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David T. Strait
Bl Tigre*

1977 S. Rice Rd.,
Ojui, CA

93023

Nov 3,03

Mr. Jim Ritche

City of Los Angeles

Los Angeles World Airports
LAX Master Plan Office
P.0O. 92216

Los Angles, CA
[0009-2216

Gentlemen:

I was out of town on a medical and my wife misund A that this had to get in the mail
last Friday. I hope that it is not too late to get on the list of ideas and options. Cc will go, in any case, as
indicated.

Thanking you for the possibility of this consideration, in the interests of considering all of the very best
passible options for what is best for the Airport and this whole area, | am

Respectfully yours,

Dave Strait
RE 19480

Bl Tigre !

1. Atached is material, perhups i i out and Tor, without further adiew,

2, The rest of the cc's are going to Insurance Co's.,  cause if' there's necident and vital, aggressive,
intensive action isn't'wisn't taken on the most urgent, by any and all entities involved in whatever way, =
who's in position of - you might put bt - <+ - lead vulnerability -

3. ltbereal good to hear from you, . . .and for youall, seemingly wisest, certainly vis--vis what's
so terribly dominant, ez abo weideniolly, out on the tarmac there, LAY ) - The:-

Safest

David Strait
1277 § Rice Rd.
Oyw, CA 93023

10-08-03
From: El Tigre

To: Bd. of Afrport Commissioners, L A Cty. Planing Comm., LA, Ciy. Council/Carriers,
AND | - thelr Carriers, oy mnybe -

Sobject: As anticulated . . .

Int possible coordination with one, particular planned LAX up-grading ( - see cc of the news article
excerpl, nextpg. ‘b, immediately ff, - regarding these present plans ), an entirely separte L A X
Upgrading offer, distinct, possibly spectacular pps. ¢, d, & 1 thru 1017, is, herewith, submitied,

The fundamental imperative, however, for this submittal here at hand, again pps. ¢, d & 1-10 T, was
ot in fesponse to the present planned upgrnding, but other really more basic nr;tm;lt:! conceived of, long
‘before | ever beard of midfor read about present plans.  Whereas the best of luck is mahed present plans;
not hampered in any way, and are ones I, p Wy view as overall positi
contributive; - | do, nevertheless, submit the attached from ﬂlcdnclmn of a possible overall, uhlmm
eriiigue, because -

Because

If investing Billions you do mol, ...

Mot | hit the optimum possible - -

1 should have submitted this long ago, but simply was unable to for a varkety of prior exigencies,
which always took priority, although, as it did happen, 1 was already well underwuy with, had, in fact,
essentially completed, all of my part of the submittal, bere stiached, ( again pps.c, d, & I thr 10T}, -
before ever receiving, or having any of the anti -port oait of the City Emp News Letter
= Allive =, the first pg. only, of which article, is, again, pg. herein, . . . 5o far as, and regarding
present plans. Sorry about all of that, but I'm not submitting this here, as an apology.

appreciate the apparent genaine request for responses, ulimplll.ll’lwvﬂs because |

hmp]y hava to tell that from a whole/entire lifetime, I've

from many years now in Public and Private, civilian and Military, ivel ional/oth
notoriously unresponsive, even mass produced indolence, deadheaded-ism, close lomullly 50, Vis-i-vis
mnything, of and/or related to suggestions, intelligence, new ideas etc., ete., . . . clear all the way on

over to shear ulter boredom fo anything progressive, - even vis-g-vis some ideas which would have made
some, tremendously rich | Further, the ' higher* up you go the worse and worse it gets.  Se la vie -

Important ! - See copcluding pe., for where ce of all ihis is f ded. Because if p it
responsible don't respond, then the corriers’, carriers’ responsibility, eg. vis-d-vis mecident, - is what 7

El Tigre

¢z

-_——

This Communication,

. T be brief, is an olTer to make a study to resolve all LAX' problems as much
as possible; to atiain the optimum balance, in the arena of the finite,
for the best overall balance of problem resolution, as long, of course, as our
civilization's burdened/saddled with these damned noisy/polluting jets; which as
mentioned later on, will be for a while, yet. In fact, it will, within scopes of finite human

time, be forever, - certainly, at least, vis-a-vis trans-oceanic. ( Especinlly so, across

the vasiness/depths of the Pacific. in order 1o effect, to reach all around the

population hordes of its ' Rim *, which, mentioned several times, 1., - is home,

transportation-wise: Is The Access- (o carth's overwhelming majority of peoples. )

Because, o date, every evolution, "improvement ', @ L A X, seems/proves out to

be really more degenerations, - more and more then, of the same old thing. ' Improve-

ments ', ad infini which invariably, then, seem to turn out,

creating problems ever shori, failing eternally, from the ideal optimum; if, indeed, even

ing abuse/danger, to fing ities; ever shufMling from one non-
optimum to the next, . . . more than accomplishing the most rational and therefore
valid, trade-offs possible for all exigencies extant. Thus tt hey fall ever short of

attaining this ultimate best balance possible; if indeed in the longest of runs, perpetrate, -

ever perpetuate - etemally escalating rsk/abuse, shuffling around and around, of kind of

just trading one for another, maybe/s inlly vis-a-vis resid ities i d

in the overall/surrounding vicinity, Keep in Touch

El Tigre

g
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“Thank you all so much” Jennifer said  Chiel Operating Officer, in beginning the
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of the three final public hearings, and the
See M}_(Expmm Page 24
Helping Beneficiarics Through Hard Times 18

See Scholarthip, Page 3

Draft

the
Environmental

Impact Statement/Environmental Imspact
See the end of this article for the locations

Report for the LAX Master Plan for a total of
al pubdic hearings. The comment period will

now end on November 7, 2003,

120 days and the scheduling of three addition-

review and com-
ment period lor

the Supplement

to

accepling  the scholarship.
Nervously, she added, “Tve never seen my

ity employees—and everyone with an
opinion to share on the proposed mas-
The Federal Aviation Admanistration (FAA)

LAX well into the future is
approved a TS-day extension of the public

open to comments, but only

until Nov. 7. Make your
voice heard.

don't wait if you have something to sy,

tet plan to cxpand LAX—now have until
Nev. 7 to make their cormments known, so

B Proposed plan to guide

humbly

G

her again when she

*She has clearly achieved so much. And we
duiates, We knon she willl

There’s One Final Month for Your
Comments on LAX Expansion Plan

can't walt to

e
dio |

Believe him. He's ot kidding.
Starting immediately, the newest Club ben-
el coming your way b your abili

Tirst day it opens, for only $3.507 That's han
beat,” says the Club's Ticket Guy.

0 pur-

Los Angeles, CA 30071
CHANGE SERVICE REQUESTED

350 5, Figueroa St Suite 700

o Buena Park,

® Chine; and
The Keikarian Theater in Vista opens

® Monrovia;*

AMGELES

Foto

But you don't have to know when you're
going, since the tickets are unrestricted. You

OF

Now. 5. Another location, in Pico Rivera, is
For a complete kst of locations, movies and
City Employees  City Emplaynes Club of Los Angales

As with all Clab ticket discounts, there is na
under construction.

added markup. We purchase the tickets on
your behalf, and you get the full discount,

There are six Krikorian locations. They are:
“At that price, it's unbelievable " B

u Downey;
m San Clemente:
u Redlands;
* Dircousst fickety mot oo at LFX sowems.

Any movie any time. (Club discount ticksts | 57

st be purchased through the Club, not at

the theater box office.)
just have to know whom to call: the Ticket

Gy,

chase movie tickets redeemable at Krikerian
Theaters for just $5.50 each. No !

O.R] CA 8193‘2?!3-3965

1977 5,

mutmllﬂ-pxmr azn

DaUID STRAIT

Eravid St
l‘)” 5. Race R,
L CA B2

This, as arti y ing is a submittal of a 1 1o
make an analysi fnrl.h‘. I lution of all probl is-d-vis LAX, from the
i ol’the possible vi is the three domi ones: Sound, Noise

nnd Pollution.

Obviously it cannot be easy, cheap, especially vis-i-vis §'s, so relatively worthless,
now, anyway, especially compared to ones when | was young, not to mention my parents
day, or the day of old man B. F, - at least 100, maybe more truthfully, accurately, about
1,000 10 one - as touched on, later.

But, the major study | envision, itself doesn't have to be that expensive, especially in
light of the huge/massive sums the airport already spends, seemingly on everything and
in every direction there is and or has been, every one, that is except, - as seemingly,
etemally apparent, the right one, Mot for a total elimination ufl.hr-w

prob1cms«’olllers. - that cannot be done - but for the op P
vis-a-vis all exigencies extant,

The immediate costs will be for me, and 'staff’, on Salary, - Not Per Hr.,
spelt: S-a I-u-r-)f. however accounting manages/process it, a secure office u,

/i of adequate capacity, availability of someoneknows
how 10 run the damned thmgs, access to airport plan files, with at least availability
of someone who knows how to sccess them, thoroughly, at least oneftwo
engineers, ( incl. time for research, on/off site ), ones of my own, onilateral,
selection, all mileage, incl, t/from LAX, a Scy., maybe Carol, if still there, +
minimum fumitureetc. . . . And the biggest, cost, by far, - Big/Huge!- is
for the id jon itsell - | 10 be worked out, presumably over time -

Keep in louch
El Tigre

ce To various, maybe, eg. Insurance Co.'s

" David Strall |
1977 5 Rice Rd.

0).;.. CA 93023

To:  Admini Engins. LAX. in particular + 1 Cos,
From: El Tigre

Subject: As evolved below - ({ RecipientReader, skip parens., - makes it a bit easier | ))

This is a proposal, being submitied herewith to powers that be, vis-d-vis LAX, in the
dircction of accomplishing its Overall Optimum Possible Overhaul Solution, . .

f . can o en Mumamity's broechemedd with these dammed noiry, poliuting fets, for the bet wiich can be dome,
efire e deay, wiven we'll all be able o replace them all with transportation velicles, af feast over o, which can

more properly be considered, in some senve, rapid; even with repect fo the still, rather stow poke, supersonica - )

+ » « which particular solution popped into my mind one day, when | was working there,
sweeping, at that momenl, as a matter of fact, with a broom, some miniature pebbles & sand up,
on the, now, most Easterly, cross runway. (( The place, LAY ix really huge. expeciatly when you're our on
the fprmar, deap in the fog, one night. in the middle of the alrpor, where we were working, whea sl of the sists
some foreigeer who could only speak broden Enplich wandered, really stumbled o fram ouf of the shrouding mists amd
darkmess o the particudar sive, totally lost. Hod ne idea where he was andior bad gotien there; and not being able fo
wniderstand one amotler, it was hopeless to it get ot of ki, fiow in God's earth he hoo gotten there thew securities - 1)

i However, xo fir ar geiting back agatn to LAX's averall sobtior, and ultimate destiny, ever woder the mosi
optiminic profections, (iere’s nol evier amything in sight, whick could posstbly accomplish, whar could be called true
vehicles of rapidity, vis-d-vis the rather supersonic, ai least, certainly there's not anyohing fn sight to possibly
effect what today, we cin call traly hgh speed, ocross the vast expanses af the Pacific, - whose Rim, and its rowles,
conmect locations of earth’s most marsive population concentrations, So thar, and thergfire, whatever could be
accomplished in the very most oplimistlc pratecilon of foreseealle liferlmes. - no matter bow for ol you go witl them -
af something callalls rapld translt, be. soweiling truly rapld - the very lmlted suggestions herein, are enlirely
wiewed, confimed to the arenax ofonlye-  “acrous land mazses |, arep Canodi; US A: bnter the 5 Awericas, efe.
So that, then, flruher, this, admittedly critical arena, « trans Atlantic, and for s on the W. Coast, trans. Pacific, ir's
nof even discussed, or in any way the object herein, o all; ox the subject of this partlewlor submitial, af hand, iy what
o el iy LAK, MWmhwwnmnwmhhmwwmmmwphlmdﬂwﬁ (.fn-*!d-wlqhn
attacked, with thexe even windently moiky fets. - Again
under any possibility of the wildest profections. mammmmqfwunqw Pacifie, rven {f we're entirely
sweoesfil of ridkitng the American skies of the damned palluting jots, le. by, once agaln, RTD, over land-based. |}

ff By way af mothing bl o simpie reminder, £m ihe guy who wrote the aiport, ne- nhenbmdaguqﬂu
protection fence, before those there ddlwnwt it mm:mmmmnwww “new " one. - Alro I'm

ihe goy who, among vther things, i g wroing; the ions were for the foml

founsdational * Strwciwral Section * of all the rimways consirietion, -h-drbtﬁrrqph.wm‘l\nulprw-vw

amyway, in any case, better way, to be Bricf; right here,
insiend af Civil dedi wrhnm i faact, fidelity fo statics alore; -

umdm\hdlhum -7 - pure io the core, mm‘ﬂw mﬁm\l.rrm 1 rever did gt any resporres from these
comments, per the fotally énslaved codemce with the notorious hethargy, f mot itter delinguaricy, of American
Management, ot large, acrozs the board, semetimes home fo avvast herds g anywhere, dedicated o Deadhead-
i, mor exempiing LAY Ml’ﬂ. nMMmﬂ\oﬂ'wzm ar«nswmammiwm Frofess-
ionals |, = probably even, are So | guess I'd say, don’
Seel too bl LAX Alanagement, }wnMm‘nfhnf.Wnymﬁewummhhhrep.ﬂﬁtmdwm
experience amoway, with far foo mich, sedly. af iradidenal American %, clear acrots the length and
breadih of this, owe great nation - Good company P 7 Aakwfmandfwaﬁr H

- This solution toall, - as much as is finally possible - of the main problems to the final

optimum that's possible - of all, ALL ! - LAX's core problems, not to get too
tiresome, is easy in concept and perfectly plausible, physically, and though not, Not ! - at all
ehup. It isstill perfectly handle-able for the size of the US economy. Butit
requires LAX leadership/Ex's., and o||||'.-ls, o addrens |l seriously; not, for one, to throw up
hands in dismissal despair, of soluti ginning, cven the remotest evaluation and
study, like seemingly's always done: Harve fos et km 20 mamma, maypbe, and'or quick stick
collective heads fn the sund. -« beeause even the dumbest of bindy Enows what that particular pashure lecves waving
mmmw wp there - . andior stherwise. seeming o fivorite alternative, simply refioe, obstinate fo the
af alf, - il eroucihed shereiding wider dexks, guivering for concerns
q{;obmﬁwm‘unp inteod M{.mﬁnmmmam.rwxm - what so prowdly we hail, . from
#ea to shining sea, * ek ?

fi See, ane of the mast hasic of problems with the terminals there at LAX., ix, believe if or mot, they're detigned
el burilt, nod pecogrizing vt airplanes eannot back up ke & car or truck. and whereas & may be wndersiandable
thaat wehen aviation firs sierted, they didn't worry about that parsicular design problem, becaise they were utierly
awawmped oul with oter priority problems, still in the very many years since, - "many * technologically, - the erming
werminals, contimued on and on in the same vein, and never chamged to accommodate Hais fact, again thaf planes can't
reverse and appareily were/are destined (o contimue to be focked in that tncbility, fo *taxi * in reverse.  So that now,
the whole of the airport i focked into that problem - althowgh ane of the things my insight and sugpestions would
accomplish is for the Terntinal Deslgns to have the possibility to be freed from tiis serious handicap | However
thar's onty o side axset o what may be an advantege of sy contribution fo LAX, alrport designs. 1)

Anyway, back again to the problems of Ameri s propensity, with |
rare exceplions, 1o rush away from, or otk , quick bury probl -oras ioned
maybe duck heads in the und mste.nd. ff Hhir recction, dintase * seems rampant throughost the infinite
mental coni afirresy endemic across the board of whis: M,fmwm ofthee © )

(( ~ true, fearstindolences, fie:~ * Going te fose my jobsif - * - are valid enugh emotions, maybe, but
maily constipating, Wghly destructive when they're allowed fo Sor o lis, on fhe
I of *Managers ' of ' Englmeers © P«Mpﬂr':mlrmkw pmﬂvﬁnm!rwqm
norgmhu, eertiily ol LAX, but even nation wid, ix the i you'll

pardont the expression, for Leadership, 1o bnife, kill, il nl. mﬂlﬂmu ide-spread

comurd-ship, seemingly endemic thrawghont far toa much of Americas so called, instiutions, of = Management =
per se. Clean these out and get America moving aguin, st only af LAY, but elsewhere/throughout’ - @ more serious
problem e Af Qaeda's going to be, ever - |)

(i And we ali remember very well dont we, about that executive there at LAX, who war very creative
and “hatiowed * ow and removed aff tie drawers on one ide of s desk s that, although the front fooked fike it was
a el of dieawers, 1 wasm't at all, but was @ single pamel o hinges 30 that i cowld open up, and he could crawl up, in &
eruch, ingide the now emply space. close the panel, the door, and hide, whenever a decizion come that reqinired
thought or amaiysis, until his secretary could field the emergency, Then when the crises iod passed. she'd et him ot
agpain, |}

i . who, - the secredory, that tx, - very well conld have been Carol, an airport secretary; but § don'i really
Aricow thai. She wor o Black, bt had reaily beautiful, sperkling, I'd say even dazziing, eyes, expecially in the rubdued
lights of o darkened bar - )

i Amway, then remember abouf that one day, when she, the secretary, (i wam’t Carol, war o buzy, the
Jorgat abow him. locked up toere, and ol quilting time. went on home. A little later that evening sitting at the tably
ecliing dinvier iwith her family, she swddenly screamed before oll ber children, cawse [ don’t think she had o lneband,
though F'm really not swre of that, wmh\muym 'Oﬂﬂyw' iﬁmlﬂMMn«J * -l

ft Maybe the srarys I, bt was g when [ ws there:
Reard it repatedly, o vy s o all of he oy differens ploces, 1)

OK, OK, A-OK, then back again to matiers even more seriois . . . Take exhaust,
and/or radiation, including sound Pollution Problems, singly or collectively, for example. It's
impossible to totally eliminate them, but they can be dramatically reduced, to an optimum
minimum, which is far from what is happening to these problem zones, there now. It's as if
LAX, seems to make no really ardent, substantive effort to accomplish real material advance.




The optimum best possible there: certainly it wasn't then, obviously isn't, from the last time |
drove by, a few months ago, which was long after I'd been working there; from obvious
appearances, - relative to the whole, overall problem: A sceming mental stagnation, whether
there and/or, civic halls/'offices, somewhere - (- plur variaus reparts as some in the press, ete., don't seem
o et apyplication of anything miore than pedesirion inpivatios, & v.rr-d-mm-aﬂyhmhh-mwk =~ But,
D't feed too bad, overall Congress is basteally a disgust. g0 far ar
tharoughly resoive practically any American problem; i they've a heil of a lof mare money, . . syt
simply have to awalt amother day. |)

{f Consider, however, just tie sound polliion problem.  Everyone should, ought fo have the opportunily fo
“stand behind * one of those, Westinghowse engines, when the pilots slam-dunk the throtles, - ot rodded to full
pawer, fake off mode. Insianily you get, to feel, 1o L1, every single organ in your enfire body, even pour spieen
Thowgh, what | " enfoyed ' more war, om occasions, being close o the big jeis, especially the cargo ones when they
L. You should hear the shriek af their tries when they it the far mat, and witnexs the elowds of rubber they lay.
Talk about any high school bay's wildest of dreams come true. It sommetimes seemed to me that the coclpit jockeys of
those parifcular wekicles, - canse there’s probably only a very sparse crew aboard - may even have hod

it b xee it fraw mpuch rabiy b could Lay; but, of course, | dow't know that, | om nol. Net | accusing
them of that. | think they sere all good safe pilots. A’;db:n!du\ i addklion o @ sparse crew aboard, - Ao possengers.
Then, again, meaybe i all, just thal I'm not as far out of High School bayhood, ar § always thought of my self 10 be - 1)

My total, optimum solution 1o all LAXs problems, possible, shouldn't be all that expensive.
I'd say within an outside 50 B's  (( One thing's for sure, right there: That would sure in hell put
2 lot of people back to work again, 1t would be an enormous boost to the present desperate
economy, urgently necded right now ! 3

(i Remewmber the Grear Depression 7§, though a dumbs cliid. ther, sire i hell do !t was the messive
spending of W IL to butld vas pilis of war materials, which simply turned out to be essertfally dwmped, which pulled
ot af it Bt haever rot the building of what came f be, total dumged waste, - does seem the most ridiculous
af all ways to-da i, doesn't It, -~ yei faet is that it did do i, ndlﬁni.hndmnﬂ'mudww we've mver, even begun
o slip back imte that particular morass, all these many. since, | . . Yup b

(1" S0, This, 30 big B's. - sourds like o lot, but 't really of ail mﬁmr& the, now warld-wide,
Jamous;  §' - worth, very, nuaw strugples as hard as it can, to rise, or maybe mare accuralely survive above
what wizs g more than o wortl, of my very own yourh, and certainly ix
totally helpiess, cannot at ali, rmmumlhrnhembrrmk in the era af the youth of my awn parents, where it, @
chammed peary wa, in fact, worth, even more | - than today's dollar. you wnderstand, right herimow. = And, from the
day of that spectavular old man Ben F. 7 - Yup, - even less ! So how the hell much is o billion dollars * I real
worth ? Abows a hundeed mlllion ? - Or more reatistically, truthfilly, anly about ten, andior even a paltry million,
only, < Only | - the most, - mext of ihe time -« Real dollars, real live ones, - you understand 5o see, how
sk in the davned hell are you, we, vs saying, olf this i 7 Really costs ! J}

S0 that, then getting back to what we're talking about, this business of getting into the cost of
projects in the multi-billions range, of today's pretty much, totally wasted, completely trashed out
dollar; the 50 B's figure, above, is not really, at all the unreasonable amount, it at first appears,
for the complete, Complete ! solution, - not the present, possibly desperate, seemingly
panicky one, and/or even hitmiss ones - which seems Lo come across, more as more of the same,
maybe even badly miss-oriented, as the very many before, . . . in order to be able to resolve,
= 1o lay claim to the possible, for a soluth To the op possible of all,
All! LAX's Main problems, - And/OrOtherwise, spelt:-

Toe Them AL L !

Plus, ns mentioned, this could be a real, even a fantastic trigger, to start the whole of the

present economy‘s recovery buck again from its present frighten-ly/desperate woes.  Which,
current si yparison to the great ge ions of our parents’ ies, vis-a-vis our
jpresent, infinitely l|m|d responses 1o if, - must make us, indeed, currently, be the living, timid -
cowards/incompetents of all God's Earth -

ff At this juncture, don't forget fo Remember. av we fust soid before, that the massive deficir spending of WW 11
perfod. - in comparaiive §'s, greater than anpihing befors mmbior sice - bt =0l a tatal deficit spending - way
precisely what colggrulted the LISA out, clear all the way out of its very worst of all depressions, by far, with no
comparisons before and'or since; - actually over 15 %, Onme Quorter, of all familles owt of
work, for montheyears ! And furthermore, however bad [t's been since, it has mever ever, begur, mod ever,
o buave Feen that bad since | - Napw, nof i, approaching this very day we're all in sow. A the big asset in
comparizan to WIF s & watte, s that the huge expendiivre on LAY, proposed, wouldn', like
expenditnres of W IL B fuaf so sruch warte dumped, i if weee in the ocean: but contimuing wealth prodicing
v | )

Back again to the issue of LAX, - these considerations, at hand here, the total, overall
optimum resolution of all, ALL, LAX's problems, arenot in any way pie in the
sky, but all/eatirely well within linits of the finite, of human time/history, what we can do, of
course, if; -0F, only we'll all want to badly enongh. They're the very maximum best
of what can be done; but it siill can be, and done right where we live, breathe and have our being,
- again, for one, at none other than LAX -

i One day when | was there, LAX, a foreign, Chinese, [ belivie. 747 was laxing down ihe rurway towards an
ared where there was a comstruction water fruck right in itz path, The driver @ woman, - ywa, @ woman consfraction
anff 1 tried repeatediy, bt cowlde’t get the dammed, worn ol GC's water iruck started, fo ger if ouf of the way,
Fransically she dasted ont and teied io sigaal the plane fo stop, flailing her arms wildly, all over the place.  But nope,
these pilors are excellent, well trained, pven slevishiy, and the aption af what to do when there's obvicusly o mullf fon
eovmiruciion water iruck smack in youwr way, - and the frantic driver it in a desperaie panic, trying fo signal yos fo
aiop - didn'l, qpparenddy, ever happen o be one of those lessons, of theirs, tatiooed nto their rote memories, of what,
i that * apiton " fo do, vis-d-vir construction Walering Trucks, stalled smack in your way, 2o on they came.
Desperately, and very bravely, incidentally, she dashed back fo the truck, and in the rick of time managed fo start i
and iterally plunge it into a construction depwession, instants before the huge veing of the plane, full of thowsands of
galions of gas, just barely grazed over the top of the truck - I Kid you ot - and ane of the huge engine nacelles,
shelvering the marsive, mult million dolicr fet engine, brushed the side of the irwek. Talk abous them all beimg fucky,
tut mot of alf talk sbout a very brave consirmction stlff - and @ woman |« Coure § oon tell you, that i ' been in
the place of that driver and saw that the Inge crafl. heaviert wheeled vehicle in the world, with many thousands
af povnds and gallons of pax in it, warn't ali therl much of a mind o stop. Tl have beew across every rumway and over
the fence, leaving ail thote Tong legped LAY jack rabbits behind. Yo, and be lorg gone, forever after )}

Actually, there's really only three most urgent problems at LAX, then, which is the optimum
resolution of the combination of:-

Safety,
MNoise,
Pollution,

. within the limits of the finite, of course, cause that's where we live, breathe and have our

being; - within the realm of the possible, of this human thing. The best, not only for each, but
in the end, the optimum balance, of the combined of all the above listed three, of course. We all
recognize that, Ms Safety there, at LAX, is really beautiful, | guess | had a crush on her; but
what she had on me, I've no idea, though, when she smiled at me, | only prayed, Oh, dear Lord,
in heaven above, let it be, let it be -

(I Some might combine Nodse amd Polfution, av essentiafly one problem only. In which cave the
entire solution af the optimum bewt for LAX, derives down to salving the best relativity zone ofbetween
wo, TW@, problem ares, «Only ! Like Fsay, | was aheays mast parilal io My Safey. Mn s fuest
Becaute her smile was so doma seductive - )

- Because, here's a problem, maybe another one which must be weighed much more carefully:-

All the persons in the vicinity of LAX might/could start massive suits against the airport;
demanding to get all their communities there, back again - not only territorially, but vis-g-vis,
Iwabil(ly. et rid of the damned noise, smell, et al, w0 Ilu|| cllhu' communities in the \ucm(ry. o,
might rise up, in response to their native, A le rights, - et togs I p

you understand, and successfully pressure LAX, and wh ional hierarchy's
above them, to abandon their present expansionist proclivities and/or huge dangers of their
dominant approach path, Noise, or whatever else, ete,, ete., ad infinitum, and at least this
tuuch, restructure in the most rational directions. I'd then sure in damn hell, consider some of
these optimum alternatives, spelt massive suits, if | were one of them; if it was me, - wouldn't
you 77

(i Cawse too, taiking about possible legal swits, wldni.l'lh!iwq&w wuﬂmn&r dwr‘rw.!mmbr
hell do, abous that day: = Fup, right smusck on terra flema of mralvlond, -

b 30, full dress, ux reality, Casse, o that particular day, -mwmmrrmmfmum qum
other than LAN, here | wasfound myself’ with a live gun in @ paper bag. Vup, you got it; [ sure ax in
Hell wos ! - o pisiod i be precive. And then when | walked wp to a palice officer outside the big terminal there, who
was feaning.. seemingly nervovslyanxlously, up againe his patrol squad car, and | soid o him, | have @ gun here, in

thix bag. .Mngafmkwwﬁmuhrﬂudnmnhﬂ:hﬂ!dnmﬁm Bt hardly fiad [ the chanoe to get the

wery first words aff my guandary oul of my mowh, when he soid excitedly, ' Don't bother me | Don't bother me! *
repeatiig bt agan, and again: Saying: ' Fm waiting for some very FLPs ' [ dcruclly VIP, already means *very |
Hhawewer | diddn'l get, or wani o, - infe that particular discussion with him, af feast not right then. ) - 56 then [

predicament | - wandering.
and terminals, here and there, with a paper bag, full of nothing other than o pistol, which 1 seemingly cannot,

- you might artieulale @, ~ unload 7 - Sure ‘i in the Damndest of Hells, don't wat to go throwgh that experience
again. would you P Ever- )

Well, never mind, not to get distracted all the time and get back again to work, another
problem at LAX, is Secand Level, there. Because, just like every one of the later-years-built
and i here throughout the South Land, and, CA, - these, in fact, giant,
monumentalicolossal slrucum possibly some of the whole world's biggest, yea, on all eanh;
have, as a matter of fact, long since, and now continue to all be built out of reinforced concrete
This, reinforced steel and concrete, is indeed a marvelous building substance, but it does have

one weakness, - the one, single, only one | know of, which is, it's rigid, brittle and subject 1o

being a shatter-nble substance, - under shock. ( In fact, when you want to remove and
destroy an existing concrete structure, then you hit it with shock, as with a jack hammer. It's how

you demaolish i, if it's what wanted. ) . . .

Now where the problem is, as everyone knows/can see, that all these great structures, as 2
level, erected, a1 say, now, in the zone of earth's most dangerons shock area ! - are all
d out of shatter-abl rete, Couse, all that's wrong with even the best of reinforced
concrete structures, - not to get o tiresome on this point, |slhe|rnne|ndonlysmgluwuaiums
It they are subject lushutl.unns under shock. Because sue. " originally, |n lhe uld dly these

giant of all structures, as 'second level ' and especi Cal, -
ie. here, -righthere -, . . would have been, -inl‘n:lw:le,nllhnluntwophms The
main frame was built out of much more shock resistant steel fwmng. whereas the concrete

materinl was used only for the lary part of the phases, ele.
Sa that, all these were then all built that way. You might say, at this particular juncture, the
application of a litte sanity, was used, applied 1o the problem, - nothing more than already well
known in as early as Freshman years, Enginecring curriculum; which, also those of us who
matriculated out of CA's grade schools learned even so very much earlier, wellthoroughly, -
cowering there, terrified, under our desks in grade school carth quake drills, - Remember 7

Further, using the steel for the main frame, and the reinforeed concrete for the secondary
structures, is the way highway overpasses are now built, all the way across the rest of the States,
still, now today ! Yup, in the non-heavy shock areas, where the imperative to build them
carrectly, is not so urgent; - Guess what, they got itright 1 Yet right here in the earth's huge-est
of all quake zones, where they are most subject to be shattered from earth's heaviest of all
shocks, - they are now-a-days, built all weong ! . . . out of shatter-able concrete. Yea! No
longer built the safest way they should be, out of the right substance ! - for the main frames,
anyway - Called professional ? - Engineering 7 7 7

So it is likewise, with LAX's impressive and very efficient, Second [.evel Mynway BCESS
and egress structure, The damn thing's completely built out of a sh LK
mean talk about utter lunacy, - idiocy ! ({ See the picture attached below, of a sample of what's
being discussed here. Cause it is a little hard to get your finger on it, ia'tit. - And that
picture’s, just from a relatively pissy-ass quake of 6,7, - very far from a Richter 8, which ona
logarithmic scale, is very, much heavier, far, far greater shock forcefenergy. ))

1 As @ mutler of perzonal facy, | starred our on thar 2. level profect warking fora “sub ' - mof referencing
here, wien, earlier. | id in fact work on literally, ‘sub (- abbrevioiion, alse for ' submarine ') design, o Mare
Ix., im specific, Fallefo, C.d. M-hr&bnwnﬁmmdntmmmkmkbwquum
twas when | worked fora iz @ subcantracior, bo the General on the bulding of * 3™ Lovel* right there,
LAX. CA.. mwmmummwmmmmu_ the weakness of employing shatter-able

ingfoveed o selection. vis-d-viy steel beams for the main frame/colnns of  Second Level,
For exampile. for ane, the most speetacular of alf eollapaes from notral causes in the whale U5A of the reinforced
comcrete, of the double level,slevaied frocsay sirucrure around the generolly westerly boundary of dh city of Oukland,
A the while o alt -«‘Nﬂkak‘qﬂrﬂﬂlwﬂmfmgﬁﬁ.h

-, - getiing
Level, LAX: mptericusly, i-w.rn}im. muﬁrmi ﬂrﬂralmy chear ali the way off that fob, the
praject. o eventually the LA Sowage Dispasal Plant's major averfasl job, Bt thar's  story for another day, ))

At Thhamgh § did get the ingpiration working there, at LA's hmwrhnmxmlmmkbm
World-Wide. | . . that {f it is passible 1o averlaul the whale of LA’ Sewage Dispasal Plant, which incidentaily is
wmmmmm without ever stopping the giamt flow of all LA's sewage, mmwnum

averhaul the Congress of the United States of America, completely, with out stopping itr * expidition *

world Then again, comparing Congress fo o Sewage [isposal Plant considering performances, may, in fact, nof
b ali that bod an analogy.  Bur, then, my present efforts to do jusi thar, net furm Congress hiere into a Sewage




Dispasal Plon, however possibly opprope - 10 up grade i, that is Comgress just like we did the L A plant. i
mugpbe sulyects for another dy’ time, vis-d-vir the particular furchere of subjects, right here })

« « « Which subject at hand is trying just as hard as possible, to set off
some kind of a dynamite ckn'rge.&amb under LAX Management/CLA/
City/and/e h else; Engineering, etc., etc. - may even be a good
use for a miniature A bomb, eveyone's talking, and so terrified about
these days - beat the damn terrorists to the punch, (( maybe even employ
them to do the task, get some use out of them)) . . . to get with it at
LAX, there, for a very nice change, after all these many years,

BEFORE IT'S TO LATE. And solve, reach the optimum
resolution, of all, ALL LAX's real/main problems ! }))

(i Geiting back again to LAXs i famaus Second Level roadway system, it's olf built out of @ reinforced:
steel-concrete sibetance. Yot the only o novwn weakmens of thist subssance, ar we're saying, o that [t's mmbjeer fo
complerely shattering wder heavy shock: and firther, in spite of thix widely known atiribule of reinforced concrete,
all o this siructure, and, ax far ax that goes, many otlers, buils right here, in CA, and especiolly in the 5. fand, in
carsh’s highest af ofl shock areas, are built thut way; while they all, simulioneously, carry anmually, the
mﬂwq{dmﬂhhikmuq{b«mﬂ‘huﬂmmm - ame miflian pergons, souls, over their winds and
infertwines. . It il does seem, a frightfully p even passibly sitwation, does’t it # 7
Thot, somelow, mmnqrmqmmnmmn.uqr&ewmr in porticular’s, very tmpressive project, was,
kind af, - yea, maybe, not too terribly smarl, cleverly devigned, andor thought aut; - really as much a it showld
have beer. and ought, mapbe, even, port haste, 10 be revited, tabe - at feast something, somewhere, somehow done
ol - to addressed it 1o be made adequately safe.  Though, maybe a bit hard to get one's finger right squarely on
that pins - )}

i Fo then, xince all of thiz right beee. ar hamd, iz parenthetical anyway, Jet's Tt it go, right there, for maw,
Because when old man San Andreas drops on by and checks his pal, Mr. Richter in, for a visit, inte s Suit 8, keps
permancmily reserved, here in our 8. Lond's, - in fact, colled - the Richter Hotel, - dowstown L4 - and or maybe
even in Hotel aliey outside LAY, there;  then there may be a bit of o probiews. Not that P want 1o get that grand old
weavl, all wpsel, - most swrely in the dammdest of hells, | for one, do net, - ot Net ! - Andior samehaw, ges him to
feeling in any way, aanoved and'or that he’s somehow, mot very welcome here (n our South Lond, - couse that'd be
really bad Just his occastonal visis are bod enough; think what (' be lile i e came here wpret, or mad | ' fusr
this, that that, very fine, one af an old gemtleman. which | persarally think and conceive of Fim o be, - practicably, in
ey case, holding hie (n the deepest of revertnces, il not the worshin of the fear of God, Himsell in Person

= What it is, 1 think. is this, that he simply doesi't know, ai this, hix pow very aged condilion, how terribly muzrive kis
atrengih still iv, in spile of the gathering af all these many years to his now ancient self. - Damn, swre wish we all
should be 3o hucky, be all thor stouspowerful when we get thot old, - don't yow ? )}

Reports of the present upgrading efforts there at LAX, come across as ever more and more,
miss-oriented, than before. Going to huge efforts/costs, and 10 a very large extent abuse, of

buying out/leveling adjacent ities; ete, ¢tc., - kind of flailing around more than
anything, - with possibly more applications of helter/skelter, than, possibly, something holding
the rational as, somehow, center focus as much as possible, vis-a-vis solutions, . . . at least

better anyway; striving always siriving for the indisputable optimum bests, under all dominant
exigencies extant -

{ For, what I'd suggest- The Soluion! . . Yup, Is LAX, now, going in the right
direction ? Evenat all 7  Or in danger of, forever nnd ever, floundering around, to the tune of
these big/huge $'s B's. . . . in every smgl: :imncnnn there is, except the nghl. one 7 Will this
adjacent ' up grading ' © 27 Will it completely resolve the above

three problem areas, fo their optimum best pouible there; like, for example, my
suggestion and concept, which entirely unsought, popped into my mind. Will? - Will it ?7

= or simply be so much more and more and more, of previous efforts there at LAX, ever more
leave large, basically, - seemingly more of an eternal floundering and floundering with the
problems, ad infinitum ? Instead 7 7 - Spending huge sums, and never reaching optimum;
of what, above, can be basically reduced to, possibly, only really Two, {2), basic issues. Again
and again, not 10 get oo tiresome on this, -+ Two Only ! - and in the interim, forever abusing
adjacent civil life. )

{f =and ! remember i day very well when | wos driving down, afler the end of the then westerly end of the
rurwiays, there was a lavge, extensive fallow arec with little hitls and depressions before the highoway which warks off
the Westerly boundary of LAX, - cver which failme aved, the large commereial jets are flying very faw, 1,2, hurdred
feed elevation, in iieir roaring, naisy, iake off meds, engines full bore, bathing samating the whole zone with their
matsive. nody echanes pallinion [ ikink i war the area where an aigpoet police couple. sometimes drove dows, fo
ron de vous, o the might shift. | §'ve absoltely nothing af all agains the dirport Pelice, af this functure. What they
da an their time off. or probably more, breaks, b strictly their o business. § ahways thoughi they ad a damn rough
Job, and all did very well; and amyway, it was a hell of a nice, nan-visible quite spo, expecially af night - However, all
thari's a story for another day. )]

1 Anyways What happered on this particalir day, when § happened to be deren in that same area, very good for
LAXs jack rabbits, - on my way bock to owr affice - there waz a falcon up there in the sky right befween the reneay
cotumrs, | guess you could call them, of the rising commercial feey on cach side of it, of the faleon, which was,
flutterirg up there in the sky, like they do just barely beeping even with the incoming ecean wind speed, right, smack
next o these commercial jets flight path, leaving LAY rumeays, yup, smack between the two tets of rmways. The
Jalfcon, was, « fust like the sobing-off_fets always iy fo do, fTving info the wind, only, as §say, in the caze of the falcon,
est fast emowgh to compeisaie for the incoming wind speed, so if waz them more or lexs siotionary relative 1o the
grownd, which is wigy | could stap for @ while and observe it 0. It was iotally oblivieus to the noise, siench of the many
theusands of eartk shaitering horsepawer of these jeis being spewed everywhere around if, roaring engines of fill
bore, in their chest ratiling. toke off moder. - om all sider of the bird, above, below, everywhere, - and as far as that
goes, af myaelf, )

1 Sudderly the falcon compleiely collapsed, and | thought sure in MMI-L i mxhnrﬂlnmlubr.m
brazen. becuuse now the nolse and pollution’s finally done i in,
whu-lhrfﬂfcmwl\l’dﬁf‘.ﬂ!wmgﬂ’nﬁromllllpmﬂ;mmwﬁqfn\rdl:mmmd'hmﬂwn
motreexhauai vehicles pollution. As | waiched, fust inches befare it kit the ground, it sudder; came back to Nfe again,
s 1 sy, o more th inches abuve growmd, in az split an sient, came fo, amd in that bare ats moment, to save it
Srom splattering itself againgt the grownd . . . Yea ! - flicked owt its wings, . . and catching the bounce of the
iy fraction of alr cuhion berween i and the growad, lierally bownced, kind of popged wp in the air agair, i Gl
Sight ! 1 theught tucky for it ifis time; damn close call | { was elose enowgh fo see i 201l had something squirming
i s claws, which | guess it had been carrving with it all alorg. somehow; and | wondered how aften that tipe of o
elose call happens, 1o birds too close fo jel pollution. that they pass clear out right/smack in fill fight | - never seen
amything af the likes of that before or tince; was, in fact, a bit anmoyed that the hwge air pollution from the jets had
cansed the falcon to pass clear ol right in the middle af ity fltght, however umwise it was for if fo be 5o clote fo te fets
and thelr proliution. and apparently totally bored o even deaf to the terrible noise; but was glod that it hodn't af leant
dast lix cateh and'or whitever i'd bees carrying. - Sa glad that ali's well that ends well - in the close call of s
mrw«nm:nmhw:umydauMdemm Well back to the irsues, herein, o what motierstwho's
impartant })

50 then, back lgaln to real problems of LAX, and try, never again to get so distracted all of
the time. All problems cannot all be compls solved there, all of the time, but what can be
done is proper mnlym can be applied in order to indeed effect the optimum balance
between the three major problem zones, Safety, Noise, Pollution, which is important,

because, whereas land-line transportation can easily rid itself of all commercial jets/supersonics,
and their massive poliution, plus, Plus! - also move so much faster than even the poky super-
sonics;  the problem is, that the arrival of that blessed day is so far away, it's hardly within scopes
of human history as it's known. Way, way off I so far it's stricily in * The Bye and Bye ', -
especially across the high and mighty Pac because, more truthfully/substantively, Pacific's,
50 damn much deeper, than any ocean . ie. off Guam, for one, decper than Everest is high 1

Cause even if we can get rid of overland jets, entirely, - hope of all hope's in the not too
distant future - and get nice quiet overland at a pace which is truly rapid, - for our day - and
therefore resort to what can, n[uln nat to get oo tiresome on this: For our day and age, be
viewed as decent transportation, in, - to repeat - - some sense rapid, (- leaving, - not to get too
redundant on this theme, even super-sonics in the dust ), we'd still, nevertheless, be centuries
away from escaping the jets, subVsuper sonic, even, to/for us here, . . . ie. W. Coast. - The
reason for which, is again, not t get o tiresome and/or redundant on this point, - because of
our particular geographic location's need fo reach around to populations thronghont Pac.
Rim. - Again, in fact, -again-and-again, - home to the bulk, the majority of earth's
peoplesicivilizations. . . . and then, at the expense of real hard core redundancy, of what's
already said above, - the Pacific's simply too big/ideep, both, 1o be able to get rid of the super-
sonics, within even the very most optimistic of historic projections sanely possible. Don't really
wani here, 1o go off in a day drewm.  Se la vie -

i U another day when §eas working there. [ had my bands full af tools, specifications and gpeneral consruction
paraphernatio ele.. o was irying to get through a door from inside the terminal out omio the larmac. A very mice
emplogee ladly af LAX, very graciously, “mnlocked * ihe door and opened and held tie door apen for me. And i was
wice very mice af her, although the door war @ coded door. |

My proposals are for the overall optimum possible, best, there at LAX, of what ean
posslbly be done, as long a5 jets are the best we've got, and/or in, hopefully, the nol too distant
future, when the smelly, badly poluting damn things are eliminsted for overland, but still, as
already mentioned above, still needed, still necessary for overseas stull; to, again, not to
totally hammer, pound, pulverize this subject/point fo death:- ' To-from ' PacRim; and, once

again, also, . . . 1o keep on repeating, - the blggm population service area on earth. And | Then
Further, and o all, my parti for an opti ly designed LAX,
Terein, are for the mini possible, vi fak insult of i ities | - Not

spending huge sums of money, to supposedty resolve, but, instcad, elnmully end up, more abuse.

Endungering legal plunder, maybe, finally, essentially effecting their destruction! My

God, even Al Qaeda al its very upumum ! suu.‘essl'ul best', isn't that bad/andor *good ' -
5 on your vi .. I'd say/guess, -

1 However, the abave aside on the tasks of the building facilities, there at the Aiepart with it's handling of such
massive fuman populntions i not hordes, anmwally, - againabout 1000000 - and building so very much of that
Celeverdy | our of very best substance for shattering, as Secomd Level theee, that there b5~ under shock =, . .
s ali doesw't stop there. Vou also heave all those huge mmlti fevel prking siructures. Yup they are il alvo built oxt of

terable concrete in the very heart of the highest shock area on earth. Heal clever, though they may porsibly have @
redeeming point or two, bt [ don't want to ger info more of thor defciency, andor asser, here, becouse [ want ho focus
on samething move seriously wrong with the consiruction af them, all, and most likely, of all structures built there on
e J)

i And here. | really, really do spalogize for the particular line of thought, af this funciure, il becawse, whereas
o il et dxnes | complained of nnsuuamnﬂra\hcr =i the dime, Mh:.tv.un'mn\dm- o, qu)c
i

i the prezens, the complaim viz-d-vis, fechol indolence. iy
worked for - | dida's, did aot, 36 nuch chject on this aubject, 1o immediately follovwing, M\m: i WPIJW over
Fime, swept over my mind, fortwiale or atherwise, understandable or not il il Gfter the fact.  This very

eritical ivwe is the design of the forndutional strucinres of thore lorge, muiti-level parking siructure, ar well oz,
probably mosi of the other siructures there at LAX. })

I 5o then: Where the problem is, o this junciwre. is simply this, that thase large strwctures are buill on, and
securely fasiened to mazsive and very deep, reingforced. poured in paloce concrele cazonx, - huge deep concrete pifes,
burded very diep nto the earth. Thicany possible shocks fn the earth will be very well transmitied fo the bullding, o
the very best degree possible. All the tine | was inspeciing them, | had this unease, And, forjunately or otferwise later
I identified, (i this: That the very thing you wand to avold, expecially amthing mode of shatter-able
wonerete |~ [ilie the structures themrelves, eg. the parking omes. wiicl again, off those huge parking struciures ane
made of . . . . aterribly britrle substance. subject io utterly shattering under shock . . in, a5 we've been saping
sow, kind of over and aver agein, aboveielsewhere, i this, our area of the earth, subject a3 i1 i to the very sorst af’
all possite shocks, 30 that fo repear, the very thing pou ward to avoid, i doing amhing o emhance
transmitiing the eartl’s shoeks b thal siructure | ))

(" Becawse, all of them are bult this way, 5o e, to repemi all this, whal you're doing ir doing the very best pow
can fo enswre that any and all of earth’s heaviest of shocks are iransferred o the building. ar good as yow possibly can,

- @ o the building being one made of the subatance whose anly ane weakness which | know of, in the entire earth,
5, ir's subjlect o shaitering, wndvr shock So thar, then, obvicusly whsi yoir des't wani to do ix build them in such o
i, ot yon aid sy shocks in the earth o be trarsmitied o them Rather you want 1o block them, or at least iry fa, to
the very best degree you possibly car; from - obviowsly, what you don’t, Do Not | - wani to do, to repeat. i
enfrance irarsmission of eartl's mair sivage shocks to the buildings. 1)

{ The musch better comumum bilding: matericls for the main frame of large strucrures, ax those there, ot LAY, for
one, ix structural sieel, steel | beams.  The derigns there at LAX, may be similar to irying to anchor the bgges! ship
ever, somehow rigidly in the ocean (elf] itz foor, maybe, 30 it can be best batigred fo pivces by the worat of alf storm,
rather thar i inrieod of Ading them out. - Thote siructures, thes, should be buili 1o that their base, which should
be @ contiomous, adequarely thick, reinforced one, sthould simply sit on thedits base sand under i/ them, like o giant
ahip "sits " in e wader, And they, above olf showld have wo, atherwise speli; No, like - NONE - of uny kind of
antacliments, o anchoring, per se, to mother earth ol all | - Or at least, the very leaxt possible. Bul, ({20, samehow
pring looded  Hecause intrinsic ancorage lafo the earils. 30 that any of its heavy shocks [s mont effectively trantmirted
1o the bullding, I the very thing that you dan'i, Do Not Wami [ )

1 Their design, then, - ol fo ged toa tresone an thiz poini, should be similar to how the dexign of huge ships,
are " Fastened ® io the water srourd it Thus all the building foundation design oll around there, LAY, Fup,
there, right there, LAY may then be flawed to some extent or other, some seriouthess. Sorry about that, - [ mean,
really, irnly sovry, an | pielf didhi't come to realice and gel a focus an that umiil, aver quite some time, kmier, but did’t
really have the breaks of time fo resporsd and address It ar here until now. ) o, -

And, so then, finally in conclusion, this whole dead pcuanled herein befis in lnce, pre(ewml:d o fw every
singhe, one cent on LAX g, a1 one cent, I L
‘o the totn! wverhsubrectamstion of the Inner Cliy the \lln.lc. enitire, conplete trip:- Public facilities, private homes +,
Plus | the toial revitlization of (he persons within those hames. In contenparary lingo, the whole 9 yards = LAX
and Inner City, Both ! - 1o the optimism, maximom possdble

For Now, Finis !

Tigre

cc Bd. Reg, Prof Engs.
Vamuuscmm.eglm et

Nowvthriche Earthgreke, CA, 01/17/94 < Muny roads, tncluding bridges
.rm.f hevettedd Bighnecns were dhamaged by the 6.7 mapnitnde earthiuake.

T T IERE g tenvey wene damiateed FF W00 News Pl
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Dirmetar of Planning
Dept. of Regional Planning

Commissionars
Harold V. Helsley, Chair
Lesiie G. Ballamy, Vice:

Movember 6, 2003

Jim Ritchie

City of Los Angeles

Los Angeles World Alrports
LAX haster Plan Office

P.O. Box 92216

Los Angeles, CA 90009-2216

Dear Mr. Ritchie;

SUBJECT: LOS ANGELES COUNTY AIRPORT LAND USE COMMISSION COMMENTS
ON THE LAX MASTER PLAN DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL EISIEIR

Thank you for sending the LAX Master Plan Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement/Environmental impact Report daled July, 2003 to the Los Angeles County Alrport Land Use
Commission (ALUC). The County of Los Angeles has reviewed the EIS/EIR and comments were
transmitied to your office by the Board of SUpsmsors on anmhst 3. 2002, As you know, the Master
Plan must also be to the R | Planning C is capacity as the ALUC for review
and consideration, as mandated by iha California Public Utilities Con‘a {PULC), Section 21678(c),

As part of the ALUC review process, the Commission will conduct at least one advertised public meeting
where interested parties will have an opportunity to present lestimony to the ALUC. The ALUC's
determination should be made prior to approval of the Master Plan by the Los Angeles City Council.

Far further information regarding project referral to the ALUC, please contact me or Mark Child al (213)
874-6425 Monday through Thursday between 7:30 a.m. and 6:00 p.m, Qur Offices are closed on Fridays,
Thark you for the opporiunity to comment on this project

Very Truly Yours,

DEPARTMENT OF REGIONAL PLANNING
James E. Hartl, AICP
Director of Planning

Sorin Alexan:

Supervising Regional Planner
SAmc

c: Alrport Land Use Commission

Ruose O Ruiz
Sacrelary f the Camnission

320 West Termple Sireet. Los Angeles, Caiifomia 90012 Talephona (213) 574-6409 or TDD (213) 617-2292

mﬂ"l‘ TI’W Vet
November 7, 2003 D mation

City Treasurer
Mitchall Ing

Mr. David B, Kessler, AICP

U.S. Department of Transportation
Federal Aviation Administration
P.O, Box 92007

Waorld Way Postal Center

Los Angeles, CA 90009-2007

Mr, Jim Ritchie

City of Los Angeles

Los Angeles World Airports
LAX Master Plan Office

P.O. Box 92216

Los Angeles, CA 90009-2216

Re: Opposition to Supplement to Draft EIS/EIR Master Plan
Dear Mr, Kessler and Mr, Ritchie:

‘I'hc City of \-{onlmy Park is gmw:iy disappointed with the Supplement to the draft

En Impact S /Env | Impact Rc-pon lE.IbFEIRJ Los Angeles
International Airport (LAX) Master Plan. The Suppl shares the same
deficiency as the January 18, 2001 draft EIS/EIR documenl that proposed the first three
Alternatives: A, B, and C: Los Angeles World Airports (LAWA) and the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) have once again falled to address impacts to the Western San Gabriel
Valley communities that are currently suffenng from severe negative impacts from LAX
operations.  The City had submined comments to the January 18, 2001 drafi EIS/EIR LAX
Master Plan and voiced our concems about absence of analysis on impact to outlying areas. To
date, we have yet to receive a response to this dated document. (This document has been
anached.)

Qur elected officials have addressed some of the communities’ concerns at the August 13, 2003

public heanng thar was held ot Lumi R M Park. We would like to note
thal the City of Monterey Park ls a member of the Los Angeles Airport/Community Noise
dtable and have participated in the formation of the comments that they have submitted.

We also note that we concur with findings submitted by the County of Los Angeles Board of
Supervisors,

Pricke i tht Past « Faith in the Futun

Comments to Draft EIS/EIR Master Plan
November 7, 2003
Page Z2of 3

In regards to Alternative D, the City is alarmed with the proposed changes to the airport that
would accommodate and encourage the use of larger aircraft (the New Large Aircraft) and
increase the number of approaches to the north runway complex, specifically at night, (Section
4.1.3.1.2.1). In addition, we concur with the County of Los Angeles’ concern that certain
proposed facilities - namely the Ground Transportation Center and the Intermodal
Transportation Center - are designed for a much larger capacity than 78.9 MAP. The proposed
reconfiguration of the gates will also allow for a much larger number of carriers than 78.9 MAP.

1) The City appreciates LAWA's efforts 1o reduce the number of aircraft operations
by encouraging the use of larger wide-body aircraft, However, the louder noise
associated with the larger aircraft will not offset the benefit of less traffic. Our
communities cannot tolerate the current noise levels generated by LAX aircraft
operations that have been measured a1 81 dbA: How are we expected to live with
an estimated dbA of 91 or even higher noise levels?

2) LAWA’s proposal to designate the north complex for amivals in an effort to
increase safety and efficiency through airfield facility modifications will have a
significant impact on our community. The draft EIS/EIR attests that the noise
contours would be “longer (further east) along the approach 1o the north runways
a5 a result of projected increases in arrivals to that complex.” Currently, due to
the physical topography of many housing tracts in Monterey Park, Moniebello
and Alhambra the planes amiving into the norh complex are flying less than
1,900 feet directly above our homes. The diversion uf flights that are currently
arriving into the southern complex to the north led with the
increase in flights in LAX (i.e., 67 MAP 10 789 MAP] will crcate a continuous
stream of low-flying aircraft over our communities,

In LAWA’s noise study of our community dated May 1998, they provided several
facts that indicate that Alternative D could result in a 65 db CNEL for our
community. Namely, the measured noise level of a wide-bodied jet flying over
our community is 76 dB (or B0 SEL), and the frequency of overflights for a
“heavy overflight day" is every two minutes. Given that Altemative I proposes
(1) a predominance of wide bodied jets and even larger planes a1t LAX and (2) the
designation of the northern runway for all arrivals, the daily average noise level
based on these two factors can conceivably create for our community a CNEL of
65 dB or likely higher, which the State of California defines as significant noise.

3) LAWA has included a noise analysis using the single event noise level that can
better describe the impact of aircraft noise. However, threshold of significance is
set at 94 dbA, which is equivalent to standing in near proximity to a jet taking off,
or next 1o a train blowing its hom. In fact, the National Institute on Deafness
reports that noise levels above 90 dbA casues hearing damage. The Los Angeles
Airport‘Community Noise Roundtable’s has extensive comments in the area of
single event noise level thresholds that should be addressed

Comments to Draft EIS/EIR Master Flan
November 7, 2003

Page 3of 3

4) The Master Plan fails to provide any mitigation to increased truck traffic despite a
64 percent increase in cargo activity, Off airport surface transportation measures
are ounrned to air passenger travel and within the immediate airport area (e.g.,
) The Soutt California  Association of
Guv:mmcnts (S{,AG} prajects that drivers will be traveling at less than 16 miles
per hour (from 27 miles per hour) during peak hour and that 32 percent (from
17%) of IhL average driver's mileage will be spent driving in “stop and go”

litions in the regional fi ys such as the San Bemanrdino/Santa
\clamca. Long Beach, and Sanm Ana. It is very likely that LAX cargo m:rr-:
alone will cause signi 1o the regional surface

infrastructure as it merges with the heavy wuck traffic from the recently
completed Alameda Corridor improvements that end at the Ports of Los Angeles
and Long Beach,

5).  We would like to reiterate a concern that was mentioned in our November 2001
comments to the January 2001 draft EIS/EIR:  Air Quality, The proposed
increases in both MAP and cargo activity will increase aircraft cmissions of
criteria air pollutants over the San Gabnzl Valley, “Critenia air pollutants

exacerbate respiratory and cardi di in young and old members

of our communities, while the long-term and cumulative risks posed by the

of toxic air poll (TAP) to the citizens Imng and working in the
communities under the I'llght paths are currently unknown.”

The City of © y Park izes that the Suppl | Master Plan proposes an allermnative
that has the lowest capacity of all four altematives, and in fact assumes that other airports in the
region will sccommodate their fair share of increase in air traffic. We whole-heartedly support
the Regional Airport Approach and believe that all communities in the region should share both
the benefits and :hsadvanugcs of regional airport activity, However, there needs to be some

to LAX imp ities that LAX sirport activity will be restrained regardless
of the outcome of regional airport lop In addition to working with State and Federal
officials to expand airport activity in Orange County, LAWA needs to implement measures to
require or encourage use of its other regional airports in the Southern California basin - Ontario,
Palmdale and Ventura - 1o alleviate demand on LAX. Specifically, LAWA should focus on
moving air cargo activity to these outlying airports where goods distribution facilities are
established.

Please contact me, or our Transportation Manager, Amy Ho, should you have any questions.

Cl %

Chris Jeffers
City Manager

Altact - Ni ber 8, 2001 C to Draft EIS/EIR Master Plan
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November 8, 2&1

Mr. David B. Kessler, AICP

U.S. Department of Transportation
Federal Aviation Administration
AWP-611.2

P.O. Box 92007

Los Angeles, CA 90009-2007

Mr. Jim Ritchie

City of Los Angeles

Los Angeles World Airports
Master Plan Office

P.O. Box 92216

Los Angeles, CA 90009-2216

Re:  Comments to Draft Master Plan Draft EIR/EIS

Dear Mr. Kessler and Mr. Ritchie:

The City of Monterey Park has worked jointly with the City of Montebello to prepare e

to the Draft Master Plan Draft Envi | Impact § fEnvi | Impact Report

(EIS/EIR) for the Los Angeles Intemnational Airport.

We believe that the draft Master Plan Draft EIR/EIS is “fatally flawed” and that the only viable

conclusion is to start the process over again.

Please contact Mr. Chris Jeffers, City Manager, at (626) 307-1257 if you have any questions.
We look forward to ‘your respanse lo our concems as addressed in the attached report.

Francisco Alonso

in “Frank" Venti
Cetmcil Member

c: Congress Woman Hilda Solis
Senator Gloria Romero
Assembly Woman Judy Chu, Ph.D.
A Frikintefst o foithinthe fur

Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR regarding impacts of the
proposed LAX expansion.

The Cities of Monterey Park, M bello and Ci ities of the Western
San Gabriel Valley
November 7, 2001

1. Introduction

This is the official comment document of the City of Monterey Park, the City of
Montebello and the communiies of the Western San Gabriel Valley on the
proposed Los Angeles International Airport (LAX) Master Plan and the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (draft EIS/EIR)'.
The Cities appreciate the opportunity provided by Los Angeles World Airports
(LAWA) and the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) to comment on these
documenis.

The Cities of Monterey Park, Montebello and the communities of the Westem
San Gabriel Valley are located within 12 air miles to the east of the Los Angeles
International Airport. These communities are located directly under the flight
paths of aircraft arriving from the north landing at LAX, and currently are affected
by the noise, air emissions, as well as safety related issues from these "over
flights.” These communities are especially affected under high air traffic
congestion, or poor visibility conditions. Under these conditions, more distance is
required between aircraft arriving at LAX, and flights have to be routed further
east for their approach, further exacerbating the over flight conditions.

These Cities also have a unique topographical feature in that certain portions
within their territories are located at elevations of up to 800 feet above sea level.
In an area where approaching flights are supposed to fly at an altitude of 2,500
feet, this means these portions of the communities are exposed as much to
aircraft noise and emissions as communities located directly adjacent to the
airport. In addition, these Cities are also home to a high proportion of minority
and/or low-income population. According to the 2000 US census information, the
City of M llo is approxi y 75 percenl Hispanic, and the City of
I y Park is approximately 57 percent Asian and 29 percent Hispanic. In
fact, the raclal makeup of the Monterey Park communily is nearly 80 percent
minority.

! Prapared by Ecos Consulting, Portiand, Oregon.

Commaents on the Dratt EIR/EIS, November 7, 2001 1

The City of Monterey Park, the City of Montebello and the communities of the
Woestern San Gabriel Valley have grave concerns in regards to the proposed
expansion plans presented in the LAX Master Plan and draft EIS/EIR documents.
We believe the proposed plans are deeply flawed, and contain numerous
omissions, and ambiguous ar misleading information. In addition, they contain a
number of incorrect assumptions - the documents only presented alternatives
that have worse impacts than LAWA and the FAA's preferred options, although
alternatives with far less community impacts exist, including a regional
transportation systam. The Cities are particularly concerned by the omission of
any analysis of the effects of the proposed expansion on their residents,
especially on the topic of air safety.

Specifically, the Cities object to the plan proposed by the draft EIS/EIR and the
LAX Master Plan because of the following factors:

+ Air Quality Impacts: The air quality for the citizens living and working in the
Cities of Monterey Park, Montebello and the Western San Gabriel Valley will
be severely affected as over flight emissions increase, as projected by the
drali EIS/EIR. Furthermore, the draft EIS/EIR has not provided impact
analysis for the exposed communities under the airport flight path, As the
current operations at LAX already constitute the largest single source of air
pollution in this nation's worst air quality region, any proposed expansion will
further decrease the air quality in the Los Angeles Basin and the affected
communities.

+ Nolse Impacts: An increase in airport operations will significantly increase
the noise levels in communities directly under the flight path, thereby reducing
the quality of life of the people living there. Scientific studies have shown that
noise from departing and arriving aircraft overhead can be a constant source
of distress to community members (especially noise from round-the-clock
cargo operations). Aircraft noise disturbance range from interfering with
normal speech to interrupting sleep, and can disrupt a wide range of
activities. Studies also show there is a relationship between noise and the
health of community residents — high noise levels can be a factor in
hypertension and cardiovascular disorders. The draft EIS/EIR also does not
contain noise impact analysis beyond the communities adjacent to airport
boundaries.

+ Human Health Impacts: Implementation of the draft EIS/EIR's proposed
bulld alternatives will result in increased aircraft emissions of criteria air
pollutants — components of urban air pollution and precursors of smog, as
well as emissions of toxic air pollutants (TAP) over the Western San Gabriel
Valley. Criteria alr pollutants exacerbate respiratory and cardi |
conditions in young and old members of our communities, while the long-term
and cumulative risks posed by the emissions of TAPs to the citizens living
and working in the communities under the flight paths are currently unknown.
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+ Traffic Impacts: The draft EIS/EIR projects a significant increase in cargo
volume at LAX, which will have the potential to affect traffic through the
Western San Gabriel communities. Currently, truck traffic to and from the
poris of Los Angeles heading eas! to the Inland Empire and points east pass
through these communities. An increase in cargo traffic to and from LAX will
add to the current high volume, significantly affecting local traffic patterns and
as well as regional arterials to access our communities.

-+

General Concerns: The draft EIS/EIR lacks sufficient health studies, relies
too heavily on models for impact analysis, and omits analysis of significant
impacts to outlying areas. While the proposed expansion plans have the
potential to affect the whole Los Angeles region and our communities on a
number of aspects, most of the draft EIS/EIR's impact analysis was narrowly
focused. LAWA and the FAA need to complete a more thorough investigation
and analysis of the effects, including safety issues, of the increased
operations on communities directly under the flight path, as well as the Los
Angeles region,

-

Outreach Concerns: The draft EIS/EIR and LAX Master Plan combine to
present a prohibitive document. It is over 12,000 pages long, available to the
general public only at limited locations or via the Internet, and costs
approximately $3,300 to purchase a hard copy. The document is wiitten by
experts, and contains many complex technical details. Due to its limited
availability, the technical details, and the costs associated with purchasing a
copy of the draft EIS/EIR, it is very difficult for the average citizen, and even
small cormmunities and institutions to fully gain an understanding of the
impacts of the proposed expansion of LAX. In addition, LAWA and the FAA
have not done a credible effort to inform or elicit input from the affected
communities.

+ Regional Transportation Strategy: The draft EIS/EIR and the proposed
Master Plan do not reflect long-term regional transportation strategy of the
greater Los Angeles Region. The proposed expansion only focuses on
operations at LAX. It does not adequately assess the viability of a region-
wide transportation system.

+ Environmental Justice: The draft EIS/EIR analysis of impacts focuses
narrowly and does not look beyond the communities immediately adjacent to
LAX. Communities directly under the flight path are also affected by
operafions at the airpont, and will be subjected lo severe air and noise
pollution impacts as operations at LAX increase. These communities are not
considered for any mitigation measures by LAWA and the FAA. These
communities, including the Cities of Monterey Park, Montebello and the
Western San Gabriel Valley, are comprised mostly of mincrity residents.
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These residents are unfairly bearing the burdens of LAX operations and ﬁny
future expansions, without any of the projected benefits.

+ Security and Safety Factors: The evenls of September 11, 2001 have
created unforeseen circumstances that drastically affect current and future
US air travel as well as the growth pressure at LAX. Due to these events, the
Cities of Monterey Park, Montebello and the communities of the Western San
Gabriel Valley request that LAWA revise the Master Plan and the draft
EIS/EIR to include analyses pertaining to security and safety conditions at
LAX. These revised impact analyses by LAWA should take into account the
near and long-term revised passenger and cargo forecasts based on the
September 11 events' impacts to the economy, airlines, security and safety,
and air travel in general, I

Given thg public outery against the draft EIS/EIR and Master Plan, and the
changes in the industry due to the events of September 11, LAWA has the
unigue opportunity to revisit the document and incorporate the feedback already
recelved. Althe very least, LAWA needs to update the Master Plan based on the
changes in the industry. These changes are discussed in more detail below.

In summary, the Cities of the Western San Gabriel Valley submit that the draft
EES!F[H documents provided by LAWA and the FAA are currently insufficient. At
a minimum, they must be revised to acknowledge the significance of current
impacts and the potential for additional impacts in the future,

We request that LAWA and the FAA conduct additional studies and provide
analyses of impacts on communities directly under the flight path, and especially
those located below the 3,000 feet operating ceiling. In addition, LAWA and the
FAA need to also consider the following:

+ A study of foxic air pollutants from aircraft and their long-term, cumulative
impacts on the exposed population.

+ A study of aircraft noise impacts on the communities under the flight path.

+ The viability and safety of increased LAX operations over the Los Angeles
Region's already constrained airspace.

+ Economic (cost-benefit), and origin and destination analyses for aff |
communities.

In terms of proposed mitigation strategies, we ask that LAWA and the FAA
provide the affected communities, including those under the flight path with more
defined and realistic mitigation strategies that will actually reduce LAX's current
and future operational impacts, including:

+ Noise reduction or noise limitation plans for the affected neighborhoods,
including restricted flight hours and ceilings.

Commanis.on the Draft EIRVEIS, November 7, 2001

+ An air quality improvement plan to minimize the effects of toxic and criteria
air pollutant on the affected communities, including education and
outreach efforts to the affected population.

s Active mitigation strategies that monitor impacts to the affected
communities and respond whenever impact levels exceed acceptable
limits.

+ A concrete, step-by-step plan to address environmental justice issues,
including commitments to recognize and address the imbalance of the
environmental, noise and health burdens of the airport's operations and
expansion currently borne by low income and minority populations under
the flight path.

LAWA and the FAA need to carefully consider a more regional transport system
that will better serve the Los Angeles Basin. A regional approach to meeting the
Los Angeles Region's transportation needs will help to reduce impacts and
pollution In communities under the LAX flight path. This approach will better
serve the region's future growth, and will provide a more fair distribution of the
economic gains to the LA region, We believe that this region has the potential of
setting the standard for a world-class regional transportation strategy.

2. Impacts

2a, Alr Quality Impacts to Communities Under the Flight Path

Any expansion of LAX of jons will further the air quality in the
communities directly under the airport’s flight path, including the communities of
Western San Gabriel Valley. According to the US EPA, aircraft emissions from
about 500 to 3,300 feet altitude are essentially the same as emissions at ground
level 2. Thus, the Cities of Monterey Park, Montebello, and tha communities of
Western San Gabriel Valley are exposed to the same air pollutants as
communities closer to LAX, dus to the fact that these Cities are diractly under the
flight path and are located within the 2,500 fest operating "celling.” As operations
from LAX increase, we believe thal the air quality for the citizens living and
working in the Cities of Mnntereg Park, Montebello, and the Western San Gabriel
communities will further worsen.

“Significant and unavoldable" air quality impacis
The draft EIS/EIR lists six “significant and unavoidable” air-quality related
impacts to the communities surrounding LAX, al least two of which will also
significantly impact communities under the flight path.

% «Gontrol of Air Pollution from Alrcraft and Aircraft Engines.” Reguiatory Support Document, US
Enwi I F ion Agency, § I DC, 1997,

YLAX Technical Appendix G. "Alr Qualty Impact Analysis,” from “Drait EIS/EIR, Los Angeles
International Alrport Proposed Master Plan Imp " US Dep of Transporiati
Federal Aviation Administration.
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+ The draft EIS/EIR concludes that increased traffic and activily levels will result
in increase emissions of all five “criteria pollutants” (the five EPA-classified
main comy 1ts of urban air pollution) in all ex; ion i

+ The draft EIS/EIR concludes that people living, working, recrealing, or
attending schools in communities near the airport may experience increased
incremental cancer risks from exposure to toxic air poliutants (TAF).

Increased criteria pollutant emissions and an increase in their ambient air
pollution concentrations will lead to adverse health effects on the residents of the
local communities. Emissions of other compounds from aireraft operations will
also increase (along with these five criteria pollutants) as LAX operations and
over flights increase. These compounds include toxic and carcinogenic air
poliutants (TAPs) whose effects are just beginning to be investigated, and their
cumulative effects on the general populace are far from fully understood.

The draft EIS/EIR acknowledges that people living, working, recreating, or
attending schools in communities near the airport may experience increased
incremental cancer risks from exposure to toxic air pollutants. However, we ask
that LAWA and the FAA thoroughly investigate these risks, and address ways o
mitigate these risks. Air pollutants also harm trees and other plant life in the
same way they affect humans: by reducing their respiration capacity and
increasing their susceplibility to diseases and insect attacks. All of these factors
will act to reduce the quality of ife for all of its citizens.

2b. Noise Impacts to Communities under the Flight Path

The proposed LAX expansion would result in an increase in airport and aircraft
activities, Increases in over fiights and their frequency can significantly increase
the noise levels in communities under its flight path, thereby reducing the quality
of life of the people living there. In fact, the City of Los Angeles has identified
noise generated by LAX as the primary unresolved naise issue facing the City.

The current operations at LAX already subject thousands of people living and
working In the Western San Gatriel Valley neighborhoods under the flight path to
constant aircraft noise. Cument FAA regulations allow for communities
experiencing noise levels of 65 dB community noise equivalent level (CNEL) or
above to qualify for mitigation measures.

However, for the Cities of Monterey Park, Montebello, and the Westem San
Gabriel Valley communities, the 65 dB CNEL does not adequately capture the
loud noise instances of over flights, which belong in the “single event” category.
The 65 dB CNEL measurement only extends to an area that covers less than a
mile to the east of the airport. While some measurements were taken In our
communities, these did not avail the communities under the flight path to any
available mitigation measure. The effects of increased aircraft noise intensity on
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the citizens of the Western San Gabriel Valley can be as harmful as the impacts
on the communities directly adjacent to LAX.

“Significant and unavoldable” noise imp
The draft EIS/EIR lists seven “significant and unavoidable” noise-related impacts
to the communities surrounding LAX, at least three of which can also significantly
impact communities under the fiight path.

+ The draft EIS/EIR concludes that tolal population/dwelling /i d lo
aircraft noise above 65 dB CNEL would increase under the three proposed
build alternatives, and decrease under the No Action/No Project Alternative.

+ The draft EIS/EIR concludes that sensitive uses exposed to aircraft noise
above 65 dB CNEL would increase under the three proposed build
alternatives, and decrease under the No Action/No Project Alternative.

+ The drait EIS/EIR concludes that there are nois itive parcels previously
exposed to 65 CNEL or higher noise level that will be exposed to increases in
noise levels of 1.5 CNEL or greater under the proposed expansion plans.

Under the “preferred build altemative,” more itive use areas such as
schools, churches, and other institutions in communities surrounding LAX will be
exposed to higher noise levels in 2015, with the phasing in of larger aircraft and
cargo flights. This includes sensilive areas in the Cities of Monterey Park,
Montebello, and the communities of Western San Gabriel Vallay. High noise
levels on communities are not only a constant source of distress, but can disrupt
learning abilities in children.” 3

Many members of the nearby communities, and communities under the flight
paths are already exposed fo excessive noise levels under the current LAX
operational structure. We believe the proposed expansion plans will result in an
increase in the numbers of the population in the Weslem San Gabriel Valley
exposed to high noise levels and further reduce their quality of life.

Due to the elevation, and the location, the LAX over flights subject the Cities of
Monterey Park and Montebello to unacceptable noise levels. According to FAA
guidelines, an increase in 1.5 CNEL constitutes a “significant” noise level
increase. Currently the communities in the Westem San Gabrie! Valley have no
way of determining whether their residences, schools, and parks currently
exposed to excessive aircraft noise levels will be exposed to even higher levels
of noise under the proposed expansion plans. Furthermore, none of the
mitigation strategies proposed by the draft EIS/EIR to mitigate noise from airport

* 5ga, for example, Bullinger, Monika; Hygge, Staftan; Evans, Gary; Mies, Markus; and
Mackensen, Sylvia. “The Psychological Cost of Aircralt Naise for Children.” Lecture given al the
“Environment and Psyche” sy in Aachen, 1598
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operations will result in reduced noise impacts to the communities under the flight
path, including the proposed “least impact” expansion scenario.

While the draft EIS/EIR projects that there will be significant increases in noise
levels as well as increases in the noise intensity due to increased operations, it
discounts how these increases may affect communities under the flight path, or
their environment. Children are particularly susceplible o the effects of high
noise levels in their home and leaming environments.

Furthermara, scientific studies conducted on the effects of high noise levels on
communities have shown that there is a relationship between noise and the
health of community residents. Scientific studies have also shown that noise
from departing and arriving aircraft is a constant source of distress to the affected
communities, interfering with normal speech, interrupting sleep, and can disrupt a
wide range of activities, and individuals’ sense of well-being. A major effect of
chronic exposure to elevated noise levels among adults living near airports or on
the flight path is the feeling of helplessness: most people who are annoyad by
alrplane noise report feeling unable or helpless to alter the situation.® High noise
|evels have also been linked to hyp ion and cardio lar disorders.®

The proposed increase in operations outiined in the draft EIS/EIR will subject
noise sensitive areas such as schools, churches, and other places of gathering,
including parks and other ion to ive noise levals. Studies
have documented that children chronically exposed to aircraft noise have poorar
reading skills when compared to children living in quiet neighborhoods. In
addition, studies have suggested that children in high noise areas may develap
poor persistence on challenging tasks.” All members of our communities will be
severely affected, especially ones with less mobility, as they will have no escape
from airport-related naise, either in their homes, or at any other near-by location
in the communities where they choose to go for recreation or social gathering.

Finally, the draft EIS/EIR's expansion plans include proposals for increase in
LAX's cargo handling capacily from the current 1.9 millien annual tons to 4.2
million annual tons. This increase will result in more round-the-clock cargo flights
and other operati potentially i ing nighttime noise levels. Studies have
found that intermittent and impulsive noises, such as aircraft noise overhead, are
more disturbing to sleep than continuous noise sources, Furthermore, the quality
of sleep and sleep disturbance are directly related to aircraft noise exposure in
these studies.®

£ Barsky, Paul N,, “Sleep Interference and Annoyance by Alrcralt Noise,” Sound and Vibration,
December 1976,

® See, for example, Bronzal, 1998; or Cohen et al, 1981,

7 Gohen, Shaldon; Evans, Gary W.; Krantz, David S.; Stokols, Daniel, “Physiological,

Motivational, and Cognitiva Effects of Alrcraft Noisa on Children”, American Psychologlst, Val. 35,
Mo, 3, March 1980,

® Borsky, Paul N,, *Slesp Interferance and Annoyance by Alrcraft Nolse," Sound and Vibration,
December 1976,
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2¢. Surface Traffic Impacts to Communities on the LAX Cargo
and Traffic Corridors

The Master Plan's proposed expansion of LAX operations, especially the
increase in LAX cargo capacity, will have the potential to significantly alter the
traffic flow through the Cities of Monterey Park, Montebello, and other
surrounding communities in the Western San Gabriel Valley. These communities
are located on the LAX traffic and cargo corridors (which include 1-5, 1-10, I-105,
I-805, 1-710, US-60, and US-81).

The draft EIS/EIR concludes that construction activities from any of the proposed
build alternatives will result in increased traffic congestion, potentially affecting
the local communities during the next fifteen years of construction and beyond. It
further states that these traffic impacts to the citizens living and working in the
communities surrounding the airport will be “significant and unavoidable.” These
“significant and unavoidable® impacls may well extend 1o other communities
beyond the draft EIS/EIR's analyses, especially communities that are on the LAX
traffic and cargo routes.

Proy d expansion’s impacts on surface traffic

The draft EIS/EIR's evaluation of surface traffic impacts by the expansion plans
concluded that:

+ Construction-related traffic, lane clasures, and detours would temporarily
impede access to community services and other amenities from some
portions of adjacent communities. =

+ Inbound, upper level ramps traffic in the central terminal area (GTA) would
increase.

+ Change In vehicle demand through various intersections.

+ Construction traffic would disrupt normal roadway operations.

+ Disruption of adjacent communities due to temporary changes in
circulation patterns (on airport) during construction.

We believe that additional analyses are needed to evaluate impacts lo
communities such as the Cities of Monterey Park, Montebello, and others. In
particular, LAWA needs to conduct a traffic study that includes the major
freeways (1-405, 1-10) and the impacts on the increased traffic on these roads
from the expansion.

Commarits on e Draft EIRVEIS, Novemnber 7, 2001 2]

3. Flawed Assumptions and/or Omissions by the Draft EIS/EIR

3a, General Document

In examining the draft EIS/EIR, we believe that the conclusions regarding the
proposed expansion's impacts on the affectad communities, especially
communities under the flight path, are not entirely te or reliable, and are
understated or flawed. Below are a number of factors that we have identified that
may affect the draft EIS/EIR's overall assessment of impacts.

+ The draft EIS/EIR conclusion that the preferred alternative — alternative C or
“No Additional Runway” — will have the least negative impacts to the
communities and the region is a result of certain questionable assumptions, if
not downright advocacy. The preferred altemative, which results in projected
improvements in traffic flows and the least delays, compared to the “no
action” scenario, Inevitably has fewer emissions and noise impacts at LAX.
However, the communities under the flight path will not reap any of these
benefits, and will be subjectad to additional over flights, emissions, and noise.

+ The use of the “no action” comparison by the draft EIS/EIR Is also extremely

isleading to the g | public, as the documents only presented

altemnatives that have worse impacts than LAWA and the FAA's preferred
options, although less burdensome altematives exist.

+ The assumptions underlying the impact analyses ignore the possibility that
airport improvements may fesult in more passengers or more flight
operations, sooner. If the airport increases its airside efficiency and reduces
delays, it is plausible thal airines will choose to increase flights to LAX as
opposed to using other regional airports, and resulting in increased
community impacts, Including impacts to the Western San Gabriel Valley
communities

+ The draft EIS/EIR's air quality and noise impact assessments and
conclusions use estimates that are based only on models and simulations.
The draft EIS/EIR only offers one scenario resull for each proposed
expansion plan, rather than a range in which future emission inventories or
noise impacts may fall. These impact assessments neglect to include
analysis far communities under the flight paths.

+ The impact analyses for each of the planning herizon year uses only one
possible composition of the future aircraft fleet using LAX. We believe the
assumptions for the fleet projection to be overly optimistic, with the adoption
of larger aircraft classes by airlines and cargo carriers alike running counter to
SCAG's Regional Transportation Plan projections. We believe additional
analysis is needed using lower adoption rates by airlines and cargo carriers.
Mare realistic adoption rates have the potential to increase expansion impacts
to local communities and communities under the flight path.
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+ The draft EIS/EIR's projection of alrerait fleet mix does not count foreign-
owned and operated aircraft. Sufficient information is available to tell us thal
emissions from this category may be another significant contributor to the
overall airport air quality impacts. Given the importance of LAX as an
intemnational hub, foreign flights are expected to account for at least 7% of
traffic, it not more.” It is also likely that activities by foreign-owned aircraft will
increase in the near future, like other air transport activities. If so, their
contribution to the air emissions and noise impacts will also increase.

+ Airspace/Flight Path analysis: the draft EIS/EIR used inaccurate and outdated
sources to calculate delays (OAG and ACARS) that do not report all aspects
of flight operations. In addition, the use of these outdated and inaccurate
informalion source poses a clear salety threal to the communities located
under the flight path and the Los Angeles Basin.

+ The draft EIS/EIR fails to depict routes that are in conformance with stated
airport and FAA policy, as flight paths are not provided in the reports. The
absence of flight path information cannot allow for an adequate analysis of
the impact of the proposed expansion plans.

3b, Air Quality Impacts Assessment

+ The draft EIS/EIR's analysis of air quality impacts on affected communities
has completely neglected to take into account the impacts of air pollutant
emissions on communities under the flight path, including the Cilies of
Monterey Park, Montebello, and other communities in the Westem San
Gabriel Valley. As these communities are within the 2,500 feet flight ceiling of
arrivals at LAX, any increase in flight operations will expose them to the same
air pollutants, and potentially the same air quality impacts as the communities
surrounding LAX. Unlike the communities surrounding LAX, the communities
under the fiight path will not benefit from any proposed air pollution mitigation
measures.

+ In discussing the impact of toxic air poliutants (TAP) associated with current
airport operations, the EIS/EIR notes that LAWA is initiating an “indapendent”
study of air quality in the area around LAX for the purpose of examining
impacts. Given that the resulls are r y to blish the baseli
sefting, the draft EIS/EIR needs to include consideration of toxic air pollutants
associated with current airport operations. LAWA also needs to conduct an
assessment of long-term health risks from TAP, their potential effects on the
communities under LAX's flight path.

o S e s
* Elying Off Course. Environmental Impacts of America's Alrports. Matural Resources Defense
Council, New York, NY. October 1996
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The draft EIS/EIR analysis of airside improvements discounted gate delays
and as a result, does not accurately depict arrival and departure flows. This
oversight can affect the determination of arrivals to LAX, and thus over flight
patterns over the communities in Western San Gabriel Valley. This can
significantly affect the noise and air quality impacts analyses as well.

The draft EIS/EIR emissions inventory were compiled using emission factors
for existing aircraft engines and is missing particulate emission factors for a
large number of new engines. Thus, the draft EIS/EIR's assessment of future
particulate emissions and impacts is missing an important component.

The draft EIS/EIR doss not address how the increase in air poliution from
LAX operations affects the State Implementation Plan (SIF), and what steps
will be taken to help the State mest the goals and objectives of the SIP.
Increased air pollution as a result of increased LAX operations will affect all
communities in the Los Angeles Basin.

The analytic basis for the community impacts is 1nsul'llicient. sinca_c;rhical
demographic and other relevant health data are missing. The Cities of
Montersy Park and Montebello have been excluded in the analysis.
Moreover, the draft EIS/EIR does nol compare the demographics of
communities served by this project to the demographics of communities
bearing the burden of the project's impacts.

3c. Noise Impacts Assessment

*

The draft EIS/EIR does not analyze noise in communities located beyond the
immediately adjacen! neighbarhoods to the airport.

The EIS/EIR indicates significant noise reductions with the transition to Stage
Il aircraft.  However, Stage |l aircraft will provide little to no relief for our
communities, as landing aircraft noise Is not adequalely addressed by Stage
Il measures.

operations are expected to have a 2,500 feet ceiling. LAWA and the FAA
have not taken these conditions into account during their analysis and
planning,

The draft EIS/EIR's use of 1996 and earlier noise data as the base year for
noise impact analysis Is nol appropriate, as it does not represent existing
conditions (the transition to quieter Stage Il aircraft was completed in 1999),
and may minimize the relative nolse impacts from the "preferred alternative.”

-

Because of the substantial growth in operations projected, the draft EIS/EIR
shows no significant improvements in noise reduction under any of the
proposed expansion plans. Increases in aircraft operations projected in the
draft EIS/EIR will result in additional aircraft operations and noise generation,
offsetting any of the anticipated benefits of quieter Stage Il aircraft and other
mitigating The | i noise levels will seriously affect
communities under LAX's flight path.

-

The draft EIS/EIR does not offer any provisions for in-situ noise manitoring in
the atfected communities. According to the US EPA, in-situ noise monitoring
results at Boston's Logan airport suggested that computer modeling tended to
underestimate actual noise levels, al least in some neighborhoods. The draft
EIS/EIR does not take this into account in its analysis, and thus does not
adequately represent the actual noise impacts on the surrounding, or the
effectiveness of its proposed mitigation measures.

+ The draft EIS/EIR does not offer any provisions to address the very high
noise levels, especially from the projected new “large” aircraft in the projected
future flest mix used in its models. Very high noise levels occur each time
aircraft fiy over or by neighborhoods, yet these high intensity noise
occurrences are underrepresented in CNEL estimation methodology.
Communities such as Monterey Park and Montebello are more affected by
over flight noise, due to their location and topography.

+ The affected communities have raised serious concemns about the ability of

+ The draft EIS/EIR proposed noise mitigation strategies consist mostly of i
measures involving land acquisition and insulation — all are passive measures the computer modeling relied upon in the draft EIS/EIR to accurately reflect
and are available only for communities adjacent to LAX. No mitigation noise levels associated with LAX operations. ‘!‘et._the draft E_1SJ'EtFt does not
measures are proposed for those under the flight path. These measures will adequately address this issue, nor do the mitigation strategies refiect these
only be effective if the noise impact estimates provided by the draft EIS/EIR communities’ concerms.
are correct, If future noise levels and intensity exced:d pmﬂﬁed;eﬁs] lhaf:
itigation measures will not be able to address these higher levels,
%?M@Mm 3d. Traffic Impacts Assessment
lvels forecasted by the d EIR. + The draft EIS/EIR falled to consider the impact of increased cargo and
passenger traffic patterns in areas outside of the airport boundaries, All of the
+ The communities of the Western San Gabriel Valley have‘unlque geography major approaches to the airport will be affected by the projected increases in
that not only places them under the flight path of landing aircraft, but also put cargo and passenger traffic. Yel, the draft EIS/EIR used SCAG data as a
them at as much as 1,000 feet closer to aircraft in an area where air proxy for its traffic study, which projects a much lower annual passenger
Commanté on the Dralt EIFVEIS, Novembar 7, 2001 12
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traffic and cargo velume than that of the draft EIS/EIR, Increased traffic on
local freeways, including 1-605, 1-5, |-710, 1-405, |-10, and US-60 have the
potential to create increased traffic flow in the Cities of Monterey Park,
Montebello and the Western San Gabrial Vallsy.

Any proposed expansion of LAX will place greater environmental and health
burdens on citizens living and working in the Cities of Monterey Park, Montebello,
and the communities of Westem San Gabriel Valley. Yet, we cannot determine
from the details provided by the draft EIS/EIR how LAWA and the FAA plan to
recognize and address the unfair burdens currenlly placed on these affected

+ The draft EIS/EIR's use of different base years for traffic impact analysis is communities. Furthermore, the draft EIS/EIR does not detail ways to offset the
not appropriate, as it does not represent existing conditions, and may additional burdens placed on these communities from the propesed expansion
minimize the relative imp from the “preferred alternative.” In addition, plans, which is in contrary to the requirements of CEQA.
existing traffic studies for regions in the cargo and traffic corridors (such as
the San Gabriel Valley Council of Government's Truck Study) have not been Finally, the discussion in the draft EIS/EIR regarding environmental justice issues
utilized or incorporated. also contains a number of flaws and omissions, Specifically, the draft EIS/EIR is

missing the following important components:

+ The ptions used in ing traffic growth by the draft EIS/EIR used a

mixture of 1994 data and forecasts from the 2010 Air Quality Management
Plan. . The model results can seriously underestimate the amount of future
traffic, as the 1994 data may not reflect current conditions, and the 2010
AQMP assumed that the City and the LA region would meet trip reduction
targets."”

4. Environmental Justice Impacts

The draft EIS/EIR clearly recognizes that the environmental, noise and health
burdens of the airport's operations and expansion are, and will be, borne by low
income and minority populations living in the communities directly adjacent to the
‘aiport.  However, LAWA and the FAA should not discount impacts to
communities located farther from the alrport in their analysis,

The cc ities of M y Park, Montebello and others in the Westem San
Gabriel Valley are located directly under the flight paths, are within the 2,500 foot
operational ceiling of most aircraft landing at LAX, and yel, no impact
assessment or analysis were conducted for them. These communities,
specifically the Cities of Montebello and Monterey Park, are predominately
minority based. According to the 2000 US Census information, the City of
Montebello is approximately 75 percent Hispanic and Monterey Park Is
approximately B0 percent minority, 57 percent Asian and 28 percent Hispanic.

The draft EIS/EIR proposes the creafion of an Environmental Justice Task Force
to work with the affected communities and LAWA to explore the appropriate
formulation of specific Master Plan Commitments related to environmental
Jjustice. The Cities of Monterey Park and Montebello, among others located
under the flight path, are not included in the environmental justice plan because
we do not fall within the 5 dB CNEL contour. It is necessary that we be able to
participate in order to assist in the formulation of LAWA's proposed mitigation
strategles and to communicate this information to our citizens.

"2 Ibid.
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Affected communities: The draft EIS/EIR includes a thorough analysis of
the demographics of the citizens living in the areas surrounding the airport;
however, it needs to also consider the demographics of other afiected
communities, including communities under the LAX flight path. Those living
under the flight path, especially those at higher elevations, are potentially
affected by the over flights as much as those living adjacent to the airpor.
The lack of analyses for other affected communities highlights an area where
LAWA failed to perform the needed analysis and instead chose to rely on a
wail and see approach,

Origin and destination study: Also lacking in the draft EIS/EIR is an
analysis of the use of the aiport by the communities in the Los Angeles
Basin. The document does not provide an analysis of whether those bearing
the largest burden of the airport will benefit from the proposed expansion,

Environmental justice mitigation plans: The draft EIS/EIR fails to detail
plans for mitigation of the proposed expansion's noise, air quality, traffic,
safety and health impacts in terms of environmental justice. The only
mitigation plans proposed by the draft EIS/EIR involve either noise abatemant
through soundproofing or relocation. Neither of these Is adequate mitigation
in terms of environmental justice, nor are they applicable to the communities
of the Westarn San Gabriel Valley.

Health impacts: The draft EIS/EIR does not address the fact that the minority
populations living and working in our communities may be more severely
affected by any increase In criteria pollutant emissions as well as other air
pollutants. Members of these communities, especially the young and the
elderly, will be more severely affected because they may be more susceptible
to asthma and other chronic respiratory illnesses."

' *Agthma: A Concern for Minority Populations,” National Institute of Allergy and Infectious
Diseases, January 1997,
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+ Lack of minori t h: Minority populations may also be less informad
of the risks posed by the proposed alrpor1 expansion, and have less access to
adequate healthcare to help them deal with these respiratory problems.'?

5. Changing Security and Safety Factors

Since the events of September 11, Los Angelas International Airport, like other
airports around the nation, has implemented additional security measures to
improve airport and passenger security, Because LAX is one of the “super hubs”
responsible for a major portion of domastic as well as international flights on the
West Coast, the implementation of additional security measures at LAX are a
much needed action. However, these measures, such as the elimination of curb-
side passenger pick-up and drop-off, and changes the routing of international
passengers, will have the potential to affect the passenger and vehicle traffic
volumes and patterns at LAX. These changes to the traffic and passenger
patterns have not been considered by the current version of the Draft EIS/EIR.

In addition, the safety conditions at LAX, especially the close frequency and
distance between aircraft movements at LAX both in the air and on the ground,
have been a major concern by the communities surrounding the airport and
communities under the flight paths. These concerns by the communities have
not been adequately addressed by the proposed changes in the Draft EIS/EIR,
These issues have taken on a new urgency in light of recant events, since
human error will not be the only factor affecting aircraft and passenger security.

The Cities of Monterey Park, Montebello, and the communities of the Westem
San Gabriel Valley have identified a number of additional security and safety
issues and concerns for consideration by LAWA, These have arisen as a result
of the recent changes to airport security routines, as well as unresolved concems
regarding the safety issues at LAX. These issues are summarized below:

+ Increase In airport traffic ani in ity and safety
Issues: In simple statistical terms, an increase in passenger and aircraft
traffic as proposed by the draft EIS}EIR will have the potential to impact safety
and security issues.

+ Focus on increasing passenger security and safety rather than
increasing flights: The current Draft EIS/EIR already identifies serious safety
issues associated with arrival and departing aircraft routed over populated
areas, as well as safety issues on the ground. With the current heightened
salety and security considerations, LAWA should conduct a more thorough
analysis of the current flight patterns to increase the safety and security of
passengers and communities under the flight paths.

+ New ground traffic patterns need to be considered for Impacts: The
current ity req for ger drop-off and pick-up will require a
rerouting of CTA trafflc: This will affect the traffic patterns around LAX, and
set up new choke points, requiring new analyses.

+ New security requirements need to be considered for impacts: The
current security measures may be in effect for the foreseeable future. These
measures will affect the traffic arriving and departing at the new terminal area,
and can affect the traffic pattems for the “ring road” proposed in the “preferred
alternative.”

+ Passenger volumes need to be considered for security and safety: The
current design for the passenger arrival and depariure areas will need to be
re-designed to accommodate greater security checks and longer passenger
waiting imes. These measures will have the potential to limit overall
passenger volumes considered in the Draft EIS/EIR.

+ Cargo volumes need to be considered for security: Additional security
measures will also be needed for the cargo volume moving through LAX,
which will also affect any potential increases in LAX cargo volume as
praposed by the Draft EIS/EIR.

6. Changing Economic Factors

The events of September 11, 2001 have impacted the US and global economy,
and may have exacerbated the economic slowdown that was taking place. This
will have the potential to affect air travel in the US in general, and passenger
traffic at LAX in particular,

Of significance are the economic conditions that the commercial airlines are
operaling under, especially the airlines with major hubs at LAX. Most of the
airlines serving LAX have implemented schedule and flight reductions, as well as
personnel reductions in respanse lo the decrease in demand. United Airlines, for
example, has carried out a 20 percent reduction in its nation-wide work force,
and at least a 10 percent reduction in flight service schedules. American Airlines,
Delta Airlines, and Continental Airlines, all with major hubs at LAX, have
implemented similar reductions in service and parsonnel. These actions by the
airlines will have major long-term impacts on the future passenger and cargo
volumes at LAX

While the nation's economic down-turns have affected passenger and airline
traffic in the past, these conditions were temporary, and have not affected the
overall growth in US air travel, However, the recent events have the potential to
significantly affect air travel growth in the long-term, and also affect the projected
growth at LAX, and the proposed expansions, requiring new planning, analyses,
and new solutions, as outlined below:

* Ibid.
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heavily impacts only those communities that surround the airport and 15030
+ Newp g gmmh projections are needed: Air trave! in the US has located under the flight path. Thus, the few are supporting the whole.

ced a marked d in passenger volume since September,
about 15% less than & year ago. This reduction in passenger volume will
have the potential to affect the projected passenger growth predictions at
LAX.

-

Current airport capacity is no longer at a maximum: For 2001 alone, a
15% reduction in passenger volume translates into a reduction of about
182,000 passengers per day, and over 16 million passengers for the rest of
2001 (based on the current airport operations level of 78 million annual
passengers).

+ New cargo growth proj are jed: While esti of air cargo
volumes are not yet a\.raila.hle airlines are forecasting about a 10% reduction
in flight operations. This reduction in flights may translate into a similar
reduction in cargo volume, or about five thousand tons per day, and over 440
thousand tons for the rest of 2001.

+ MNew ground traffic projections are needed: LAX should also expect a
similar reduction in vehicle traffic going into and out of the airport, based on a
10% reduction in overall air operations.

+ Re-evaluation of Draft EIS/EIR assumptions: Even if the economy and air
traffic operations recover from the current slowdown in the near future, tha
2% annual passenger growth that was used to estimate and develop the
grawth scenarios in the Draft EIS/EIR needs to'be re-examined.

7. Conclusions

To summarize, the City of Monterey Park, the City of Montebello and the
communities of the Western San Gabriel Valley are ext ly concerned by the
enviranmental, . health, and safety issues presented in the draft EIS/EIR. We
believe the proposed plans are deeply flawed, contain numerous omissions,
ambiguous or rms]aa\:hng information. In addition, they contain a number of
incorrect - the d s only presented alternatives that have
worse impacts than LAWA and the FAA's preferred options, although alternatives
with far less community impacts exist. The Cities are also concerned by the
omission of any analysis of the effects of the proposed expansion on their
residents.

Furthermore, the draft EIS/EIR continually refers to the economic benefit that will
be obtained by the entire LA region with the proposed expansion of the aiport.
However, it does not put forth a plan for the entire region to share in the
projected economic benefit. The collective health and environmental burden
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LAWA states thal it would take a minimum of eight years, on average, to plan,
approve and construct new aviation facilities. For this reason, the draft EIS/EIR
claims, that the region will lose the economic benefits generated by LAX, while
waiting for other airports to be built. However, the timeline for completion of the
proposed LAX Master Plan is fifteen years. Thus it will take the other regional
airports approximately the same amount of time, if not less, to build up to
capacity as it would take LAX to expand.

Taken as a whole, the current economic and safety conditions call into question
the validity of some of the assumptions in LAWA's projection of future growth in
airport and passenger operations used in the draft EIS/EIR. The City of Los
Angeles Mayor's office has recently recommended that LAWA consider keeping
the currenl level of airport services at 78 million annual passengers while
determining ways to improve the operations of the airport. Additionally, the
current Master Plan and Draft EIS/EIR are not well supported by those in the
greater Los Angeles basin. In any case, the reasons behind the need for airport
expansion have changed in terms of their immediacy, and LAWA may consider
using this opportunity to evaluate a more regional approach to meet the region's
and the nalion's transportation needs.

From the onset of the Master Plan, LAWA dismisses the idea of supporting a
regional airport system. The draft EIS/EIR claims that failure to expand LAX
would cost the Los Angeles region in both dollars and jobs. However, with LAX
assuming the responsibllity for all of the air transportation growth in the region, it
is denying the right of other portions of the region to grow and benefit from air
services. While LAX will continue to be a major hub in a regional system, the
other eleven commercial airports should be allowed to grow and expand, as most
of the population growth in the region is occurring in the outlying areas adjacent
1o the other airports, Mot only iz LAWA imposing additional burdens of noise,
safety, health problems and air poliution on the surrounding communities, but its
plan also deprives other communities their opporiunity for economic benefits of
air commerce.
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FAX (916) 6659691 g5 S ‘;L“" and Space Admini 's Ames R h Center. We
PT {3 I coordination and public participation efforts undertaken by the Ci
November 7, 2003 of Los Angeles and the Federnl Aviation Administration. X ¥
4. In the technical advisory ltations and the simulation at the Ames Research Cen
3 ter, we have
Mr. Jim Ritchie ebserved that the proposed physical changes fo the airport taxiways, ys, and the i
City of Los Angeles planned for aircraft parking and terminal facilities have undergone extensive serutiny and systematic
Los Angeles World Airports testing in the operational and environmental analyses for Altemative D. The operational testing was
LAX Master Plan Office observed and participants were interviewed by the Department in conjunction with our analyses of the
P.O. Box 92216 Ingus Brolect components. In our opinion, the new large aircraft requirements, for the Airbus
dustries A-380 and Boeing 777 type aircraft, necessitate most of the proposed changes, as well as

Loz Angeles, CA 90009-2216

Dear Mr, Ritchie:
Re:  Los Angeles International Airport Master Plan, Alternative D

Supplement to the Draft Envi ! Impact 5 / Envij | Impact Repart

SCH# 1997061047 =y =
Thank you for including the California Dep of Transp (Dep ), Division of
A in the d review process for the above-referenced project. We have reviewed the
proposed Master Plan and its Draft S Envi i} S / Envi 1]

Impect Report (EIS / EIR) pursuant to the Califomia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). For your
consideration, we offer the following comments relative to aviation system planning, environmental
Fl;nnmg for the pmpoa?d projecis through the Master Plan, and airport land use compatibility. The
ollowing comments include our perspectives on both the proposed Airpont Master Plan and its Draft
Supplemental EIS / EIR.

1, Th_e_mjm is the integration of Al ive D, the Enk i Safely and Security Plan, into the
existing environmental review process for the Los Angeles Tntemational Airport (LAX) Master Flan.
The EIS / EIR. also serves to present certain suppl infe ton and envi 1 that

apply to all of the five alternatives to the project. The alternatives evaluated in the original EIS / EIR
and this supplemental EIS / EIR are the results of eight years of master planning process, ongoing
scientific study, several hundred infe i ity ings, and &n ive formal public
comment period for the identification of project issues for envi | analysis. In addition 1o the
No Action / No Project Alternative, the original / EIR and this supplemental environmental
document analyze four build altematives, However, this supplemental EIS { EIR is focused on the new
Altemative D, which is also the CEQA Preferred Alternative.

=

. The California Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics’ stated mission is to foster and
il ) iy e

promote the development of a safe, efficient, der ¥ air
transporiation system.” The Division is a permitting agency for publi airports, and therefore a
Responsible Agency under CEQA. i

“Caltrany improves mebility acroar California®

the physical constraints of the existing facilities, The high-speed taxiway exi
A 8 y exits from the outer
Runways 25L on the south complex, and 24 an the north complex of the airport have generated most

of the Inurfm .. idents and runway 1 ions af the airport, The operational changes for the air waffic
r.?u:!uq p u&ir_ $ programs, and pilot training have apparently reduced the number
ol and their frequency since their impl ion. Therefore, we think that altematives o

w the high-speed exits by physical removal, such as their conversion to slower-speed exits are
ex ely evaluated or p d in the envi d The center taxiways between
both north and south parallel runways are a key feature tor alleviate the problems due to the operations
of the high-speed exits. However, we would like to review your operational research to establish the
nexus bc-l'.wee:l the operation of the center taxiways and runway incursions. The Master Plan and its
" al d do not lusively explain this relationship or refer to a technical stud
ﬁ_img tl;a‘s’_ issue. ﬂ\:?epm&ent does not object to the center taxiway conceptual design as lun:
operatienally and financ justified. Ai del
ok b e : ¥ j irport delay related to the new flow patterns were also

5. Where feasible, the Department SNCOUTAZEs airports to meet or exceed minimum desi
standards outlined in the FAA Advisory Circular 150/5300-13 Change 7, the Airport Dos:l;: éiauficg
(ADG), when m.niulns design changes. In many instances, runway and taxiway dimensional cnteria sre
difficult or impossible to achieve within‘the given space available for LAX today. Nevertheless, any
sub‘ltmdu'd munway and taxiway separation specifications in airport design will require approved
d&s!gnemfuo‘nxﬁumtheFM.ﬁer“ has incarp d pts the ADG as State airport
'i‘ft?;mz for s and ys in i with the California Code of Regulations

itle 21, Section 3526(c). We recommend an FAA-approved Aarport Layout Plan depicting the
proposed changes become effective in conjunction with the adoption of the Master Plan,

6. Hi,gher w;ly:: bearing ﬂlflwu); and taxiways are strongly recommended in advance of any
m o ¢ new large aircraft. This design should meet or ex i

current design specifications. To this end, Caltrans mm’::m‘:I has also mﬁm
mprovements for the wmnel on State Route | (Sepulveds Boulevard), which go2s under LAX. These
strucrural improvements will include the placement of a new deck on the top of the original structure,
capable of supporting the proposed aircraft design load. These structures are owned and maintained b:;
the Los Angeles Department of Public Works., However, the Department’s oversight invalvement with

“Caltrany improves musbility sersas Colifirnia®
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this project is necessary given that the' proposed improvements are within the Caltrans right-af-way.

Through the Project Study Report / Project Repart process, the Department will also propose a Traffic

Management Plan in case of an emergency situation which could require the full closure of the

Sepulveds Subway. The construction of Sepulveda Subway project is expected to start by June 2004
d :

and be completed by June 2005. Runway cl and
should be anticipated during i

significant airport capacity impacts

7. Terminal gate facilities designed for older aircraft prohibit new large aircraft &nd large aircraft such as
the Boeing 747 from typical self-ingress and egress from terminal rows in many locations, Frequently,
uircraft must shot down and stop in & taxi lane or taxiway traffic area(s), and be towed into tightly

i 1 gale spaces. Departing fully-loaded aircraft are typically towed out from these constrained

Iocations and block the active movement areas until started and ready for

taxi, Therefore, terminal and

existing gate facilities must be expanded to sccommodate the typical fleet of aircraft using the airport

today and those new large aircraft planned to arrive in the coming years.

8. The Altematives A, B, and C all propose the relocation and the

fi of the LAX Fuel

Storage Facility. As technical studics, tho Chevron Fuel Farm Relocation Feasibility Study and the
Scattergood Fuel Farm Relocation Feasibility Study were included in the original environmental study,

whose scope did not include Alternative D. On the other hand,

Alternative D calls for a

reconfiguration of the fuel farm during the last phase (Phase II) of the proposed activities, but does
not propose relocation. From a physical security standpoint, we recommend that the EIS / EIR clearly
assess and disclose the risks and opportunity costs of the decision to have the jue] farm remain in its

place. We 1 your | dination with the T

California Highwsy Patrol, and Id?:sﬁfa&" nfartar w0

¥ Agency, the

security problems associated with the LAX Fuel Storage Facility.

9. From an airport Jand use compatibility planni Ipoint and in

dance with the Californi

Environmental Quality Act, Public Resources Code Section 21096, the Deparmment's California

Airport Land Use Compatibility Handbook (Handb k) must be utilized as a resource for projects at

the airport and for projects within the boundaries of an sirport land use compatibility plan, or if such a

plan has not been adopted, within two nautical mniles of the sirport. For your reference, the Handbook
i F

is published on-line at w. dot

. .80 :| onauthtsg
the Public Utilities Code Sections 21676(c), 21664.5,

nga
and 21

CIOT Mmiller
661.5 require that

nduse, htm

i ml. In specific,
proposed airport master

plans, expansion of an existing airport, and plans for construction of & new airport must be submitted

to the Airport Land Use Commission for review. We also

I that the growth-induci

impacts of the decision to resirict the growth of LAX be considered from a region-wide perspective,
The Department's Califomia Aviation $ystem Plan and its policies can also be used a3 a resource in
these analyses. In this context, we recdmmend. that' a preferred plan for the regional distribution of
commercial air service and its associated henefits.and adverse impacts be included in the
environmental analyses. These analyses should. be supported by impacted communities and

holders, namely regional airports, ial airlines, and general

aviation. Lacking sufficient

Support, We are concerned ihat the desired regional aviation system Jefl 1o evalve on its own will not

materialize as described in the LAX Master Plan, Alternative D.

“Coltrans improives mobility acros California®
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10. On page 11 of "S-1. Supph Land Use Technical Report,” line 4 states that “This suspension of
igati i has been granted by Caltrans.* This is not the case, The Department
of Tr ion has not susp “myoftberequiremenuofmeNnjseSmndardsfonndinme

California Code of Regulations, Title 21, Section 5000 et 5eq.

This bullet further implies that notifying homeowners “regarding the existence and significance of such
noise impacts” is sufficient to meet the requi of the Noise Standards, Such notification i
sufficient. For a residence within LAX's 65dB CNEL sircraft noise contour to be excluded from
caleulations to determine the size of the airport's noise impact area, the residence must meet one of the
descriptions in Section 5014(a) of the Noise Standards,

11. This Supplemental EIS / EIR is for an Adrport Master Plan. Future project-specific environmental
studies can be tiered from this environmental study during the subsequent phases of the proposed
develop and the Deg ges tiering as an envi 1 lining technig
However, tiering should be subject to the time and scope limitations mentioned in the CEQA
Guidelines Sections 15152 and 15153, and the instructions in the Airport Environmental Handbhook
(FAA Order 5050.4A), Chapter 10,

12. The projects proposed through this Master Plan will require multiple amendments to the State Airport
Permit for LAX. Please coordinate with our Aviation Safety Officer Mr. Kunt Haukohl for the
processing of these requests at (916) 654-5284,

These comments reflect the areas of concem to the Department's Division of Aeronautics. We advise you
0 contact Caltrans District 07 office ding surface {ssues.

The need for environmentally compatible airport operations is a local, regional, statewide, and federal
issue. We strongly feel the both the pratection of avistion facilities from the encroschment of
incompatible land uses and the calculation of all envi | costs and benefits in the develapment of
airport projects will contribute sigaificantly to the safety of airport operations, to the well-being of the
communitics surrounding aviation facilities, and 1o California’s sconomic future

We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment an this project. If you have any questions, please
call me at (916) 654-5253.

Sincerely,
R e

DAVID COHEN
Associate Environmental Planner

"Caltrans improves mobility scroas Califarnin®
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o David B. Kessler, FAA AWP-611.2
Los Angeles International Airpart
Los Angeles County Airport Land Use Commission
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State of California - The Resources Agency GRAY DAVIS, Gov
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME
hitpffwww.dfg ca.gov

4348 Viewridge Avenue
San Diego, CA 92123
(B58) 457-4201
3
WE o
November 6, 2003 f:{ S geof'-
lear
Mr._ Jim Ritchie QI—q-o'j
City of Los Angeles B NOY ¢ ¢
Los Angeles World Airports
Master Plan Office STATE CLEARING HQUBEI
Te——

P.O Box 92216
Los Angeles, Califorma 9000%-2216

the Draft
ional Airport (LAX) Draft Master Plan Supplement to
L -\Hgtlgnln;mltlnn 1 [mﬁ:r '{ [Envir 1 Impact Report

State Clearinghouse Number 1997061047

Dear Mr. Ritchie
1 i bove-refzrenced
The Depariment of Fish and Game (Depaniment) has reviewed the al :
Wi t:fhc Em ] Impact § /Emwvi | Impact Report ()EISIJ'E]:I’\]
The Followt and have been prepared pursuant to the Department’s

authority as 1='rus|ee Agency with jurisdiction over natural resources affected by the project
(CEQA Section 15386)

The Depariment has provided comments for the previous SEISIEIR which considered
Alternatives A_ B, and C. Our letter, dated September 21, 2001, is attached

Under Alternative D (Enhanced Safery and Security Plan), the number of runways would
stay the same ar four, Two existing ninways would be moved, two runways “-'OI..Ild be lengthened,
and all rumways further separated from one another to improve operational eﬂﬁclen::: and sa_fet);
Alternative D would encourage a long-term regional approach to serving air rraffic |:emmq. in the
Los Angeles basin by designing facilities at LAX to 3ccomm0d§t¢ passenger and caigo activity
levels equivalent to the No Action/No Project Alternative activity Iw_ei. but would te designed to
allow air carriers to emphasize international routes at LAX. Altemative D would erhance
security by limiting access by private vehicles to the main airport infrastructure to reduce the risk
to airport users. The public parking structures in the CTA would be relocated and ‘f,“u]d be
replaced by new centralized passenger terminals. The existing Terminals | through " would be
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reconfigured The Tom Bradley International Terminal (TBIT) would be reconﬁgum!' wilhllhe
addition of a new North/South Linear Concourse. A West Satellite Concourse would be built
west of the TBIT

A new Ground Transportation Center (GTC) and an Intermodal Transportation Cm-.elr (ITC)
would be d east of Aviation B 1 and would be the primary sccess prints for all
passenger drop-off and pick-up and vehicle parking. Passengers and employees umuljlaccess the
CTA via an Automated People Mover (APM) system from new GTC, ITC and cm\lnda:ed
Rental Car (RAC) facilities Intersection improvements would be made to the off-aimport

ion network to date the shift in traffic pattemns from the CTA to the GTC and
ITC areas Some cargo facilities would be modified under Alternative D, with the overall square
foatage being equivalent to the No Action/No Project Altemative.

Alternative D would require the acquisition of approximately 77 acres of propeny, W:‘lcan ;
amount of land acquisition of all the proposed build alternatives. The 340-acre, L.;U‘ Northside
project described in the Mo Action/™a Project Alternative that is currently recognize d within the
City's current General Plan and Zoning for 4,5 million square feet of development, w ould be
developed for Al ive D h -, under Al ive D, the existing trip cap tha. exists for
LAX Northside would be reduced to limit vehicle trips 1o a level comparable to that associated

with the 2.6-million-sq foor Westchester Southsid F p d under Alternatives
A, B.and C.
The Department offers the following « and |

The precipitous decline of species associated with open grasslands within th: Los Angeles
Basin 15 well documented, with LAX likely ing the largest population of logyerhead shrike
(Laniux tudeovicianis) in the Los Angeles Basin based on an estimate of five to sigh: sites
remaining in the Basin and San Gebriel/San Fernando Vallevs' The project site supports one o
only thres known occurrences of San Diego black tailed jackrabbit (Lepnix califirnd ws b .
within the Los Angeles Basin. Similarly. western spadefoor toad (Seaphiopns hamrondit) is
known from no more than five occurrences within the Los Angeles Basin Federall threatened
and endangered species that would be impacted by the project include the endanger=d El Segunda
blue butterfly (Enphilotes battotdes atlyni) and Riverside fairy shrimp (Sireprocephnlus woolttani)

Although the impacts associated with Alternative D differ from other altemitives
discussed in the previous EIS/EIR, the basic points of our letter addressing the inad=quacies of
the previous EIS/EIR apply in this case as well. Our most serious concerns remain the inadequate
and inzppropriate methodologies used for biologic baseline d ion, impact
and mitigation calculations. For this reason we request an opportunity to meet with the applicant,

! Kimball Garverr, Omirhology Collections Masiager, Manural History Mussum of Los Angeles Coanty: pursonal
eommiunicatien vin electronic mail, November 5, 2003
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the Federal Aviation Administration (EAA). and the City of Los Angeles 10 address our concerns
prior to final cenification action. The U.S. Fisk and Wildlife Service should also be invited 1o
participate
Al issue is the use of 2 “modified Habitat Evaluation P *_ ol | " ed it i

Land Evaluation Procedure - MLEP” for the SETS/EIR). As stated in aur previous latter this
procedure does not accurately represent the current biologic conditions or the impacis of the
project alternatives, nor does it provide for mitigation that is pmporlbnnz_ﬂ 0 Ihle impiicts. The
current application of the MLEP is therefore inadequate to meet the basic requiremests of CEQA.
In our extensive experience with land use planning and CEQA in southern Fiallf?mls. this radical
departure from accepted impact enalysis methods has no precedence o justification

The Department has determined that all of the four ahemnatives as currently !:Ioposed
would have significant, d impacts on sensitive biological re Speci icaily. the
actions will substantially reduce the habitat of sensitive wildiife species, reduce the mimbers of
endangered, threatened or rare species, and result in significant impacts m‘ﬁghl of past habirat
losses and the small amount of remaining habitat to suppor sensitive species in western Los
Angeles County. Suggested mitigati are provided in our previous comnient Jetrer,

Questions regarding this lerter and further coordination on these issues should be directed
to Brad Henderson et (310) 214-9950

Sincerely.

. Tk
f_‘”t/(.x-"("‘ P
William E Tippets
Environmental Program Manayer

cc Pam Emerson, California Coastal Commission
Ken Corey, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Brad Henderson, Depariment of Fish and Game
File
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State of C: T and Housing Agency GRAY DAVIS, Governor
DEPARTMENT OF CALIFORNIA HIGHWAY PATROL
West Los Angeles Area

6300 Bristol Parkway
Culver City, CA 90230
(310) B42-3926

(800) 735-2829 (TT/TDD)
(800) 735-2922 {Voico)

September 17, 2003

File No.: 565.12974.12898

RECEIVED
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State Cleaninghouse
1404 Tenth Street, Room 121
Sacramento, CA 95814

STATE CLEARING Hoyise

To whom it may concern:

The West Los Angeles Area office of the California Highway Patrol (CHP) has reviewed the
Notice of Completion and Envi 1 D (NOC) for the Los Angeles International
Adrport (LAX) Master Plan Addendum and Supg 1o be 1 in West Los Angel,

(SCH #1997061047). Our review determined the project will have an impact on traffic
patterns and 1 d ds for the West Los Angeles CHP Area.

The project location and mitigation measures will have a direct effect on the 1-405 (San Diego
Freeway), the 1-105 (Glenn Anderson Freeway) and unincorporated roadways managed by the
West Los Angeles CHP Area east of LAX. The 1-405 and 1-105 freeways, along with several
unincorported roadways in the vicinity of LAX serve as main and alternative arteries of access to
LAX. In addition, Sepulveda Blvd., Manchester Blvd., and La Tijera Avenue are major access
routes which are not under CHP jurisdiction. Access o the LAX arca via these routes from the 1-
405 and 1-105 freeways currently result in significant ion. Project tion and the
completed project will worsen this existing condition,

As referenced in the NOC for the project in chapter 4.3.2, traffic on the surrounding roadways
during peak periods are currently rated an “F” in Level of Service (LOS), which represents
forced flow with stoppages of long duration, at many of these locations and related intersections.
These conditions result in extremely delayed response times for service calls by CHP personnel,
increased opportunities for vehicle accidents, and possible injuries. As a result, resource
demands for these arcas are high and create a significant drain on CHP resources,

The [-405 freeway access route into the project location is identified as a traffic “Choke Point,”
due to the fluctuation in the number of lanes available for vehicular travel in this area. Vehicle
traffic on this freeway along the LAX access route exceeds the capacity for the roadway, The

conditions already result in significant travel delays, calls for service and increased

response time by CHP personnel. This area requires focused patrol and enforeement to ensure
traffic movement is maintained. Peak periods of traffic through these areas are also substantially
longer than traditional peak hour traffic conditions. The peak periods for this area can last up to
four (4) hours.

The development of the LAX Master Plan project will involve the introduction of a significant
number of vehicles into the area for project construction, which will peak in year 2008, After
completion of the project, and in conjunction with enticipated growth and exg of LAX use
by both ial and lers, vehicular traffic concerns on the affected roadways
around LAX will worsen, This growth and expansion will add to the use of roadways managed
by the CHP to access the project location on a daily basis. [t is clear the addition of the added
vehicle trips into the area generated by the completed project will negatively impact traffic
congestion and calls for service in CHP jurisdiction.

The future projections for the develop impact on traffic conditions in the NOC clearly
indicate a significant negative impact on traffic, even with full implementation of traffic
‘mitigation The mitigation al ives suggested will also add additional freeway lane
miles, and a possible airport access interchange from the 1-403, which would fall under CHP
jurisdiction. LOS rates will be negatively effected in CHP jurisdictions impacted by the project.
The size and scope of the project will introduce increased traffic volume and calls for service
demands on the CHP, and will require five (5) additional officer/'equipment positions and the

llocation of two (2) vehicles to maintain an ble level of service to the access roadways
for the LAX Master Plan development.

Your consideration of these concerns for the development of this project would be greatly
appreciated, If you have any g di i you may comact the West Los
Angeles Area office at (310) 642-3926.

Sincerely,

C.D, Aumz, Captain

Commander
West Los Angeles Area

cc: Southern Division
Special Projects Section




City of Hermosa Beach_

Civic Canter, 1315 Valley Drive, Harmosa Beach, California $0264-3835

November 14, 2003

Mr. Jim Ritchie

City of Los Angeles/Los Angeles World Airports
LAX Master Plan Office

IO, Box 92216

Los Angeles, CA 920009-2216

Mr. David B, Kessler, AICP
Federal Aviation Administration
P.O. Box 92007

Los Angeles, CA 90009-2007

Subject: Supplements to the Draft EIS/EIR for LAX Proposed Master Plan Improvements
Gentlemen:

By order of the City Council, the City of Hermosa Beach would like to make the following
comments regarding the subject EIS/EIR Supplement.

The City Of H Beach is in agr with the South Bay Council of Governments
regarding the LAX Master Plan Improvements. As other South Bay cities, we have concerns
about a variety of issues in the envi I d Our lusion is that the EIR/EIS is
inadequate to understanding the full scope of impacts to ground access surrounding the airport,
to the adjacent communities to the airport and in the flight path and to demonstrating enhanced
safety and security. Additionally, the City supports a cap on airport growth at 78 million

I gers per year o8 described in Alternative D in the EIR/EIS.

We believe that the Responses to Comments section of the Final EIS/EIR should address the
above matters and the following specific issues:

1. There is a lack of analysis of traffic impacts on communitics south of the airport, such as
Hermosa Beach. For example, Sepulveda and Aviation Boulevards are direct links to the
airport. These arterials run through the middle of Hermosa Beach (Sepulveda is named
“Pacific Coast Highway" through Hermosa). 1t is likely that a substantial amount of
airport traffic from Redondo and Hermosa Beach uses these arterials to get to the airport
rather than diverting to the 405 Freeway. There should be some analysis of whether the
new 1 Ground Transg ion Center (GTC) will increase or decrease airport-

oriented traffic on these roads.

2. In addition to the above, Caltrans recently completed a synchronization of traffic signals
on PCH/Sepulveda to facilitate airport-oriented traffic, A more comprehensive approach

synchronization on traffic on this arterial further south than the intersections addressed in
the Supplement (i.e. the analysis appears to extend no further south than Rosecrans
Avenue).

3. The descriptions of runway modifications and noise impacis in the EIS/EIR seem to
indicate that there will be no increase in air traffic over the City Of Hermosa Beach,
However, we could find no section in the EIS/EIR that specifically addressed this
concern. Therefore, this issue should be add: d in the Resp to Cs section
of the Final EIS/EIR. I wish to emphasize here that the City’s support for Altenative I
is predicated on the und ding that this Al ive does not result in such an increase

in air traffic over the City.

The City Of Hermosa Beach thanks Los Angeles World Airports for the opportunity to comment
on the EIS/EIR Supplement.

Sincerely,

en R. Burrell
City Manager

ce: City Council
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