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SANDAG  Signed by: Bob Leiter, Director of Land Use and Transportation Planning 
Subject:  Draft Environmental Assessment for San Diego International Airport Master Plan Project 
Comment: 1 Traffic Impacts Response 
The EA should be expanded to include a discussion about the traffic 
impacts of the proposed project, including a “plan-to-ground” 
comparison, comparing existing conditions to projected conditions in the 
forecast year (2030) with the proposed project. 

The FAA considers traffic impact as it relates to social impacts.  
This EA was initiated after completion of an extensive state-level 
environmental document.  This EA considered the results of the 
analysis included in the Final EIR document in forming a 
determination of social impacts related to traffic.  The FAA’s 
evaluation process under NEPA requires a comparison of the 
Proposed Action alternatives with the No Action Alternative for the 
same planning year.  As described in Section 1.2, Aviation Forecast 
Update and Planning Horizon Used for Environmental Analysis, the 
Proposed Action does not induce aircraft operations (e.g. aircraft 
operations are the same between all alternatives). 

Comment 2 Construction of Terminal 2 Response 
The EA should be expanded to include a discussion of the alternatives 
to construction of the Terminal 2 parking structure, including parking 
pricing, parking management, and transit improvements that could help 
reduce the need for additional parking.  This discussion also should 
reflect options for addressing parking demand by building the Phase I 
improvements (including a parking structure/consolidated rental car 
facility on the north side) which are being evaluated as part of the 
Destination Lindbergh plan.   

One of the purposes of the Proposed Action is to provide improved 
ground transportation to accommodate aviation activity through 2015, 
while the alternatives listed by the commenter may indeed reduce need 
for parking they do not meet the purpose and need of the Proposed 
Action.  The improvements considered in this EA are for immediate 
action, and are best located near the current terminals.  Planning for 
needs beyond 2015 is not the focus of this EA.  As the commenter 
indicates, Destination Lindbergh is the long range planning study that is 
contemplating necessary Airport and associated access improvements 
for airport users beyond 2015. 

Comment 3 Destination Lindbergh Response 
The EA should be expanded to include a discussion of how the 
proposed improvements relate to the emerging Destination Lindbergh 
plan.  This plan calls for providing passenger access on the north side 
of the airport, including new freeway ramps, rail extensions, an 
intermodal center, and a consolidated rental car facility on the north 
side of the airport, linked to the terminals with an on-airport 
conveyance.  This plan would provide all passenger processing facilities 
on the airport’s north side, phased in over time.   

This EA is for near term improvements are necessary to accommodate 
demand through 2015.  Although an important planning exercise, 
planning for needs beyond 2015 is not the focus of this EA.  The FAA 
prepares environmental review for projects with near term need.  
Environmental documentation approved by the FAA is typically viable for 
three years, improvements associated with Destination Lindbergh are 
beyond this timeline. 

Comment 4  Near-Term Improvements Response 
The EA should address whether and how the near-term Improvements 
are compatible with the long-term development of SDIA or would 
conflict with possible future north side improvements 

The Airport Master Plan and Airport Master Plan Final EIR (May 2008) 
considered on a program level improvements on the north side of the 
Airport.  The near-term improvements considered in this EA are not in 
conflict with the Airport Land Use Plan included in the Final EIR. 

Previously submitted comments on the Draft EIR provided by the 
SANDAG were attached to Mr. Leiter’s Draft EA comment letter.   

The comments on the Draft EIR were addressed during the CEQA 
process.  The comments on the Draft EIR do not pertain to the EA. 
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Agency Hearing Comments  Stated by: Mike Zdon representing San Diego Association of 

Governments 
Subject:  Draft Environmental Assessment for San Diego International Airport Master Plan Project 
Comment 10 Traffic, Financial Commitment Response 
SANDAG’s continuing concerns relate to traffic.  And although there is 
no category of traffic circulation in there, it does have impact as air 
quality and noise concerns, particularly with traffic on Harbor, Laurel, 
Grape, Hawthorn, and India, and the fact there’s no financial 
commitment for mitigation for any of those traffic impacts and to 
disclose in the document.   

The EA considered vehicular traffic in the air quality analysis (on-Airport 
and off-Airport) as identified in Table 4-6.7, Table 5-5.2, Table 5-5.3, 
Tables 5-5.6 through 5-5.9, and Tables 5-5.12 through 5.5-15.  The EA 
considers aircraft and construction noise.  The FAA may consider 
surface transportation noise impacts if the proposed action includes: 1) 
new, expanded, or re-aligned airport access roads; 2) increased airport 
automobile or truck activity; 3) increased vehicular speeds; or 4) other 
surface-transportation related actions.  The Proposed Action does not 
induce vehicular traffic and only includes on-Airport surface 
transportation actions (new second-level road/curb and vehicular 
circulation and new parking structure and vehicular circulation serving 
Terminal 2).  However, as part of the Airport Master Plan Final EIR an 
analysis was completed for vehicular traffic noise as required by CEQA 
in compliance with City of San Diego and FHWA criteria for impact 
analysis.  This analysis determined that the alternatives considered in 
the EA would not cause significant transportation noise, regardless of 
whether it is implemented with or without the parking structure [Airport 
Master Plan Final EIR, pages 5.1-19 through 5.1.28, May 2008]. 

Comment 11 Coordination Response 
Having said that, I want to reinforce what Candice said, that the 
Destination Lindbergh study is ongoing and we too believe that most of 
those issues will be resolved as part of that cooperative study process 
between the city, SANDAG, and the Authority involving other agencies 
like the port or the county MTS. Particularly exciting is the intermodal 
transportation center on the north side, which will allow access by not 
only coaster, Amtrak, light rail, bus rapid transit; it would potentially, 
even in the future, high-speed rail.  Some real opportunities to reduce 
traffic as it comes in and out of the airport.   

Comment noted. Destination Lindbergh as the long range planning study 
for SDIA is contemplating necessary Airport and associated access 
improvements for airport users beyond 2015. Staff and policy makers 
from the Unified Port of San Diego, the City of San Diego, and the San 
Diego Association of Governments are participating in Destination 
Lindbergh with the SDCRAA. 
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Public Comments  Signed by: Cynthia Conger, Prior Chair, Peninsula Community Planning 

Board 
Subject:  Draft Environmental Assessment for San Diego International Airport Master Plan Project 
Comment: 1 Comment Extension Response 
I would like to request an extension of the Comment Submissions on 
this Draft EA until Tues., 1-20-2009 as at the PCPB meeting last night a 
disturbing vote occurred, which denied the PCPB to have a letter written 
for this community!  I feel this is completely unacceptable and that it 
also requires my experience in this matter, taking more time than I had 
planned to compile the comments.   
 
Please confirm your receipt and answer as soon as possible.  Thank 
you. 

Comments were accepted through January 20, 2009. 
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Public Comments  Signed by: Cynthia Conger, Prior Chair, Peninsula Community Planning 
Board 

Subject:  Draft Environmental Assessment for San Diego International Airport Master Plan Project 
Comment: 1 Page A-259, Appendix A Response 
As Luce Forward, SANDAG in 1990 and numerous business and legal 
entities have stated in letters, “until the Master Plan for the entire airport 
is completed, the cumulative effects of the Implementation Plan cannot 
be determined.”  The projections for this airport to meet both existing 
demand as well as future project additional demand on a site that is so 
limited for both general aviation and for future commercial and cargo 
population needs by 2015 and thereafter is inadequate.  It is completely 
insufficient for a population that has already attained its 3.1 million mark 
and is projected to reach 4.25 million by 2030 (a 1/3 growth) as 
suggested in the DEIR’s ‘near term improvements.’  This will also 
subject this community, the 8th largest in the country to extremely high 
prices for good, services and passenger travel, unnecessarily 
dependent upon adjacent cities with airports and fully formed, profitable 
transportation centers.  The planning of this City and its Airport has truly 
failed.  In Failing to Plan for the Future, it has veritably Planned to Fail.   

The commenter does not provide a specific comment on the Draft 
EA. 

Comment 2 B-2 – B-17, Appendix B Response 
As the immediate area is densely populated with over 14 public and 
private elementary schools, 4 middle schools, and 2 high schools, 
not to mention dozens of pre-schools, The DEIR states that this 
study ‘model’ Only uses ‘adult impacts,’ and does not consider the 
impacts on small children (permanently affected by high decibel noise – 
104 to 107 dcbls – after only 3 minutes of exposure) as well as Kinder 
to high school students, daily outside during recreational periods, with 
constant exposure.  This makes this part of the DEIR unsupportable as 
the surrounding communities in flight paths hold tens of thousands of 
infants and children.  Therefore, the DEIR’s ‘Land Use’ Declaration of 
Compliance with Federal Requirements in meeting Land use 
Restrictions in Residential areas completely False and Inaccurate per 
quoted inappropriate use in Appendix H of FICAN, which “warns that 
its curve should Only Be Applied to Long Term Adult Residents.”    
 
Exposure to noise and interruptions by noise to sleeping, developing 
infants and children, at all times of the day, in the noise-affected areas, 
not ‘insulated’ is also not charted sufficiently in such measurements.  
The DEIR thus uses inadequate justification for constant increases of 
Noise ‘being not substantial,’ which will be created by increasing aircraft 
takeoff capacities with the expansion by 10 gates of increased plane 
‘capacity’ and creation of Noise.  The SDIA Maser Plan’s claim, then, in 

It is assumed that the commenter is incorrectly referencing the DEIR and 
intends to reference the Draft EA. 
 
The commenter is incorrect, the noise analysis considers all populations 
by residence (e.g. it does not distinguish the population between adults 
and children).  Further, there will be no significant change to noise levels 
due to the Proposed Project, see Section 5.1.2 of the Draft EA, therefore 
supplemental metrics were not considered necessary for this EA.  
However, the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) certified in May 
2008 does include a supplemental metric analysis detailed in Appendix 
B.  The FEIR considered the same number of aircraft operations using 
the same flight procedures and INM model as used in the EA and 
therefore the results are relevant to this EA.  Specifically, increases to 
the Time Above metric for schools within the Peninsula Community area 
are provided in Appendix B of the FEIR of May 2008.  The tables in 
Appendix B of the EIR provide total time above (in minutes) specific 
noise levels with the lowest level (65 dB) including the most time above.  
As described in Section 5.1.2.4 of the FEIR time above levels (in 
minutes) are shown for noise levels ranging from 65 to 95 dB.  Note that 
typical school construction would be expected to provide for exterior to 
indoor attenuation of 25 to 30 dB, resulting in interior noise levels of 
between 35 and 70 dB. 
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5.3.2.3 for the Protection of Children, cannot be accurate in its claim 
that it “do(es) not create environmental health or safety risks that may 
disproportionately affect children.   

 
As the data used in the FEIR includes all daytime flights (between 7 a.m. 
and 7 p.m.), the results are conservative as most school days are 
somewhat shorter.  However, that data does provide a comprehensive 
evaluation of the time period when many school activities occur, 
including after-school functions. 
 
The data from the FEIR shows that most schools in the vicinity of SDIA 
do not experience substantial periods of time with exterior noise levels 
above 80 dB, which equates to a typical interior noise level of about 55 
dB.  According to Figure B-8 in Appendix B of the EA, a steady 55 dB 
sound level is the threshold above which sentence intelligibility would 
begin to degrade.   
 
The air quality assessment also demonstrated that air emissions 
associated with the proposed projects will not cause future violations of 
any air quality standards nor worsen existing air quality conditions; 
including those located around nearby schools, parks and residential 
areas.   

Comment 3 Appendix B, B-18 Response 
“Terrain data at 10 foot intervals were used in the noise model.”  The 
use of INM and computer-based noise modeling has not been proven to 
allow for the projects of future forecast noise exposure’ when there are 
Terrain Differences that are Not Included, such as the measurements 
on the west side of the airport, whose ‘terrain’ is Not being considered, 
according to recent Part 150 and ALUCP meeting measurements.  
Indeed, there are nearly as many ‘measurement sites’ on the east side 
of the airport, which affects far fewer in population of humans and 
children in residential settings, which was not considered in this study.  
The differences are staggering.  In addition the Airport Authority has yet 
to install a measurement site that was ordered in the last “Variance” 
from the FAA, over six years ago.  There is no site directly under the 
flight takeoffs where the population is HIGHLY affected, so there is no 
accurate ‘measurement’ possible.  The highest Noise levels must be 
included in an ‘average’.  With humidity differences unpredictable and 
multiple flight path changes pending that have not been accounted for 
(see San Noise comments), in this ‘ever-expanding airport flight 
scenario that is Not accounting for any ‘increase in traffic’ or ‘increase in 
Noise’, it is clear that this entire “Noise Model” is an obfuscation of 
facts. 

The issue of terrain is accommodated within the Federally approved 
INM, terrain data was incorporated into the model.  The commenter is 
referring to a long standing issue with the model that can not be solved 
within this EA; the EA used Federally accepted modeling techniques.  
The latest version of INM allows the user to select soft ground surfaces 
or calculation of noise without lateral attenuation being applied to 
propeller-driven aircraft or helicopters.  The EA used the most recent 
version of the INM (version 7.0) to analyze noise impacts at SDIA.  The 
analysis completed for the Airport compares future conditions to 
determine impact, modeling is the only way to project future impact and 
the modeling must be based on standard practices.  INM is the current 
standard for aviation noise modeling. 

It should be noted that the FAA is not associated with noise variances.  
All California airports that impact their surrounding communities with a 
cumulative noise level of 65 decibels (dB) CNEL or greater must receive 
a variance to certain provisions of the California Noise Standards 
provided by the State of California, Division of Aeronautics (CALTRANS 
Aero). The current variance to Title 21 of the California Noise Standards 
was approved by CALTRANS July 11, 2008, and remains in effect for 
three years.  More information on the current variance is found at: 
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http://www.san.org/airport_authority/airport_noise/variance.asp.  

 
Noise measurements are not incorporated into the noise model, noise 
measurements are used to validate the model.  As illustrated in Table 4-
4.1 of the EA, the modeled 2005 noise levels are reasonably 
comparable to the monitored data for 2005 and 2006.  The impact of the 
Proposed Action is based on the difference in noise levels with and 
without the proposed action during the same time frame, monitored 
noise values do not influence the determination of significant impact. 
 
Lastly, the Proposed Action does not include flight path changes. 

Comment 4 B.3.2 Fleet Mix and B.3.3 Runway Use Response 
In reviewing these sections, using “the same aircraft type used from 
years 2005 and 2015, summarizing for each ‘alternative’ the 
‘operational level is the same?  Why?  If the last ‘LF addition’ produced 
and predicted with an ‘increase in gates’ “an increase in numbers of 
flights and higher operational levels, and Noise,” why wouldn’t the ‘East 
Terminal Alternative’ or the ‘Preferred Alternative’ produce similar future 
increases in aviation activity?  Is this DEIR claiming that the level of 
flights and cargo flights will be Reduced per our population, which is 
predicted to grow, substantially, in subsequent years?  This makes no 
sense at all, and appears to be an omission of actual facts by way of 
using non-verifiable, ‘simulated’ information.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

It is assumed that the commenter is incorrectly referencing the DEIR and 
intended to reference the Draft EA. 
 
Air transportation, like any other type of transportation, is a derived 
demand.1  Derived demand means that the demand for air transport is 
not wanted for its own sake but for the benefits derived from it including 
traveling in and out of the San Diego region for business, leisure, and 
military/federal government purposes.  Specifically, the demand arises 
from the need of a given person or a given product to be at a given 
location at a given time.  People travel because they desire or need to 
be at a certain place, whether for leisure, business, or personal reasons.  

The Proposed Action would only induce growth if (1) it would attract new 
travelers or (2) it would remove a barrier to increased throughput (i.e. 
take out a bottleneck).  As to category one, there is no attraction effect 
with this Proposed Action.  The reason for growth is need in personal 
demand by passengers; it has nothing to do with the number of gates 
available to passengers.  As for category two, we know that there are no 
current barriers or bottlenecks to be removed.  The current facilities 
could accommodate all demand until through 2020, however not at a 
service level that allows for a pleasant, comfortable passenger 
experience through the airport facilities. 

The role of an airport or any other part of the transportation infrastructure 
is to accommodate the need or desire to relocate.  An Airport does not, 
in and of itself, generate that need or desire.  Airport planners base 

                                                 
1 See for example, “Revisiting the Notion of Induced Traffic though a Matched Pairs Study”, by Patricia L. Mokhtarian, Francisco J. Samaniego, Robert H. Shumway, and Neil H. 

Willits. Transportation 29, 2002, 193-220. 
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airport master planning forecasts upon this understanding.  Airport 
planners based their projections for aircraft operations and enplaned 
passengers on the size of the market and the cost of travel.  These 
projections are independent of any assumptions about the airport facility.  
Typically, once planners estimate the demand for air travel at a 
particular site, an airport sponsor will plan to accommodate the 
demand.2  The FAA works from these same assumptions in preparing 
Terminal Area Forecasts (TAF) for individual facilities.  The TAF system 
is the official forecast of aviation activity at FAA facilities.  The FAA 
prepares the TAF in order to plan, staff and budget accordingly.  The 
TAF is made available to state and local officials as well as the aviation 
industry for use in planning aviation facilities.  The FAA’s TAF summary 
reports include forecasts for active airports in the National Plan of 
Integrated Airport System (NPIAS) based on enplanements.  The FAA 
bases its forecasts for FAA and FAA contract towered airports are based 
on operations for each fiscal year.  The FAA always includes SDIA 
within the NPIAS.  Unconstrained, meaning that the physical constraints 
of a facility (such as a single runway or inadequate terminals) are not 
considered, forecasts developed for the SDIA Master Plan future years 
are demand based.  The SH&E Aviation Activity Forecast for SDIA 
(approved by the FAA in June 2005) considers the ultimate constraining 
factor at SDIA to be the single runway, as described in Section 1.2, 
Aviation Forecast Update and Planning Horizon used for Environmental 
Analysis, of the EA.  The constrained forecast considers runway 
congestion and reduces operations to match a desired service level in 
the situation where the airfield at SDIA is not improved to meet the 
market demand.  The SH&E forecast did not consider other constraining 
factors such as terminals in development of the forecast. 

Airlines generally will expand activities at an airport until revenue from 
each additional flight is less than the cost of each additional flight.3  
Therefore, airlines will increase the number of flights as long as 
passenger demand warrants it and facilities operationally can accept 
more flights or passengers.  Conversely, no matter how many runways 
or gates an airport may have, if passengers do not want to travel to or 
from the region served by that airport, airlines will not add flights in or out 
of such an airport.  Providing additional capacity, by itself, will not cause 
an airline to add new flights.  Thus, even adding another runway would 
not necessarily lead to additional flights because the number of flights an 

                                                 
2 See FAA Advisory Circular 150/5070-6, Airport Master Plans and Forecasting Aviation Activity by Airport, prepared for FAA by GRA Inc., July 2001. 
3 This is standard economic theory.  When the marginal cost of a product exceeds the price that can be obtained, the producer will cease producing.  See Microeconomic Theory, 

James E. Henderson and Richard E. Quandt, 1971 by McGraw-Hill, Inc. 
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In determining ‘flight track’ changes, with a full One Third Increase (1/3) 
of capacity of gates at Lindbergh, any increase in arrivals or departures 
and its accompanying Noise was ‘less than substantial?’   
 
 
Especially when in terms of B.3.6, when the DEIR confirms that, 
“Because due to terrain, the approaches into and (out of) SDIA are 
flown at steeper angles than the standard 3.0-degree 
approach…and measured data differs from the INM’s 
calculations…the INM can understate…Noise Exposure Levels.”  
This simply expresses that the ‘science’ used here, is not accurate!  
When stated, “in the vicinity of SDIA, in reality, the hard surfaces 
(such as water, streets, etc.) tend to Reflect and Increase Noise 
Exposure,” this really means that the Noise effects will be higher than 
what the ‘normal FAA model is’ and has Not been accounted for in this 
EIR.   

airline decides to fly depends on market demand, not airport capacity 
unless airport capacity is a limiting factor.  Many airports in the United 
States, such as San Bernardino International Airport, have unused 
capacity; (this is inherently true otherwise operations in the United 
States would not continue to grow) however the airlines have not added 
flights at these airports because additional service is not warranted by 
demand.  

 
The quote that the commenter is referring to in B.3.6 reads in full: “Due 
to terrain, the approaches into SDIA are flown at steeper angles than the 
standard 3.0-degree approach that is used at most airports.  The 
standard profiles used in INM are modeled at a 3.0-degree approach 
angle.  As a result, aircraft in the SDIA noise model are at a slightly 
lower altitude and higher thrust setting than actual operations; calculated 
noise exposure is increased slightly as a result.  Additionally, noise 
monitoring efforts by SDIA staff have previously indicated measured 
data differs from INM’s calculations of lateral attenuation due to takeoff 
noise in the vicinity of Runway 27 approach end.  Depending on the 
location, INM can overstate or understand noise exposure levels.” 
 
This EA used Federally accepted modeling techniques and the most 
recent version of the INM (version 7.0) to analyze the noise impacts at 
SDIA.  Modeling is the only way to project future impact and the 
modeling must be based on standard practices.  INM is the current 
standard for aviation noise modeling. 
 

Comment 5 Maps Appendix B, B-10 Response 
As indicated in the maps Appendix B-1, More areas of flight impact 
will be felt in the communities to the West of Lindbergh Field as 
this Single Runway’s Safety parameters have Not yet been 
determined and the Noise impacts, for simple ‘Flight separation 
techniques’ of ‘spreading out’ to avoid wind shear and overflights will 
surely increase exponentially to meet any ‘Safety’ in Operations 
Requirements.  This is unacceptable to the communities to the west, as 
well as to the flying public who does not Wish to end up as PSA’s last 
crash.   

The flight tracks illustrated in Appendix B are the 2005 flight tracks used 
at San Diego as developed through radar data analysis.  The Proposed 
Action does not include a change to flight tracks. 
 

Comment 6 Coastal Resources Response 
Why is there no “Coastal-Certified Plan” for Lindbergh Field?  If the AA 
does ‘not use the Port Master Plan as a guide to future development of 
SDIA, where is the assurance that ‘coastal access’ to the coast along 
the waterfront adjacent to Lindbergh Field will not be overburdened 

Starting in 2003, SDCRAA attempted to submit a draft Local Coastal 
Program for certification by the California Coastal Commission 
(“Commission”) as the coastal planning document governing 
development at San Diego International Airport.  After extensive 
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completely by increased Airport Traffic?  Especially if there is a huge, 
5,000 space parking structure built on one of only three access roads 
on and off the Peninsula?  The absence of such a Certification is 
unacceptable, especially as in ‘future potential scenarios, the AA’s 
consultants have not only increased capacity of aircraft increases of 
Noise and Air Pollution with 10 gates, but also has maps being 
distributed showing 2 additional runway takeoff patterns.  This is a insult 
to ‘planning for the future,’ as the capacity of one runway will only make 
‘in the air, landing and takeoff operations more dangerous, both to the 
coastal environment and to human beings, both in the air and on the 
ground. 

discussion of SDCRAA’s status as a government entity, Commission 
legal staff determined that SDCRAA was not a “local government “ under 
the meaning contained in the Coastal Act, and was not legally entitled to 
submit a Local Coastal Program for certification.  Therefore, a “coastal-
certified plan” as referenced in the comment is not possible under the 
law. 
 
Although SDCRAA does not have a certified Local Coastal Program, 
SDCRAA has and will continue to submit projects to the Commission to 
obtain coastal development permits, permit waivers and 
exemptions.  Through the permit, waiver, and exemption processes, the 
Commission determines that development projects are consistent with 
the Coastal Act and the certified Coastal Management Plan for the State 
of California.  

Comment 7 NTC Inactive Landfill, Site 1 Response 
Contrary to the statement that “groundwater underlying the landfill has 
‘not been impacted by the waste materials,” the simple fact that 
animals, domestic and wild have been shown to be poisoned or killed 
when drinking the adjacent body of water proves that this is still 
dangerous.  Until this site’s ground is removed (under former Federal 
requirements to be removed), this is not a safe area, either to dig up or 
to ‘cover up.’  It has and will continue to cause Safety concerns to the 
adjacent Peninsula community.  The ‘estimated’ amounts of ‘burned 
ash/consumer refuse and impacted soils’ does not specifically include 
earlier reports at NTC’s closure of benzene, vinyl choride, mercury and 
other danger compounds that are not mentioned, though the report 
refers to “such waste exists in historical reports.” 

This is not a comment on the Draft EA.  However, remediation of the 
former Naval Training Center (NTC) landfill is an approved project that is 
anticipated to be completed before the improvements addressed in the 
Airport Master Plan would be implemented.  The SDCRAA Board 
certified the Former NTC Landfill Remediation Project Final EIR and 
approved the remediation project at its December 10, 2007 meeting.   
 
Please see Chapter 1.3.6, Former Naval Training Center (NTC) Landfill 
Remediation Project Environmental Impact Report, of the Draft EA for 
more information on the plans to remediate the site.   

Comment 8 Previous Comments Response 
Answers to my previously submitted letter are far from adequate and 
are not ‘discernable’ in this copy of the DEIR.  i.e. “Answer is in 
previous table 2.”  What table 2?  Where?  Which page?  As a former 
Planning Board Chair of the adjacent Peninsula Community, this DEIR 
needs to be sent back to the Drawing Board, or will require the City or 
County to sue the AA for insufficiently cover the impacts of such a poor 
decision to invest huge financial amounts into a ‘white elephant’. 

The commenter does not provide a specific comment on the Draft 
EA. 
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Public Hearing Comments  Stated by: Lance Murphy  
Subject:  Draft Environmental Assessment for San Diego International Airport Master Plan Project 
Comment: 1 Air Pollution Response 
I see a difference in this environmental impact as compared to EIR in 
terms of the pollution increases.  Can you explain or be prepared to 
explain that in the final?  I’m not necessarily looking for answers tonight. 

The differences in impact determination for air quality in the EA as 
compared to the FEIR are due to differences in National Ambient 
Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and California Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (CAAQS) for criteria pollutants.  The EA correctly 
indicates that particulate matter concentrations for 24-hour and 
annual averaging times are exceeded for all alternatives including 
the No Action Alternative and is expected as monitoring data from 
the San Diego area reveal violations of the NAAQS for particulate 
matter. 

Comment 2 Capacity Response 
Second, in 1991, I believe it was, the Immediate Action Plan that 
constructed Terminal 2 – that’s the original Terminal 2 – indicated that 
without that new terminal and those improvements, that there would not 
be sufficient capacity, and, in fact, those improvements increased the 
capacity of the Airport.   
 
 
 
Now here we are doing the second half of Terminal 2, obviously as it 
was originally intended given the structure, and the EA and EIR 
conclude that these gates, additional overnight parking, and ground 
improvements don’t affect the capacity of the Airport, in contradiction to 
what occurred back in 1991, that they are only affecting service levels.   
 
And by the way, service levels in typical business means that you lose 
business if you don’t keep your service levels.  All of this is leading up 
to the No Project Alternative has the same operational capacity as the 
preferred alternative, and that’s not to my common sense nor any 
business logic I’ve ever heard.   

The original construction of Terminal 2 increased the Airport’s ability to 
process and accommodate passengers boarding and disembarking from 
aircraft.  As described on page 1-4 of the EA, the most constraining 
component of an airport defines the capacity of the entire airport.  The 
ultimate capacity for handling aircraft operations (the number of hourly or 
annual aircraft operations (takeoffs and landings)) at San Diego is 
defined by the single runway.   
 
See response to Written Comments provided by Cynthia Conger, 
Comment #4. 
 
 
 
 
The EA considers 2015 and 2020 (five years after project 
implementation), through these years the current Airport terminal could 
support the forecast growth of aircraft operations although the level of 
service would be reduced.  From the Final EIR (May 2008) it can be 
seen that operations are projected to be less for the No Project 
Alternative beyond 2020, consistent with the commenter’s logic. 

Comment 3 Noise Exposure – Highway/ Forecast Response 
Third, noise exposures from the highway indicated in the Cumulative 
Impact Analysis are not creating a significant increase.  I’m wondering if 
this is accurate, given the highway assessment doesn’t include the 
following two major items.   
  
One cumulative project along Harbor Drive, Rosecrans and Nimitz will 
cause and overflow of traffic into the surrounding roadways, those being 

The EA considers aircraft and construction noise.  The FAA may 
consider surface transportation noise impacts if the proposed action 
includes: 1) new, expanded, or re-aligned airport access roads; 2) 
increased airport automobile or truck activity; 3) increased vehicular 
speeds; or 4) other surface-transportation related actions.  The 
Proposed Action does not induce vehicular traffic and only includes on-
Airport surface transportation actions (new second-level road/curb and 
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Chatsworth and other areas in Point Loma, which is natural.  And that 
was my experience, by the way, at LAX when it finally reached Century 
Boulevard’s capacity restrictions.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The second, relocation of the Terminal 2 west exit.  This is the new exit 
furthest west in the Airport.  It’s a quarter-mile closer to the bridge by 
NTC.    
 
That new exit will now have a 5,000-car parking structure as its primary 
exit point.  That will increase a huge increase in the number of 
automobiles exiting on the western perimeter of the Airport and that 
much closer to the Rosecrans departure direction.   
 
I question whether the percentages you forecast are accurate, given 
this relocation of the exit and a very large exit number. 

vehicular circulation and new parking structure and vehicular circulation 
serving Terminal 2).  However, as part of the Airport Master Plan Final 
EIR an analysis was completed for vehicular traffic noise as required by 
CEQA in compliance with City of San Diego and FHWA criteria for 
impact analysis.  This analysis determined that the alternatives 
considered in the EA would not cause significant transportation noise, 
regardless of whether it is implemented with or without the parking 
structure [Airport Master Plan Final EIR, pages 5.1-19 through 5.1.28, 
May 2008]. 
 
 
The Final EIR (May 2008) considered and accounted for all traffic 
related to approved development and land use planning along Harbor 
Drive, Rosecrans and Nimitz.  No adverse cumulative impacts were 
found. 
 
The Terminal 2 west exit the commenter refers to is located at McCain 
Road.  This is a secondary entry/exit point serving the SAN Park NTC 
parking lot and Terminal 2 curbside traffic approaching and exiting to the 
west of the Airport.  All curbside traffic departing to the east utilizes the 
eastbound North Harbor Drive flyover.  Approximately 15 percent of total 
airport passenger traffic accesses the airport from the west and 85% to 
the east.  Under the proposed project, the Terminal 2 parking exit would 
remain at its current location across from Spanish Landing park and 
access to the McCain road exit would not be provided.  The proposed 
5,000 space parking structure would result in 3,700 net additional 
parking spaces and potential traffic impacts were assessed in the Final 
EIR (May 2008). 

Comment 4 Noise  Response 
And then, finally, the noise impact from ten new gates, overnight 
parking, and with all their exhaust pointing west would apparently 
increase the jet exhaust to the Liberty Station and Point Loma 
residences. 
 
I would think that this would be a significant increase of your operational 
noise, particularly mornings, when you are sending all those aircraft off 
and, in fact, having more aircraft park overnight.  Like you say, with or 
without the expansion, it would be the same noise levels.  I’m confused.  

Appendix B, (B.3.5, Ground Noise) considered the impact of aircraft 
noise in area that a new aircraft parking and replacement of Remain-
Over-Night aircraft parking apron.  Excerpted from Appendix B “The 
ground noise from two aircraft types, the B737-300 (i.e., INM type 
7373B2) and MD83, which represent the most numerous and largest 
contributor to cumulative noise exposure, respectively, in 2010 were 
analyzed to estimate SEL and the potential for ground noise to change 
the CNEL contours.  The aircraft were modeled with daytime operations 
at a sample of RON and gate positions that are part of the Sponsor’s 
Proposed Action (Preferred Alternative).  As these locations are farther 
to the west than current ground movements at SDIA, the analysis of 
noise from these positions provides for a conservative evaluation.  In 
addition, the aircraft were modeled at a high idle/breakaway thrust 
setting for a period of 20 minutes per sampled operation.  This provides 
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for a conservative estimate of engine start and movement in/out of a 
gate, as aircraft in the gate area would often be operating at lower thrust 
settings. 

The resulting noise at locations along Harbor Island and the Navy 
Channel were calculated.  SELs varied from a low of about 70 dB to a 
high of 114 dB, with a median value of 90 dB.  Note that the value of 114 
SEL is not realistic, given the typical attenuation and blocking provided 
by buildings and vegetation.  Also, INM does not account of the effect of 
water on sound propagation, which is a noteworthy limitation for 
consideration of ground noise at SDIA.  SEL diminishes substantially 
with distance from the fixed noise source, and the analysis indicates that 
a substantial number of operations would be needed to appreciably 
increase CNEL levels. 
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Public Hearing Comments  Stated by: Cynthia Conger  
Subject:  Draft Environmental Assessment for San Diego International Airport Master Plan Project 
Comment: 5 Air pollution – ground level Response 
And going over just parts of the EA, I noted that the air pollution on the 
ground levels, those were the same techniques that were supposed to 
be applied in the last variable which was granted to the Airport, or the 
last variance that was granted to the Airport six years ago, and they’re 
still not using the natural gas-powered trucks and – on the ground 
transportation.   
 
What assurance is there that this is going to happen, and what intervals 
are they going to be measured at?   

The EA air quality assessment was completed using the most 
appropriate and up-to-date assessment methods. Section 5.5.10 
Actions Taken by SDCRAA to Reduce Air Pollutant Emissions, 
includes actions that the SDCRAA will undertake to reduce 
emissions during construction.  The SDCRAA has also signed a 
Memorandum of Understanding with the Attorney General’s Office 
for the State of California that includes specific measures to reduce 
green house gas emissions that will be implemented at the Airport.  
This agreement is found at: 
http://www.san.org/documents/airport_authority/MOU_SDCRAA_A
G_Master_Plan_2008.pdf.  This initiative calls for the replacement 
of conventionally-fueled vehicles and equipment used at the airport 
to be replaced with alternatively-fueled substitutes.  The MOU 
provides time lines for the implementation of this measure  and 
SDCRAA has implemented a plan to guide its development. 

Comment 6 Jet exhaust Response 
The jet exhaust, as Lance is talking about there, that will be in a totally 
new area.  Impact for air pollution.  What measurement tools are going 
to be placed in that area to measure, and in what intervals will they be 
monitored to assure that they are not in dangerous levels for this 
community?   

The EA air quality analysis was based, in part, on dispersion modeling of 
aircraft exhaust in the vicinity of the proposed projects. From this, it was 
determined that the ambient (i.e., “outdoor”) levels of pollutants would 
remain within the national and state air quality standards.   The one 
exception being ambient levels of PM2.5 (particulate matter less than 
2.5 microns in diameter) which were predicted to exceed the standards 
under all future year conditions, including the No Action alternative. 
However, this outcome is based on the fact that air monitored data for 
PM2.5 throughout the San Diego area already exceeded the standards.  
Therefore, there is no requirement for air quality monitoring and none is 
proposed for implementation of the Proposed Action. 

Comment 7 Growth Response 
With the growth of the planes, the capacity for increased air traffic, the 
noise level, we challenge that very much so, because I’ve been with this 
Airport and looking at it from two different levels and houses all over the 
Peninsula on the takeoff areas, and 1.5 decibel change in CNEL could 
have happened.   
 
There is no assurance for the public of anyone being able to find those 
cumulative reports.  And if they change at all, as you increase capacity 
and as you increase takeoffs and landings on the other side, in previous 
EIRs, they said it would affect more noise on the east side well over the 

According to FAA Orders 1050.1E and 5050.4B the standard for 
determining significant noise impact is when a proposed action will 
cause a noise sensitive area to experience an increase in noise of DNL 
1.5 dB or more at or above DNL 65 dB noise exposure when compared 
to the no action alternative for the same timeframe.  The FAA substitutes 
CNEL for DNL for California projects.  The EA analysis determined that 
the proposed action would not include a CNEL 1.5 dB increase due to 
the Proposed Action. 
 
The purpose of an EA is to disclose the impact associated with the 
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levels of 1.5 CNEL, enough that the realtors were going to have to go 
ahead and make disclosures to residences on the east side.   
 
Again, what kind of measurements are these that will be mandated by 
the state but still not meet the 1.5 CNEL change? 

Proposed Action, growth or reduction in noise over time due to different 
levels of aviation traffic is not an analysis requirement.  A Part 150 Study 
is typically the mechanism used to request noise disclosure by local 
realtors.  SDIA is in the process of updating the Airport’s Part 150 
documentation. 

Comment 8 Noise Measurement Response 
So we want to know where these measuring tools are going to be 
located at for the noise, what time and sequences or the intervals that it 
will be recorded at, and where can we see those data regularly so that 
we’re assured that it’s not raised above the 1.5 CNEL average?   

The EA analysis determined that the proposed action would not include 
a CNEL 1.5 dB increase due to the Proposed Action, there is no 
requirement to monitor for noise levels. 
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Section A.3 2008 Certified EIR 
An Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was completed and certified by the State 
of California in May of 2008.  The following section presents the general 
responses to comments, as well as comments and responses received from 
Federal, State, and Local agencies throughout the EIR process.
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Comments Received on October 2007 Draft EIR 
The Draft Environmental Impact Report for the San Diego International Airport Master Plan was 
distributed for review by cooperating agencies, organizations, and the public in October 2007.  
Comments were received through email, fax, and standard U.S. mail.  The initial 60 day comment 
period was through October until November 30, 2007.  After two extensions, the 125 days 
comment period concluded on February 4th, 2008. 

Public and agency comments were encouraged by the SDCRAA, as it is helpful in the 
identification of issues that warrant additional consideration.  A total of 24 federal/state/local 
agencies, organizations, and community planning groups submitted comments to the SDCRAA 
for consideration during the review period of the Draft Environmental Impact Report.  In addition, 
41 individuals submitted comments that have also been included in the responses to comments 
of the Final EIR.  Table 1-7 contains a complete list of commenters and the date their comments 
were received.   

 

Table 1-7 
List of Contributing Commenters 

Name Agency  Date received

Darrell Roberson  Public Comment October 9, 2007 

Wayne Smith  Public Comment October 9, 2007 

Chantal Saipe  Public Comment October 10, 2007 

Lance Murphy  Public Comment October 17, 2007 

Lance Murphy  Public Comment October 17, 2007 

Joe Varley  Public Comment October 19, 2007 

Jarvis Ross Public Comment October 21, 2007 

Joe Varley  Public Comment October 22, 2007 

Geoff Page, Chair Peninsula 
Community Planning Board 

Peninsula Community Planning Board October 25, 2007; 
November 19, 2007 

John Karpinski Public Comment October 30, 2007 

Paul Zablotny  Public Comment November 1, 2007 

Karen Voigt  Public Comment November 5, 2007 

David Elmore Public Comment November 5, 2007 

James Gilhooly  Public Comment November 6, 2007 

Catherine Kurland Public Comment November 8, 2007 

Greg Holmes, Unit Chief California, Department of Toxic Substance 
Control  

November 13, 
2007; December 3, 
2007 

Darrell Roberson Public Comment November 14, 2007 

Sandy Hesnard, Aviation 
Environmental Specialist 

Department of Transportation  November 19, 2007 

Mehdi Rastakhiz, Associate Engineer Metropolitan Wastewater Department November 21, 2007 

Tom Stewart  Public Comment November 26, 2007 

Bill Ingram Public Comment November 26, 2007 
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Table 1-7 
List of Contributing Commenters 

Name Agency  Date received

Cary McGagin, Captain Department of California Highway Patrol  November 29, 2007 

Marylou LoPreste Public Comment December 3, 2007 

James Whalen  Public Comment December 6, 2007 

Larry Simon, Federal Consistency 
Coordinator 

California Coastal Commission  December 17, 2007 

Shane Finneran, Secretary, Ocean 
Beach Planning Board; 
Representative, Airport Noise Advisory 
Committee 

Ocean Beach Planning Board, Inc. December 21, 2007 

Tom Smisek, Mayor Office of the Mayor, Coronado December 26, 2007 

Kurt Luhrsen, Principal Planner North County Transit District  January 4, 2008 

John French  Public Comment January 9, 2008 

James Frost  Public Comment January 9, 2008 

James Cash  Public Comment January 13, 2008 

Michael Huff Public Comment January 25, 2008 

Andrew Berg National Electrical Contractors Association January 30, 2008 

Suhail Khalil Public Comment January 30, 2008 

William E. Prinz, REHS, MPA Solid Waste Local Enforcement Agency, City 
of San Diego 

January 31, 2008 

Lynn Wade, Michael BuFalry & Dustin Public Comment February 1, 2008 

Jason Feldman  Public Comment February 1, 2008 

Gidon Singer  Public Comment February 1, 2008  

Ardetta Steiner  Public Comment February 1, 2008 

Jarvis Ross Public Comment January 4, 2008 

Bob Leiter, Director of Land Use and 
Transportation 

SANDAG February 4, 2008 

Kelly Broughton, Director Development Services Department, City of 
San Diego  

February 4, 2008 

Darin Neufeld, Resource Management 
Intern 

Resource Management Division, City of San 
Diego  

February 4, 2008 

D. W. Zautcke, Colonel USMC United States Marine Corps  February 4, 2008 

Jacob Armstrong, Chief California Department of Transportation February 4, 2008 

Conan Cheung, Director of Planning & 
Scheduling 

Metropolitan Transit System February 4, 2008 

John W. Helmer, Manager, Planning 
Services 

Unified Port of San Diego February 4, 2008 

Lance G. Murphy, Chair Airport 
Committee 

Peninsula Community Planning Board February 4, 2008 

Cynthia Conger, Committee Board 
Member 

Peninsula Community Planning Board February 4, 2008 
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