Addition of the Proposed 
Project traffic would exceed the 
significance thresholds at the 
segment of Bradley Avenue 
between the SR-67 southbound 
and northbound ramps because it 
would add 218 Average Daily Trips 
(ADTs) under LOS E conditions, 
which is greater than the 
significance threshold of 200 ADT 
for a two-lane roadway operating 
under LOS E conditions. This 
results in a significant direct 
impact. 

M-TR-1/2.  Mitigation for direct impacts to the segment of 
Bradley Avenue between the SR-67 southbound and 
northbound ramps and the intersection of Bradley Avenue 
and the SR-67 northbound ramp can be achieved through 
project phasing. The Bradley Avenue interchange project 
proposes capacity improvements that would improve the 
LOS at this location. The Traffic Impact Study for the 
Proposed Project (Appendix I to the PEIR) indicates that the 
significant traffic impacts would not occur prior to 
construction of County infrastructure and 21.5 acres of 
private aviation development (Phase I).  By delaying the 
remaining 33.5 acres (Phase II) until completion of capacity 
improvements at the Bradley Avenue interchange, 
significant traffic impacts are avoided. Lease agreements 
for Phase II of the private aviation development will not 
commence until completion of the Bradley Avenue 
interchange project 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

DPW will ensure Phase II of 
the Proposed Project does 
not commence until the 
Bradley Avenue 
interchange improvements 
have been completed. 

 Construction of 
infrastructure and 
21.5 acres of 
private aviation 
development 
shall be allowed 
to commence. 
 
The remaining 
33.5 acres shall 
not commence 
until the Bradley 
Avenue 
interchange 
improvements 
have been 
completed. 

 DPW Project 
Manager 
 
 
 
 
 
 
DPW Project 
Manager 

   

TR-2. Addition of the Proposed 
Project traffic would exceed the 
significance threshold at the 
intersection of Bradley Avenue and 
the SR-67 northbound ramps 
because it increases the delay by 
5.5 seconds, which is greater than 
the significance threshold of 2 
seconds for LOS E conditions (PM 
peak hour). This results in a 
significant direct impact 
TR-C1. Addition of the Proposed 
Project traffic combined with 

M-TR-C1/2. Cumulative impacts would be mitigated below 
the level of significance through payment into the County 

DPW will ensure payment 
into TIF Program occurs. 

Prior to project 
construction 

DPW Project 
Manager 
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cumulative traffic to the segment of 
Bradley Avenue between the SR-
67 southbound and northbound 
ramps would worsen anticipated 
cumulative conditions at that 
location because the project would 
add 218 ADT to the roadway 
segment. This is greater than the 
significance threshold of 200 ADT 
to a roadway segment currently 
operating at LOS E, and is 
considered a significant cumulative 
impact 

Transportation Impact Fee (TIF) program. In accordance 
with the TIF program, a designated financial contribution 
would provide adequate mitigation for cumulative impacts 
associated with development in the unincorporated County. 
According to the TIF program for calendar year 2011, the 
Proposed Project has a required fee of $396 per trip1. Based 
on this rate, the Proposed Project would result in the 
following TIF contribution: 
 
Proposed Project TIF Contribution: 1,407 daily trips x $396 
per trip = $557,172 
 
Completion of the financial contribution described above 
would fully mitigate for cumulative impacts described in TR-
C1 and TR-C2. 

TR-C2. Addition of the Proposed 
Project traffic combined with 
cumulative traffic to the 
intersection of Bradley Avenue and 
the SR-67 northbound ramps 
would increase the delay by 9.6 
seconds at that location, which is 
greater than the significance 
threshold of more than 2 seconds 
over existing conditions for LOS E 
(PM peak hour), and is therefore 
considered a significant cumulative 
impact. 

 

                                                 
1 The current TIF Update (January 2008) includes fees based on building area (square footage). Because the area of the buildings is undetermined at this time, the TIF would be calculated based on number of 
vehicle trips entering and exiting the Proposed Project site, which was determined by the Traffic Impact Analysis. The TIF category of Select Industrial Uses is the only category that allows for the TIF calculation 
by vehicles trips. In addition, Gillespie Field is zoned as Industrial. Therefore, the TIF Area of Lakeside (in which the project site is located) has a required fee of $396 per trip for Select Industrial Uses 
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