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1.0
BACKGROUND AND EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 



1.1
BACKGROUND

During 2001, A.C. Lazzaretto & Associates was retained by the Los Angeles County Chief Administrative Office to review and comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (DEIS/EIR) prepared for Los Angeles World Airport’s (LAWA) Proposed Los Angeles International Airport (LAX) Master Plan.  The 2001 Draft EIS/EIR addressed three build alternatives, a no-build alternative, and the existing setting for the Los Angeles International Airport (LAX) Master Plan.  

A.C. Lazzaretto & Associates assembled a team of environmental review experts to review the document for consistency and accuracy.  Working in collaboration with County staff, a detailed comment letter was prepared and submitted to LAWA on 28 June 2001.   Thereafter, in response to considerable public comment and the terrorist attacks that occurred on September 11, 2001, LAWA suspended work on the earlier EIS/EIR to develop a fourth alternative -- Alternative D, the Enhanced Safety and Security Plan.   LAWA made a Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR (SDEIS/EIR) available for public comment in July of 2003 to update information presented in the Draft EIS/EIR and to integrate Alternative D into the environmental review process.  The Supplement offered no response to comments submitted on the 2001 DEIS/EIR.  

Alternative D includes a number of airfield facility modifications.  Although LAX would continue to operate with 4 runways, 2 of the existing runways would be moved, two would be lengthened, and all would be further separated from one another.   New centralized passenger terminals would replace the existing parking structures.   The existing Terminals 1 through 7 would be reconfigured, including a new north/south linear concourse at the Tom Bradley International Terminal, flanked on the west by a new satellite concourse.  A new ground transportation center and intermodal transportation center to be built east of Aviation Blvd. would serve as the primary access for all passenger drop-off and pick-up and vehicle parking.   Some cargo facilities would be modified, although overall square footage would be equivalent to the No Action/No Project Alternative. 

Following publication of the SDEIS/EIR, the Los Angeles County Chief Administrative Office again retained A.C. Lazzaretto & Associates to review and comment on the revised document.   A.C. Lazzaretto & Associates in turn assembled the team of environmental review experts that had reviewed the 2001 document, in order to assess the 2003 Supplement for consistency, accuracy, and changes since the original Draft EIS/EIR was prepared   The information has been evaluated using the following criteria: reasonableness of input data and assumptions, appropriateness and accuracy of analyses and mitigation measures, and conformity with requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  

Results of the current review indicate that many of the concerns expressed in our earlier comment letter still remain, including one that was central to County comments on the earlier LAX Master Plan review: although LAWA indicates that its goal is to limit growth, improvements proposed as part of Alternative D would in reality serve to reinforce LAX as the preeminent airport of the southern California region, and may undermine attempts to strengthen the role of outlying airports.  There are a number of points, in addition to this thematic concern, that merit further consideration and discussion before LAWA considers certification of the Supplement to the EIS/EIR and approval of the preferred alternative.  

To facilitate LAWA’s review and response, the County has revised and updated the comment letter originally submitted in June of 2001.  The current comment letter incorporates all issues for which a response is sought from LAWA.  As before, the review team has paid special attention to the major issues of noise, traffic, environmental justice, and air quality, and the team has again made every attempt to offer objective, constructive comments concerning the major elements of the Supplement to the DEIS/EIR. 


1.2
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

A.C. Lazzaretto & Associates has been retained by the Los Angeles County Chief Administrative Office to review and update comments on the 2001 Draft DEIS/EIR prepared for LAWA’s Proposed LAX Master Plan, consistent with changes in the current 2003 Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR.   The 2001 Draft EIS/EIR addressed three build alternatives, a no-build alternative, and the existing setting for the Los Angeles International Airport (LAX) Master Plan.  The 2003 Supplement incorporates a new Alternative D (the “enhanced safety and security plan”) that LAWA has designated as the preferred project option.   To address safety issues, the review team has been expanded to include participation by BoydForbes, Inc., a renowned airport safety consulting firm based in Denver.

The County has a special responsibility in this process, since it represents the unincorporated communities that are most directly impacted by LAX operations.   It is for this reason that the County has taken a highly active stance during 2001 and 2003, and in both instances we have focused on issues of greatest concern to our constituents.    During 2001, we submitted comments to LAWA in which we expressed a number of serious concerns.  With publication of the 2003 Supplement we find that most of our earlier concerns remain unaddressed and new issues have been identified that are of even greater potential concern for Los Angeles County constituents.    The County has twice sought to meet with LAWA’s consulting team to discuss these issues, and on both occasions has been rebuffed.  In so doing, LAWA has bypassed an opportunity for identification of joint solutions that could facilitate improvements at LAX while minimizing impacts on LAX’s neighbors living in Manchester Square, Lennox, Westchester and other adjoining communities.  Manchester Square is that area bounded by La Cienega Blvd. on the east, Century Blvd. on the south, Aviation Blvd. on the west, and Arbor Vitae Street on the north.

Fundamentally, the County of Los Angeles believes that LAWA is proposing to implement a flawed project, and that LAWA has developed an inadequate environmental document to review the project.  The following report covers a wide range of issues, many in considerable detail.  While all of these issues are important, we would like to call special attention to the following key points:  

· Contrary to statements made throughout the SDEIS/EIR, our review clearly shows that Alternative D will not constrain growth at LAX.  LAWA has misrepresented this alternative, to the jeopardy of the environmental analysis.

· Alternative D will also not serve the security goals for which it was formulated.  The Plan focuses on hardening security for the east-side entry to LAX but largely ignores the perimeter, maintenance/fuel farm, and cargo areas -- leaving the back door wide open.   

· The separation concept is diminished in value by the expensive and vulnerable mass transit link proposed between the Central Terminal Area and remote landside ground facilities.  It is further diminished by the lack of Flow Process Mapping data; the consequential risk of task overload and failure to achieve target reduction; and by the potential alienation of a public that may perceive screening requirements as excessive.
· The Security plan relies heavily on technologies, some of which have been discredited (e.g., facial recognition surveillance).  Additionally, greater thought must be given to the risk of data saturation. Over-dependence on security technology may lead to higher risk of error and, ironically, diminished protection.
· There are a number of existing, unexplained security exposures at LAX, including several areas characterized by extreme weakness in access control, that should be remedied as soon as possible; it is recommended that LAWA take steps to close Pershing Drive to public traffic as soon as practicable.

· Use of a Supplement to the 2001 Draft EIS/EIR was improper under guidelines for CEQA.  LAWA should have addressed Alternative D in a comprehensive revised draft EIS/EIR in which the full record of information was available for public review and agency decision-making.

· The Purpose & Need statement emphasizes LAX’s role in meeting regional growth, investment return, and international trade, and claims that Alternative D will fill these objectives.  Yet the EIS/EIR asserts that Alternative D has the same socioeconomic characteristics as No Action, but for construction jobs, and finds that No Action would fail to meet project purpose and need.  Either Alternative D fails to meet the stated goals, or Alternative D has not been described in accordance with full disclosure requirements.  

· The environmental assessment does not offer a reasonable range of Alternatives that would feasibly meet most objectives, but would avoid or lessen significant effects of the project, and thus the SDEIS/EIR fails to fulfill the “Rule of Reason.”

· Scoping Outreach did not include input from Los Angeles County Government or the public at large regarding either Alternative C (the 2001 preferred project) or Alternative D (the 2003 preferred project) and thus fails to meet basic NEPA requirements.

· The SDEIS/EIR offers a baseline now 7 years old: conditions in 1996 do not represent the baseline of 2003.  The events of 9/11 changed the baseline so fundamentally that LAWA withdrew its 2001 documents to formulate an entirely new preferred project.  The 1996 baseline does not offer a reasonable yardstick against which to measure the impacts of Alternative D or any other project alternative (including No Action).
· Piecemeal efforts to remedy the outdated baseline have further obscured understanding.  The frequent shifting from one baseline nomenclature and timeframe to another is, at best, confusing.  At worst, it conceals the underlying impacts that this 2003 Supplemental Draft EIS/EIR is intended to illuminate.  

· The most pressing problems at LAX are lack of adequate runway length on the north complex, the security threat of private autos near the terminals, and lack of international gates.  Yet the Phase One construction plan addresses none of these for many years and instead concentrates on the airport fringes (the GTC and ITC) and on demolishing and rebuilding perfectly useable terminals to accommodate New Large Aircraft.  This sequence does not match the environmental and congestion priorities evident at LAX.  
· The SDEIS/EIR contains numerous comments and statements that create an appearance of project advocacy.  Even the appearance of advocacy is inappropriate given the policy guidelines contained in CEQA and NEPA and it seriously undermines confidence in the objectivity of the Draft EIS/EIR and its commitment to full disclosure.  

· The 2001 DEIS/EIR was found to lack even the most elementary NEPA requirements for Environmental Justice; many deficiencies remain in the 2003 SDEIS/EIR.   In particular, Alternative D shifts many impacts toward the more economically disadvantaged communities east and northeast of LAX, and appears to protect biological resources at the expense of residents in Lennox, Inglewood & Manchester Square.  

· The document fails to disclose issues and concerns raised in Environmental Justice (EJ) workshops, defers evaluation of critical environmental justice impacts (including Air Quality and Health Effects) due to lack of data, offers ill-defined mitigations, and offers a preferred project that protects butterflies at the expense of residents and schoolchildren.  

· The noise assessment contains significant discrepancies in the number of dwelling units and population impacted between the baseline year and the data published by LAWA.  Additionally, there is an unexplained discrepancy in the year 2000 noise contours shown in the 2001 and the 2003 documents.

· The 2001 EIS/EIR acknowledged that it omitted quantitative assessment of toxic air pollutant exposure due to lack of time; the 2003 document also omitted this assessment, but did not so note.  Completion of such studies independent of the environmental review, as proposed, would preclude establishment of baseline conditions.  LAWA decision-makers will be unable to make an informed project determination until this data is developed and disclosed.  The noise modeling results were based on inadequate flight track data.

· Nitrogen oxides were determined to have significant impacts before and after mitigation, but would be reduced the least under the proposed mitigation measures.  The proposed mitigation measures do not appear to successfully address nitrogen oxides.

· The ‘ratioing’ technique used to update the analyses of airport pollutant sources for Alternatives A, B and C, and No Action, makes it difficult to fairly compare the alternatives.

· LAWA Decision-Makers will not be adequately informed until the environmental documentation provides thorough review of the following alternatives:

· Relocation of New Large Aircraft Facilities to Another Airport

· Major Shift of Airport Facility Improvements from East (Human Habitat) to West (Butterfly Habitat)

· Development of a Minimum Airport Improvement Plan incorporating only High Priority elements

The County looks forward to reviewing LAWA’s responses, particularly with respect to the additional commitments requested throughout this comment letter.  At the same time, the County believes that LAWA’s interests would be best served through preparation of a comprehensive revised Draft EIS/EIR in which the full record of information is consolidated in a manner that facilitates public review and agency decision-making.

2.0
INTRODUCTION TO THE COMMENT LETTER AND REPORT ORGANIZATION

A.C. Lazzaretto & Associates has again been retained by the Los Angeles County Chief Administrative Office to review and comment on a Supplement to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (SDEIS/EIR) prepared by Los Angeles World Airport (LAWA) to address the impacts of a proposed Master Plan for Los Angeles International Airport (LAX).  The SDEIS/EIS was issued in response to considerable public comment on the Draft EIS/EIR and Master Plan presented during 2001 and in response to the terrorist attacks that occurred on September 11th of that year.  The SDEIS/EIR introduces a new preferred alternative -- Alternative D, the Enhanced Safety and Security Plan.   In reviewing the Supplement, we have again noted the high quality of writing, and the thoughtful organization and presentation of materials that is evident in many of the technical reports.  We again conclude, however, that the documents are substantially compromised by significant errors, omissions, and biases.  We submit that LAWA has used improper procedures -- under CEQA and NEPA -- to introduce the new preferred Alternative D, and we conclude that LAWA has offered misleading statements concerning the potential for further growth at LAX.  

The review team assembled by A.C. Lazzaretto & Associates includes all firms who contributed to the 2001 review, as well as a new firm – BoydForbes, Inc. – that was brought in to review the highly technical, and critically important issues pertaining to airport safety and security.  Based in Colorado, BoydForbes, Inc. is one of a handful of firms that specialize in airport security and have the ability to critically review the environmental documentation pertaining to this topical issue.  Team members who also participated in the earlier effort include Michael Brandman Associates, Bauer Environmental Services, Austin-Foust Associates, and Mestre Greve Associates.  Each of these firms is a leader in the field of environmental review and key members have extensive experience working with the environmental review of airport projects.  

In performing the task of reviewing the Draft EIS/EIR, the County has made every attempt to offer objective, constructive comments concerning the major elements of the Draft EIS/EIR.  We have made note as appropriate where issues may involve diverse views among experts. 

The following report is organized to facilitate LAWA’s review and response to the issues raised.  As such, the general flow of this review document follows the topic pattern of the Supplement to the DEIS/EIR; however, there are many sections that have been rearranged in order to emphasize a particular point or to clarify the issue at hand.  This is particularly true in the following discussion (§3.0 below) which deals with general issues that are evident throughout the SDEIS/EIR document and are not specific to any single section.

This document focuses only on issues of concern to the County from a legal standpoint, and does not attempt to identify or discuss those sections in the SDEIS/EIR that appear to meet State or Federal guidelines.  This is not to say that sections not mentioned in this document can be assumed adequate; rather, the sections are omitted from this document in order to focus on areas of greatest concern to the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors. 

3.0
GENERAL ISSUES

This section identifies issues that are evident throughout the entire Supplement to the DEIS/EIR document.  Typically, the issues raised in this section deal with the backbone of the SDEIS/EIR and, therefore, the errors, omissions, and faulty conclusions identified herein are those that compromise the validity of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR as a whole.


3.1
ALTERNATIVE “D” DOES NOT CONSTRAIN GROWTH AT LAX

3.1.1
Airside Gate Frontage Far Exceeds Stated Levels
The SDEIS/EIR claims that Alternative D would serve, in the year 2015, no more passengers than  would be expected with current airport facilities (approximately 78 Million Annual Passengers [MAP]).  Despite massive improvements to the capacity of the runways and terminals, the SDEIS/EIR also claims that passenger limits will be assured by limiting “airside gate frontage.”  These assertions do not hold up to scrutiny.  In fact, Alternative D increases “airside gate frontage”, increases the number of aircraft gates, and increases aircraft gate efficiency beyond the levels contained in the No Project Alternative.   The Master Plan states that:

 “Alternative D is described as constrained because…facilities would not be designed to accommodate the unconstrained aviation demand forecast profile. Specifically, the terminal frontage available in Alternative D to park aircraft side-by-side is less than the equivalent terminal frontage available in the No Action/No Project Alternative.”  (emphasis added)

Further, the Supplement to the EIS/EIR states:  

“The net effect of these terminal changes would be a reduction in the total airside gate frontage available for aircraft gates and in the number of available aircraft gates to match the peak gate requirements identified in the Alternative D design day schedule.”
Neither the Supplement to the Master Plan nor the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR provides any further explanation, data or calculations to substantiate those statements.  On the contrary, as shown on the attached table, Aircraft Gate Comparison, various graphics in the Master Plan provide evidence directly contravening those statements.  

Table 1

AIRCRAFT GATE COMPARISON

EXISTING, NO PROJECT & ALTERNATIVE “D”

	Terminal
	1996 Existing

 Air Carrier       Commuter       Frontage

Contact Gates     Parking      Length (ft.)
	2015 No Project

 Air Carrier       Commuter    

Contact Gates       Parking
	Alternative D

Air Carrier       Commuter       Frontage

Contact Gates     Parking       Length (ft.)

	1
	      14              6            1,740            
	      16                0
	        0              0               0            

	2
	      10              0            1,201
	      10                0
	        0              0               0

	3
	      12              3            2,104   
	      12                0
	        0              0               0   

	4
	      10            10              n/a
	      13                0
	      16              0              n/a

	5
	      16              0              n/a
	      16                0
	      16              0              n/a

	6
	      10            14              n/a 
	      13                0
	      13              0              n/a 

	7
	      12              0              n/a
	      12                0
	      15              0              n/a

	8
	        8              0              n/a
	        8                0
	        0            19              n/a

	TBIT
	      12              0            2,111
	      12                0
	      19              0           3,184

	Remote
	        0              0                0
	      19              33
	        0              0                0

	New West
	        0              0                0
	        0                0
	      27            13           4,148

	New North
	        0              0                0
	        0                0
	      15              0           3,416 

	TOTAL
	    104            33            7,156
	     131             33
	     121           32          10,748


The amount of “airside gate frontage available for aircraft gates” is easily calculated using scaled drawings contained in the Master Plan.  As shown on the attached Table 1, Alternative D includes an increase of nearly 3,600 linear feet of terminal frontage:  Terminals 1, 2 and 3 will be replaced by the New North Terminal; Tom Bradley International Terminal will be reconfigured; and a New West Terminal will be built.  No changes will be made to Terminals 4 thru 8.  The total existing frontage of the terminals being modified is thus 7,156 feet; following proposed modifications, the terminals will encompass 10,748 feet — an increase of 3,592 feet.  To substantiate its claim concerning existing conditions, the Master Plan must be including the “remote gates” that are little more than apron area where aircraft are parked.  These areas with their low efficiency are not a suitable comparison to actual aircraft gates with jetways linked to a terminal.  To suggest differently is to ignore well-established planning factors for passenger processing. 

The number of aircraft gates also increases with Alternative D.  The Master Plan Supplement uses figures in its summary tables to indicate that the No Project Alternative has 163 gates and that Alternative D has 153 gates -- indicating a reduction.  However, these figures do not correspond to other figures in the Master Plan.   For example, Table ES-2 in the Master Plan Supplement indicates 115 contact gates
 and 48 remote gates for an existing total of 163.  However, Figure II-3.2 of the Existing Conditions Working Paper (Chapter 2 of the Draft Master Plan), provides a detailed accounting of all existing gates and aircraft parking spaces, and it shows quite clearly that there are only 104 contact air carrier gates at present.   Additionally, it shows 33 parking places for commuter aircraft located adjacent to terminals 1, 3, 4 and 6 and accessed via stairways.  Except for one passing reference to 36 Narrow Body Equivalent Gates with access to the Bradley Terminal, Chapter Two makes no mention of the 19 remote gates in the northwest corner.  

In the No Project Alternative, some of the parking spaces used for commuter flights have been converted to parking spaces for air carriers, and those spaces are now counted among the air carrier gates in the No Project Alternative.  Furthermore, the 19 remote aircraft parking spaces have become prominent in the SDEIS/EIR No Project Alternative, implying that there are now 131 “gates” for air carriers and 32 “gates” for commuters.  In reality, there are no more true contact gates today than there were in 1997.  It is only that some existing concrete apron space formerly used for maintenance and other uses is now being used on a regular basis to park scheduled aircraft.  This practice requires that passengers are bussed to the terminals, in a manner that the Master Plan admits is costly and inefficient.  In simpler terms, there are now 112 air carrier parking spaces adjacent to the terminals, 19 remote air carrier parking spaces in the northwest corner, and areas for parking approximately 32 commuter aircraft at two remote locations.  

Aircraft gates for Alternative D are depicted very clearly on Figure 2.2-4 Gate Layout and Utilization in the Supplement to the Master Plan.  This Figure shows 121 air carrier contact gates and 32 parking spaces for commuter aircraft and/or regional jets.  Alternative D also includes the conversion of 8 existing air carrier contact gates in Terminal 8 to spaces to park 19 commuter turbo props/regional jets.

The evidence is quite clear that Alternative D provides 8 more air carrier contact gates than the No Project Alternative, and in a configuration that is more efficient.
  Additionally, under Alternative D LAWA retains the flexibility to create remote gates on available apron space.  As the historical evidence shows, LAWA has not prepared environmental documentation for similar operational modifications at LAX in past years.   Furthermore, LAWA could easily retain the eight contact gates in Terminal 8, thereby boosting the total for Alternative D to 129 contact gates – 15% more than the existing LAX layout.   Accordingly, under Alternative D LAWA has the potential to increase the number aircraft gates, increase airside terminal front footage, replace inefficient aircraft gates with more efficient ones and create additional remote gates.

3.1.2
Runway Design Capacity is Understated
The preferred alternative will also serve future growth through the proposed runway design:   the runway configuration for Alternative D has the same or higher capacity as Alternative C -- 90 MAP.  Alternative D, in the same manner as Alternative C, addresses existing runway constraints by lengthening both of the north complex runways and by increasing the separation distance between them.  The fact that the new four runway system can handle more than 78 MAP is stated very clearly in the Master Plan addendum on page 3-4:  “Alternative C’s projected annual passenger activity level served is limited by the capacity of the four-runway system and is forecast to be approximately 89.6 million (air passengers.)”  Given that Alternative D uses the same 4-runway configuration as Alternative C, and Alternative D extends RW 6L/24R an additional 1,000 feet farther than does Alternative C, it can be concluded that the capacity of the runways under Alternative D is the same or more than Alternative C -- approximately 90 MAP.  

3.1.3
Passenger Levels will be Much Higher than Forecast for Alternative D

Alternative D will allow unconstrained growth through the year 2015.  Unlike the most recent FAA forecasts, the “unconstrained forecast” of 98 MAP in the Master Plan has not been updated to reflect changes in the air industry that have occurred following the events of 9/11.  The most recent FAA Terminal Area Forecasts for LAX indicate that service levels at LAX will not reach the year 2000 levels (64 MAP) until the year 2008 and that service levels in 2015 will be approximately 81.6 MAP.  Using those figures, Alternative D provides little if any constraint on growth.

Alternative D understates the passengers per operation.  Alternative D accommodates the new Super Jumbo A380 (referred to in the Master Plan as the New Large Aircraft by creating a separation of 1040 feet between the two northern runways and by demolishing terminals 1, 2 and 3 and reconstructing a “continuous Group VI flightline.”
  The arrival of the New Large Aircraft, with almost 600 seats, will increase the passenger handling capacity of the runways and airspace by increasing the number of passengers per aircraft operation.  Nevertheless, the Master Plan forecasts that Alternative D will have a lower number of passengers per operation than Alternative C and in fact forecasts a lower number than currently exists.  As indicated on Table 3.3-1 of the Master Plan Addendum, Alternative D is forecast to have only 121.06 passengers per air carrier operation, while Alternative C is forecast to have 124.95.  The table fails to include the actual numbers for the years 1996 and 2000.   However, information from the LAWA web site indicates that passengers per air carrier operation totaled 109.5 in 1996, 119.65 in 2000, 116.62 in 2001, 123.18 in 2002, and 125.4 thru July of 2003.  The number of passengers per operation is expected to continue to increase as airlines increase the size of aircraft and increase their load factors (percentage of sold seats.)  Furthermore, there is a large and unexplained increase in the number of commuter flights (from 109,000 in Alternative C to 183,000 in Alternative D).  Commuter flights average only about 20 passengers per aircraft.  If some of the capacity used for commuter operations was used instead for air carrier operations, the number of passengers would again increase.   There is thus abundant evidence that the runway capacity proposed under Alternative D is much greater than 78 MAP. 

3.1.4
Terminal Space in Alterative D is Equivalent to Alternative C

Alternative D increases terminal space by 70%.   The proposed increase in terminal space from 4 million square feet (msf) to 6.8 msf represents a considerable increase -- 70% higher than existing.   The resulting capacity is only 8% less than Alternative C, again indicating an ability to handle many more than 78 MAP.

3.1.5
The No Project Alternative Cannot be used to Evaluate Alternative D.

Comparison with the No Project Alternative does not provide a reasonable basis to conclude there will be no additional growth.  As discussed below in §3.4.2, the origins of the service levels used in the No Project Alternative are obscure and undocumented, thus casting some doubt upon their validity.  If the No Project service levels are inflated, as we anticipate, then Alternative D would surely be promoting growth as the service levels increased from the current 55 MAP to 78 MAP.  


3.2
IMPROPER USE OF A SUPPLEMENT TO THE DRAFT EIS/EIR

The CEQA Guidelines state that a Supplement to an EIR may be prepared if changes to a project are not considered major (§15162(a)).  Where the changes necessitate major revision to a previous EIR, CEQA requires preparation of a Subsequent EIR.   Both types of documents must receive the same notice and public review requirements as the original EIR.  However, in a Subsequent EIR, all information must be presented, whereas in a Supplemental EIR only new or revised information need be presented.  Discussion provided in Public Resources Code §21166 (and CEQA Guidelines §15162 and §15163) indicate that both types of review are intended for use in connection with previously certified or approved environmental documents.  For documents that have not yet been certified, CEQA outlines a procedure for recirculation.  Discussion provided with the CEQA Guidelines states specifically that, “Circulating a subsequent EIR or supplement to an EIR is not “recirculation” as described under §15088.5.” 

In the present case, there is no previously certified or approved document.   Furthermore, review of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR provides incontrovertible evidence that changes to the proposed project are major and affect the entire environmental assessment:  LAWA has presented an entirely new alternative as the preferred project, and the alternative was created to meet safety and security challenges that did not exist in 2001.  In effect, the entire framework for this project – from the baseline conditions, to the project purpose and need, to the very project itself -- changed following September of 2001, and yet LAWA used a CEQA format intended for minor changes to a certified EIR.  

Finally, the format used by LAWA serves to obfuscate rather than facilitate understanding of this complex project.
   Every reasonable interpretation of CEQA would indicate that LAWA should have addressed the project through preparation of a comprehensive revised Draft EIS/EIR, in which the full record of information was consolidated in an effort to facilitate public review and agency decision-making.   

Public review and lead agency decision-making would also have been far better served by providing copies of the comment letters submitted during public review of the original EIS/EIR.  During 2001, the County of Los Angeles devoted considerable time, public funds and staff effort to review and submit comments on the extensive Draft EIS/EIR and Master Plan documentation released by LAWA at that time.  Surely a similar effort was spent by many other agencies, organizations and individuals, and it is probable that the collective comments contained a wide range of information that would have been relevant to the current review.  Despite this fact, the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR makes no effort to present or even summarize the earlier comment letters.  This approach creates a process that is confusing and cumbersome for reviewing agencies and organizations, and thwarts an opportunity to advance public participation.  A response to the earlier comments would have served to advance public discourse, strengthen the opportunity for environmental protection, and facilitate an understanding of the Lead Agency’s thinking on a wide range of key issues.  We acknowledge that LAWA was under no obligation to respond or acknowledge the earlier comment letters.  However, the failure to have done so belies a continuing pattern of disinterest in public views that was established in 2001. 


3.3
INCONSISTENT PURPOSE & NEED STATEMENT

The apparent contradiction between SDEIS/EIR statements and actual intent is also evident in the discussion of project purpose and need.  The SDEIS/EIR states, on page ES-1, that the purpose and need for the project have not changed:  

“The purpose and need for the LAX Master Plan has not changed since the publication of the Draft EIS/EIR…In particular, the Master Plan project objectives are to: 

· Respond to local and regional demand for air transportation during the period 2000-2015, taking into consideration the amount, type, location, and timing of such demand.  
· Ensure that new investments in airport capacity are efficient and cost-effective, maximizing the return on existing infrastructure capital. 
· Sustain and advance the international trade component of the regional economy and the international commercial gateway role of the City of Los Angeles.”  
In a number of text discussions, the SDEIS/EIR affirms that Alternative D responds to the stated purpose and need for this Master Plan, as shown in the excerpts below from pages 2-1 and 3-25:

 “Alternative D, the "Enhanced Safety and Security" alternative, offers a well-planned and rational ‘regional approach’ alternative for improvement of LAX. Alternative D would respond to future demand for air transportation by encouraging, but not requiring, other airports in the Los Angeles area to increase capacity to make up for the limitations of LAX. It would allow airlines to accommodate the demand for international aviation at LAX to the greatest extent possible without otherwise increasing capacity of the airport generally. It would also maintain the return on existing capital investments at LAX. Thus, Alternative D would allow the Los Angeles region to realize some of the important economic benefits outlined in the Draft EIS/EIR, while at the same time enhancing security and safety at the airport and significantly reducing environmental impacts from airport operations to the surrounding communities.”

“Alternative D, as stated previously in § 3.1, Formulation and Refinement of Alternatives, of this document, is a direct response to the strongly expressed desire of many citizens, as indicated in comments received on the Draft EIS/EIR, for a regional approach to airport planning in Southern California that is more aggressive than demonstrated by the previously considered Master Plan build alternatives. The Mayor of Los Angeles, noting the need to fully examine a regional approach to satisfy air transportation demand, directed LAWA to develop a new Master Plan alternative for the improvement of LAX. Responding to the Mayor's direction, the new alternative is designed to: 

·  Enhance safety and security at LAX for users and to protect the airport infrastructure

· Encourage the development and use of regional airports to serve local demand by constraining the facility capacity at LAX to approximately the same aviation activity levels identified in the No Action/No Project Alternative;

· Maintain LAX as the International Gateway to Southern California; and

· Mitigate the impacts of LAX's continued operation.”

At the same time, the SDEIS/EIR emphasizes that Alternative D is equivalent in many ways to the No Action /No Project Alternative.  For example, SDEIS/EIR page ES-17 includes the following statement:

 “Alternative D would encourage a long-term regional approach to serving air traffic demand in the Los Angeles basin by designing facilities at LAX to accommodate passenger and cargo activity levels equivalent to the No Action/No Project Alternative activity level, but would be designed to allow air carriers to emphasize international routes at LAX.”

The Project Description (page 3-25) expands on this theme, including the statement below:

“LAWA determined that constraining the aircraft gate frontage at the terminals is a component of the airport system that is fully within its control. LAWA can constrain the development of this frontage and believes that this will, in turn, place an effective constraint

on total passenger activity at LAX. LAWA can also control the amount of available cargo warehouse and processing space at LAX. By constraining the development of these cargo facilities, total cargo activity at LAX would be constrained.”

Further, the SDEIS/EIR provides quantitative data to support these statements, as shown below with information excerpted from SDEIS/EIR Tables ES-1 and ES-2.  

Table 2

COMPARISON OF NO PROJECT WITH ALTERNATIVES ‘C’ AND ‘D’

	Facility
	No Action/No Project Alternative
	Previously-Preferred Alternative C
	Currently Preferred Alternative D

	Cargo-Annual Tons
	3,120,000
	4,172,000
	3,120,000

	Total # Nominal Gates
	163
	168
	153

	Million Air Passengers
	78.7
	89.6
	78.9


And yet the SDEIS/EIR claims that the No Action/No Project Alternative is seriously deficient.  For example, discussion on page ES-7 states that the No Action/No Project Alternative “would fall far short of meeting the projected demand for aviation services at LAX by accommodating approximately 78.7 million passengers (a shortfall of approximately 19.2 million) and 3.1million tons of cargo (a shortfall of approximately 1 million tons) in 2015.”

The SDEIS/EIR also portrays the No Action alternative as de minimis in the scope of its improvements, but allowing for increased passenger and cargo volumes, as shown in discussion from page 3-6: 

“This [No Project] alternative includes only minor airport improvements approved as of the publication of the Draft EIS/EIR in January 2001 or that were in the planning stages at that time. The improvements include minor taxiway improvements, new cargo building space, construction of at least one off-airport parking structure, and reconstruction of an on-airport parking structure. Passenger and cargo volumes would continue to increase in response to projected demand, reaching activity levels in 2015 of approximately 78.7 MAP and 3.12 MAT, respectively.”

In essence, the Supplement to the DEIS/EIR offers the following unsupportable syllogism: Alternative D meets project goals, Alternative D is substantially the same as No Action, and No Action fails to meet project goals.  As discussed more fully below (and in previous sections), we believe that this inconsistency arises from the fact that the EIS/EIR is misleading in its description of alternatives.  


3.4
INADEQUATE ASSESSMENT OF ALTERNATIVES


3.4.1
Inadequate Definition and Evaluation of Project Alternatives

The SDEIS/EIR fails to comply with two cornerstone elements of CEQA – that an EIR must describe a reasonable range of Alternatives that would feasibly meet most objectives, but would avoid or lessen significant effects of the project,
 and that preparation of an EIR should be guided by a good faith effort at full disclosure. 

The Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR carries forward the project goals that were previously established in the 2001 DEIS/EIR.  These goals included:  (a) to respond to local and regional demand for air transportation during the period 2000-2015; (b) to ensure that the investment in airport capacity maximizes the return on existing infrastructure capital; and (c) to advance the role of LAX as the international commercial gateway to the region.    Alternative D is presented as an option that would fulfill key aspects of the project purpose and need.   

The SDEIS/EIR also emphasizes, repeatedly, that Alternative D is substantially the same as the No Action Alternative in terms of meeting transportation demand -- as measured by number of gates, number of passengers, number of aircraft operations, and cargo tonnage.   Yet the No Action Alternative as presented is clearly deficient in terms of meeting demand for aviation and cargo services.

If this inconsistency has a sound explanation, it is the job of the SDEIS/EIR to provide that explanation.  Instead, the SDEIS/EIR is permeated with unexplained inconsistencies.  Similar incongruities were apparent in the 2001 document.  The 2001 Draft EIS/EIR presented Alternative C as the preferred action, yet concluded that Alternative C would have more significant unavoidable adverse effects than either of the other two build Alternatives (25 for C; 23 for A; 22 for B), and would fail to meet projected demand.  

In this regard, both the Draft and the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR fall short of the requirement that environmental documents must provide a clear definition of project goals in association with the selected range of alternatives.  As now presented, the data suggest either that Alternative D fails to meet essential aspects of the stated goals, or that Alternative D has not been described in accordance with full disclosure requirements. 

3.4.2 Alternatives are Inconsistent with Baseline Data

On close review, the numbers provided in the Tables entitled “Summary of Activity, Comparison of Alternatives and Summary of Features, Comparison of Alternatives”
 do not present a cohesive picture.  When compared with data provided throughout the baseline and impact analyses, information contained in this summary statement appears to be fundamentally lacking in logical internal consistency.  For example, in describing assumptions made for the No Project Alternative, the Socioeconomic Technical Report
 indicates, “The schedule of operations would still show variations throughout the day but the peak period would be at or exceed the airfield’s capacity.  Congestion, delays and passenger inconvenience would be common all year, not just during peak holiday periods.”  However, the “Summary of Features, Comparison of Alternatives” contradicts these claims.  The Summary indicates that the No Project Alternative would have: (a) fewer all-weather delays than Alternative C (13.2 vs.13.6); (b) fewer annual cancellations than Alternatives A and C (9,969 vs. 15,477 and 15,814); (c) more public parking stalls than Alternative B: and (d) the same number of all-weather peak operations and 3-hour average operations.

Similar inconsistencies occur with the addition of Alternative D.  Most notably, the Design Day activity levels should approximate those for Alternative C given that the runway improvements are nearly identical.   Further, public parking stalls and employee parking stalls are equal to or greater than other build alternatives, and rental car acreage is doubled over other alternatives.  Passenger terminal square footage is 93% of Alternative C, but the passengers are 88%.  This indicates faulty project design without consistent use of planning factors.

3.4.3 Alternative D may Exceed the Stated Growth Levels 

The SDEIS/EIR states that Alternative D evolved from a decision on the part of LAWA and the City of Los Angeles to limit growth.  Alternative D does limit growth below that of Alternative A and B.  However, as discussed in § 3.1, this alternative would not limit LAX to 78.7 MAP as claimed.  Considering the extensive improvements to the airfield, passenger terminals, roadways and other facilities, it is more reasonable to assume that Alternative D will achieve service levels equaling or exceeding those of Alternative C (90 MAP).  Furthermore, many elements of Alternative D resemble the Phase I construction of other alternatives: in future years, land area in the western part of the airport can be used for additional terminal space, and available apron space can be readily converted to remote terminal space.  These possibilities merit evaluation in the SDEIS/EIR.  

The SDEIS/EIR makes certain assumptions that require further explanation or verification.  Why for example do commuter flights increase from 109,000 in Alternative C to 183,000 in Alternative D?  If commuters fail to materialize, will the excess capacity be used for air carrier aircraft?   Similarly, as discussed earlier in regard to the No Project Alternative, air cargo growth may also not be constrained. 

Many of the more capital-intensive improvements in Alternative D seem to contravene the intended purposes.  For example, Alternative D would require that significant resources be devoted to separating runways and demolishing existing terminals to provide for the New Large Aircraft.  In fact, many major airports in the USA have already taken a position that they will not underwrite these costs.   Yet easing the way for the New Large Aircraft at LAX will surely enhance the concentration of air service at LAX to the detriment of the other regional airports.  If provisions for the new 600-seat New Large Aircraft were instead placed at Ontario International Airport, it would provide a powerful incentive for the airlines to increase service there.  It takes many connecting flights to fill a 600 seat aircraft; if LAX is designed to accommodate these aircraft, one outcome will be to strongly reinforce the ability of LAX to attract the bulk of the region’s air service.  

The stated security enhancement goals can be achieved without the expense and vulnerabilities of an Automated People Mover by building the three principal ground processing landside facilities in a strategic configuration closer to the Central Terminal Area.

3.4.4 Regional Alternatives would be Best Served by Relocating New Large Aircraft Inland

The Master Plan is at odds with itself in regards to constraining or expanding LAX.  As set forth in the Draft Master Plan and SDEIS/EIR, serious economic consequences will befall the region if LAX is not expanded to accommodate the unconstrained demand, and then the Supplement presents a Preferred Alternative that purports to do just that.  The recent growth spurts at Long Beach and John Wayne will soon peak out.  LAX will continue to attract cargo and international flights because the carriers continue to resist using other regional airports, particularly those in the inland empire.  The proposed expansion of LAX and particularly the provisions for the New Large Aircraft are simply another chapter in the long history of incremental growth.  As soon as these improvements are completed in twenty years or so, there is every indication that there will be another round of master planning to continue that pattern.  As stated above, this master plan claims to support a regional approach to air transportation, but does not incorporate the one feature that would most secure it – i.e., relocation of the New Large Aircraft improvements to Ontario or Palmdale International Airports.

3.4.5 Additional Alternatives to Evaluate

Under CEQA, the range of alternatives addressed in an EIR should be governed by the ‘Rule of Reason’ which states that an EIR need only address those alternatives necessary to provide decision makers with a reasoned choice.  Under this Rule, the selection of alternatives is guided by feasibility, efficacy in reducing or avoiding impacts, and ability to foster public participation and informed decision-making.  ‘Feasibility’ includes site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, compatibility with relevant planning documents and jurisdictional controls, and proponent access in cases where the alternative involves another location.  In considering alternate locations, the “key question” to be asked is whether any of the significant project impacts could be lessened or avoided by relocating the project to another site.  

Relocation of New Large Aircraft Facilities to another Airport:   The Rule of Reason applies to the LAX Master Plan SDEIS/EIR, and this document will not meet the standards of adequacy until it evaluates relocation of all or part of the project to another site.  The County of Los Angeles requests that LAWA provide such analysis for the following alternative:  relocation of facilities oriented to the New Larger Aircraft to Ontario International and/or Palmdale International, both of which were designed to accommodate international travel, are underutilized, and are owned and operated by LAWA.  Such an alternative would almost certainly enable LAWA to reduce project impacts around LAX substantially, without concomitant impacts at the relocation sites.  

Shift Airport Improvements from the East to the West:  The County also requests that LAWA evaluate an alternative in which improvements are shifted away from human habitat on the north and east and into the butterfly habitat on the west.  We understand why LAWA may have wished to avoid this assessment in light of the complex background and history surrounding the El Segundo Blue Butterfly Habitat Restoration Area and the Los Angeles/El Segundo Dunes.  However, the path of omission forecloses an important opportunity for informed decision-making.  In this case, the proposed Master Plan improvements will cause new, significant and unavoidable adverse new impacts to thousands of human beings (i.e. elevated noise levels, increased single-event exposures, increased school disruption, loss of industrial jobs and historical resources, elevated pollutant levels, etc.).  Due to omission decision makers will not know whether it may have been possible to lessen or avoid these impacts by shifting the improvements westward and instead imposing the significant unavoidable adverse impacts on a population of 7,000-87,000 endangered El Segundo Blue Butterflies.  Decision makers will not know how the mitigation costs for the human impacts would compare with the mitigation costs for relocating butterfly habitat.  Due to omission, decision-makers will be unable fulfill their statutory obligation to weigh, balance and consider the trade-offs, costs and opportunities associated with environmental justice and resource protection.  To avoid this outcome, the County of Los Angeles asks that LAWA provide the public and LAWA decision-maker with a full and complete assessment of this alternative.  

Redesign and Reprioritize Proposed Airport Improvements:  Finally, in furtherance of finding an environmentally superior alternative that fulfills the basic objectives of the project, the County asks that LAWA develop, consider and comment on a new Alternative that would solve the urgent needs LAX in a timely manner and also eliminates costly, time consuming and controversial items.  The following elements should be addressed:

· Fast track the addition of international gates on the west side of Tom Bradley International Terminal.

· Fast track the lengthening of RW 6R/24L in its present position.  

· Widen the north complex runways by moving RW6L/24R to the north as proposed in Alternative C.  

· Eliminate the Ground Transportation Center and the Automated People Mover.  Prohibit private vehicles on World Way in the Central Terminal Area, and provide security screening for a fleet of zero emission vans that would serve the many airport and privately owned garages around the airport. (Note that this trend is already evident.)

· Eliminate all provisions for the New Large Aircraft including the Design Category VI spacing of the north complex runways and provision of larger aircraft gates.

· Provide additional space in the Central Terminal Area as proposed in Alternative D.

· Close Pershing Drive to all public access.

3.4.6
Scoping Outreach did not Include Alternative D 
LAWA made the 2003 SDEIS/EIR available for public comment in July of 2003 to update information presented in the 2001 Draft EIS/EIR and to integrate Alternative “D” into the environmental review process.  Alternative D, the “Enhanced Safety and Security Plan,” introduces numerous infrastructure and concept changes into the alternatives analysis including a reprioritization of project goals to emphasize safety.   In turn, the shift in project objectives changes the manner in which alternatives must assessed in the environmental analysis.  The objectives of the CEQA process include fostering interagency coordination early in the review of projects and encourage public participation in the planning process.
  Similarly, the purpose of the scoping process required by NEPA is to identify and disclose all of the potential Alternatives under consideration by the lead agency.  This provides the public with the greatest ability to understand project issues and thus contribute useful information, suggestions and comment for consideration by the lead agency decision-makers.

In the present case, the scoping outreach and early consultation with Responsible and Trustee Agencies did not include Alternative D, which became the preferred project.  This denies the public of the opportunity to comment, and it also raises questions as to the validity of the process by which “D” became the preferred Alternative -- between the 1996 circulation of the Notice of Preparation (NOP), and scoping outreach, and the circulation of the 2003 SDEIS/EIR.  If the objectives and scope of the project changed sufficiently between initial outreach and circulation of the Supplement to the Draft to warrant incorporation of a preferred Alternative that was not even included in the original Draft EIS/EIR, then the NEPA scoping process should have started again.  CEQA also requires, at minimum, circulation of a comprehensive Subsequent Draft EIR that includes full disclosure of the alternatives analysis and process used to select the preferred Alternative.


3.5
INADEQUATE AND OUTDATED BASELINE SETTING

3.5.1
The 1996 Baseline is not Applicable to Existing Conditions in 2003
The Draft and Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR both comply with the CEQA requirement that the baseline be defined by conditions extant at the time the Notice of Preparation was released.  However, because the baseline was already five years old at the time of the 2001 Draft EIS/EIR release, and is now 7 years old for analyses contained in the Supplement, the review fails to comply with the intent of CEQA to facilitate an understanding of changes in the environment associated with the proposed project.  Use of the five-year old baseline, coupled with the document’s frequent assumption that mitigative actions addressing air quality, noise, traffic, water quality, and other topical issues will occur primarily (or only) through project-related activities, tends to consistently overstate the impacts of the No Project Alternative relative to other Alternatives.  Although the 2003 SDEIS/EIR provides the “normally” accepted “baseline” of conditions extant at the time the NOP was released, CEQA Guidelines by implication allow the Lead Agency to use a baseline different than the NOP released date when “non-normal” circumstances occur.
 

In the present case, several “non-normal” circumstances have occurred that necessitate an updated baseline.  In particular, the NOP is now seven years old and conditions extant in 1996 do not represent existing conditions at the project site.  More significantly, the extraordinary events of September 11, 2001 significantly altered baseline conditions – physical and social -- from what existed when the NOP was released.  So fundamental were these changes that LAWA withdrew the then-pending Draft EIS/EIR and Master Plan, and proceeded to formulate an entirely new alternative, which it then identified as its preferred project.  Clearly, the 1996 baseline material provides an inadequate yardstick against which to measure and understand the impacts of Alternative D or any other project alternative (especially including the No Action Alternative).

It is generally understood that air travel will not soon return to pre-9/11 conditions.   After 9/11, LAX implemented new operational procedures that in turn changed (1) the location and distribution of passengers and visitors, (2) the length of time passengers are at the airport, (3) the number of passengers arriving, and (4) the number of aircraft taking off and landing.  

For all of these reasons the 2003 Supplemental Draft EIS/EIR fails to comply with the intent and judicial interpretation of CEQA relative to the Baseline Analysis – i.e., to facilitate an understanding of changes in the environment associated with the proposed project and project Alternatives.  Furthermore, use of this 7-year old baseline tends to consistently overstate the impacts of the No Project Alternative relative to other Alternatives.  When coupled with the Draft EIS/EIRs frequent assumption that mitigative actions addressing air quality, noise, traffic, water quality, and other topical issues will occur primarily (or only) through project-related activities, the error is even more apparent.  CEQA clearly intends that the baseline should reflect the existing level of actual development to the maximum extent possible; since the Draft EIS/EIR baseline is set at 58 MAP (vs. 67+ MAP at present – a 15%+ discrepancy), this intent is clearly unmet.  

In order to achieve an adequate document, LAWA needs to provide an updated baseline for all topical sections where current data is available.  Doing so will minimize the risk of an unfavorable ruling such as the situation encountered by Logan Airport in Boston.  The United States Environmental Protection Agency rated the 1999 Logan Airport EIS as “Environmental Objection, Insufficient Information” for, among other concerns, the use of the outdated baseline year of 1993.

3.5.2
Baseline Terminology is Inconsistent and Confusing

The baseline data is also inconsistent.  This problem extends not only to the many different years used as the “baseline”, but also to incorrect identification of the base year for given data sets.  For example, the 4th quarter 1996 database cited for the noise calibration does not match actual 4th quarter data according to published noise contours.

Table 3

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN EIS/EIR NOISE IMPACT 

& LAWA 1996 QUARTERLY REPORT

	
	Dwellings Inside 65 CNEL
	Population Inside 65 CNEL

	LAWA 1996 4th Quarter Report
	31,968
	85,907

	EIS/EIR Table 4.1-2 For 1996
	16,900
	49,000

	Difference
	15,068
	36,907


The question therefore arises as to how LAWA actually defines the “Environmental Baseline.”  Is the Environmental Baseline the same as the “Adjusted Environmental Baseline?”  Or the “Future Without Project Scenario” (i.e., cumulative without project)?  Or the “No Action/No Project Alternative?”  Or none of these?  Although each of these scenarios may serve a useful purpose, such gains can be realized only when the scenarios are properly defined, adequately differentiated, and consistently employed – none of which is true for the LAX Master Plan SDEIS/EIR. Does the environmental baseline include the phase-out of older, noisier Stage 2 jets, as assumed with the build Alternatives?  The forecast reduction in noise exposure for Alternatives A, C and D, as compared with the No Action/No Project Alternative,
 appears to conflict with the numbers cited in the penultimate paragraph on page ES-21.  It is not clear which of the congestion relief package features are scheduled for completion in Phase 1 and which will be deferred to Phase 2.

The Summary of Alternatives
 notes, in discussing baseline conditions, that “physical conditions are represented as they existed in 1997 and in more current years when possible to provide the most up-to-date information available.”  It is not clear why “up-to-date” information is possible in some categories but not others.  LAWA has had five years to update the information and is anticipating spending significant funds to implement the project; there is in truth no justifiable reason for denying the public and LAWA decision-makers access to current information.

LAWA must clearly define each of the baseline and future condition scenarios used in the 2003 Supplemental Draft EIS/EIR, with an explicit statement of the rationale for its use.  Perhaps LAWA should delete one or more of these scenarios from discussion.  Referenced scenarios include “environmental baseline,” “environmental baseline (1996),” “environmental baseline (2000),” “adjusted environmental baseline,” “environmental baseline (2015),” “non-LAX development having cumulative impact,” “future without project scenario” (i.e., cumulative without project), and “No Action/No Project”.  Incredibly, the Glossary defines none of these terms.  The analysis constantly shifts the baseline timeframe to manipulate the comparative assessment of project impacts -- using 1996 baseline data for traffic, air and aircraft noise, while using 2000 through 2002 for biology, earth, and water resources.  The frequent shifting from one baseline nomenclature and timeframe to another is, at best, confusing.  At worst, it conceals the underlying impacts that this 2003 Supplemental Draft EIS/EIR is intended to illuminate.  

3.5.3
Baseline Terms are Not Defined
There is no clear definition of the term “Unconstrained Forecast” anywhere in the Environmental Summary or in Sections 1, 2 or 3.  The reader is left to guess what the term is intended to portray, where it fits into the long-range forecasts for LAX and other regional airports
 and the estimates of rising aviation demand.
  

This lack of definition and intent extends to the term “Adjusted Baseline.”  This condition has never existed, and will never exist (i.e., 1996/97 airport activity and physical facilities plus 2005 and 2015 land use activity and regional traffic).  There is no basis in CEQA and/or NEPA for use of this term and it therefore requires either clarification or removal from the document in favor of more traditional and more clearly defined comparative data.


3.6
PROJECT PHASING DOES NOT REFLECT STATED PRIORITIES


The proposed project phasing illustrates the Master Plan’s embrace of an environmentally inferior alternative.  The most pressing problems on the airport are the lack of adequate runway length on the north complex, the security threat of private autos near the terminals, and the lack of international gates.  Taxiing of loaded B747 aircraft to the south runway complex and the bussing of international passengers across the airfield creates air quality impacts, congestion, delay, and general lack of capacity.  Yet the Phase 1 construction plan addresses none of these issues for many years and instead concentrates initially on the fringes of the airport preparing for the Ground Transportation Center and Intermodal Transportation Center, and on demolishing and rebuilding perfectly useable terminals in preparation for moving a runway to accommodate the New Large Aircraft.  This sequence does not match the urgent environmental and congestion priorities evident on the airport.


3.7
APPEARANCE OF ADVOCACY


Both the Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR contain numerous comments and conclusive statements that create an appearance of project advocacy.  This is inappropriate given the policy guidelines contained in CEQA and NEPA.  It undermines confidence in the objectivity of the analyses and casts doubt on the Lead Agency commitment to full disclosure.   We are particularly concerned about technical assumptions that understate the growth potential and overstate the benefits of Alternative D, as paired with assumptions that overstate the adverse impacts of the No Project Alternative (please see §3.5.2 above for further elaboration of this concern).  


3.8
INADEQUATE SCOPING OUTREACH

Both the 2001 Draft EIS/EIR and the 2003 Supplemental Draft EIS/EIR make frequent mention of the regional significance of LAX and of the Master Plan process.  This emphasis on regional context is evident in discussions and analyses provided throughout the text, but more significantly is an integral part of the Purpose and Objectives statement.  As stated, “The purpose and objectives of the Master Plan are to provide…sufficient airport capacity for passengers and freight in the Los Angeles region to sustain and advance the economic growth and vitality of the Los Angeles region…”

Nevertheless, the original scoping outreach effort did not include a single agency within the county governments of San Bernardino County, Orange County, Riverside County, or Ventura County.
  Nor did the scoping outreach include any municipal agencies, airport officials, businesses, or services within any of these four counties, although many such entities would have an interest in the regional issues addressed and in the development and analysis of project Alternatives.  This is a serious omission, particularly in light of the NEPA mandate to establish close nexus between project goals and project Alternatives.  It may also explain why none of the project Alternatives incorporates even minimal regional elements.

Furthermore, the scoping process is intended to identify and disclose all of the potential Alternatives under consideration by the lead agency.  This provides the public with the greatest ability for input and understanding into the potential project and offers an opportunity to comment.  In fact, it is common for lead agencies to remove Alternatives from further consideration between the scoping process and the distribution of the Draft EIS/EIR.  In this case, the scoping outreach did not include Alternative C (the 2001 preferred alternative) or Alternative D (the 2003 preferred alternative).  As noted previously, this approach forecloses the opportunity for public comment and casts doubt on the adequacy of the process by which LAWA screened and selected the alternatives.   In any case, the SDEIS/EIR fails to meet CEQA and NEPA standards because LAWA did not disclose the preferred Alternative D to the public prior to document release.

Furthermore, although LAWA presented the original 2001 draft master plan at a number of public meetings held specifically for minority citizens, it is unfortunate that the same level of outreach has not occurred for the Supplement to the Master Plan.  The minority segment of the population will experience the greatest exposure to the effects of changes at LAX.  In particular, the County’s interest in this issue is again with the unincorporated Lennox community.  LAWA should develop a more thorough outreach program for Alternative D that fully informs the citizens in this area of the complete range of options and how the proposed master plan would specifically affect them.   LAWA should fully disclose the decision to extend runways to the east and avoid the endangered species habitat to the west along the beaches. 


3.9
PROGRAM ASSESSMENT OF BASELINE, IMPACTS, MITIGATIONS

The analytic framework of the 2001 Draft EIS/EIR was described as one in which the document was meant to set the basis for “tiered” environmental review pursuant to both NEPA and CEQA.
  The tiered concept assumes that subsequent environmental documents will be required to focus the analysis on site-specific, project-level issues, impacts, and mitigation measures.  The 2003 Supplemental Draft EIS/EIR does describe many concepts in more detail, but continues to keep the analysis at a program level.  The program-level analyses and vague mitigation commitments may not provide the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) with an adequate basis on which to issue an “unconditional approval” of the airport layout plan (ALP).  An unconditional approval assumes that LAWA has completed appropriate analyses for all development actions, and the circulated document does not fulfill this requirement.


3.10
GROWTH & CUMULATIVE IMPACTS MAY BE UNDERSTATED

The Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR bases its analysis of growth inducement on projected cargo and passenger activity.  It concludes that by 2015, Alternative D would yield a direct economic output of $63.7 billion and 350,500 jobs, plus an indirect economic output of $93.8 billion and 629,000 jobs through a multiplier effect of 1.5.  The EIS/EIR assumes that all of the jobs would be within the 5-County SCAG region, 78% of the jobs would be within a 20-mile radius, and 40% within a 10-mile radius of LAX.  Finally, it concludes that Alternative D would be similar in terms of job formation to the No Action/No Project Alternative, differing by an increase of about 1%.  With respect to collateral development, the EIS/EIR finds Alternative D impacts equivalent to the No Project Alternative for LAX Northside
, Westchester Southside and Belford, and less than the No Project Alternative for Continental City and Manchester South.  

In taking this approach, the document ignores the cumulative synergistic effects that would result if LAX Northside is constructed in tandem with the LAX improvements, as proposed under Alternative D (but not Alternatives A, B or C).  The increase in cargo will create corresponding increases in off-airport services and place extraordinary pressures on commercial and residential land uses in the immediate neighborhood.  Apart from a discussion of the proposed cap on peak hour traffic from the LAX Northside project, the Growth-Inducing Impact Analysis (which is also the Cumulative Impact Analysis for Alternative D) does not address these more localized impacts at all, even though the history of LAX shows them to be potentially significant.   

4.0

COMMENTS SPECIFIC TO THE SUPPLEMENT TO THE DRAFT EIS/EIR

4.1
AIRPORT SECURITY ASSESSMENT IS INCOMPLETE

4.1.1
Summary of Findings Concerning the Analysis of LAX Master Plan Security 
As detailed at length in the discussion that follows, the security content of Alternative D documentation is inconsistent and contradictory, leaving important questions unanswered and an urgent need for definitive clarification of the true policy and planning direction.  The security analysis has been treated in an aloof and disconnected manner, is preoccupied with the public approaches and the eastern half of the infrastructure; and fails to address total airport security vulnerabilities and risk management planning.  These inconsistencies imply an absence of coordination in the planning process.  Of greater concern is the possibility that the professed emphasis on security enhancement is not the true priority in terms of planning and phased implementation.  

There is a strong case for the separate ground processing facilities and for dispersal of target populations by reducing density, controlling and limiting vehicular access and proximity.  Access roadways merit greater emphasis on security design, demonstrating a clearer commitment to specific contingencies while anticipating traffic impacts.

The separation concept is diminished in value by the expensive and vulnerable mass transit link between the Central Terminal Area and remote landside ground facilities.  It is further diminished by the lack of Flow Process Mapping data, the risk of task overload and failure to achieve target reduction, and by potential alienation if the public perceives screening requirements as excessive.

For reasons discussed in this report, we believe that the Automated People Mover is a weak link in the overall security plan.  Security enhancement goals can be achieved without the Automated People Mover by moving the 3 main ground processing facilities closer to the Central Terminal Area.  The western half of the airport should be drawn into the Plan with all subcomponents receiving ‘substantial treatment’ as required of federal regulators and stated early in the analysis.   In the course of addressing the western end of the airport, and as a matter of urgency, LAWA should conduct a detailed assessment of the vulnerability to terrorist attack.  LAWA should give serious consideration to the permanent closure of Pershing Drive as a public thoroughfare.

LAWA should provide an illustration that shows anticipated concentric ring security applications along with an explanation of the capabilities for surveillance of adjoining commercial and residential neighborhoods.  Finally, the analysis should offer a quantitative projection of the demands on security and law enforcement personnel, and the intended ratio of manpower to technological devices.

4.1.2
Introduction to the Analysis of the LAX Master Plan Security Component

The LAX Master Plan Security Component addresses known and implied security issues, with a focus on Alternative D (the Enhanced Safety and Security Alternative), while also referencing the more limited discussions found in the Master Plan and SDEIS/EIR documents as a whole.  The events of September 11, 2001 are commonly referenced in the Alternative D documentation, and security issues predictably appear in documentation released by the City of Los Angeles on July 9, 2003.  However, it has been more difficult to obtain security plan elements for earlier plan options, namely Alternatives A, B and C, and also the No Project Alternative.  

Fundamental to the integrity of the exercise is simulation of the process by which an ordinary member of the public would gain access to this public documentation.   Although airport security is a relevant topical in the context of environmental review, it did not receive any attention in the pre-9/11 public deliberations for the 2001 LAX Master Plan.  This is an extraordinary fact considering the status of LAX as a world-class destination and departure airport.  The public documentation search process is therefore discussed here because the security content, its location within the Master Plan and the priority afforded to it, bears directly on the credibility of the stated title of Alternative D, ‘The Enhanced Safety and Security Initiative’ and therefore upon the worth of the security planning component. 

The documentation is voluminous and consequently electronic key word searches were employed to locate security related sections in the earlier documentation, i.e. up to June of 2001. Key words used included ‘security’, ‘threat’ and ‘terrorism;’ Master Plan documentation published during 2003 was also searched using electronic means.  The major portions of the documentation subjected to analysis from the security perspective, after search and filtering are:

· The LAX Master Plan SDEIS/EIR:   Chapter 3 Alternatives (Including Proposed Action).

· LAX Master Plan Addendum Draft dated June 2003.

· Appendix I to the LAX Master Plan Addendum Draft: Comparative Security Analysis of Alternative D and the No Action/No Project.

4.1.3
Review of the LAX Master Plan Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR 

Chapter 3, Alternatives:  The Introduction notes that Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations for NEPA require federal regulators to “Devote substantial treatment to each alternative considered in detail…” The SDEIS/EIR offers an historical explanation of the Draft Master Plan and the context in which Alternative D was developed.  An excerpt from page 3-1 illustrates some of the extraordinary circumstances applicable to long-term security planning:

“Alternative D is designed to protect airport users and critical airport infrastructure in response to the increased risk of terrorism aimed at aviation and commercial assets. The Plan is designed with the flexibility to incorporate evolving federal airport security requirements. Alternative D is also designed to enhance the on-airport presence of law enforcement and emergency response teams.”

The words ‘flexibility’ and ‘evolving’ effectively equate at the time of public deliberation to ‘unknown’.  The discussion of baseline conditions (Ch. 3.2) does not address security planning in terms of existing conditions, and, the discussion of airport security (Ch. 3.3.1) provides no explanation for the failure to address security planning in the pre-9/11 options.   A vague attempt is made to reassure the reader that security plans are available for Alternatives A, B, and C should these be chosen (as opposed to Alternative D), yet the discussion is wholly inadequate.  Noting that ‘these alternatives would provide on-airport space for the Transportation Security Administration to conduct its mission,’ the report goes on to state:

· “At the time this supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR was published, the federal government’s security requirements were continuing to evolve and LAWA officials were working with TSA to determine and accommodate its needs to the greatest extent possible,” and 
· “…it is anticipated that an extensive array of security features and operational practices if/as required could be accommodated by any of the build alternatives.”  
These statements suggest that the public disclosure of security plans is unnecessarily vague, and that security planning has been overly deferred to federal regulators.

The SDEIS/EIR summarizes conceptual points making up the new approach to airport security on page 3-27 under Alternative D: “The end goal of this design concept is to achieve a new balance between the needs of both passenger security and passenger convenience.” Besides claiming public safety and security benefits in very sweeping terms, it also refers to the physical layout of Alternative D and mentions the Master Plan boundaries.  But it does not provide any detail concerning the features of the security plan that will deliver these benefits.  

The description of Alternative D Facilities (p. 3-43) repeats the message that “Alternative D is designed to be flexible in accommodating new federal security requirements.” There follows brief mention of ‘important security features’ referring to elimination of private vehicles from the Central Terminal Area roadways and elimination of the public parking structures within the Central Terminal Area. This and subsequent statements are not so much ‘security features’ as ‘security objectives’ or ‘security outcomes’.  The difference is important, because it is the details that impart greater understanding and thereby enable the public to judge and offer comment.  For example, when the text states that passengers and employees will access the Central Terminal Area via the Automated People Mover, there is no explanation of the methodologies that would be used to secure the safety of that journey.  It is thus unclear that the APM would be safer than the Central Terminal Area public parking facility. The document also declares that “The presence of law enforcement and emergency response teams would be enhanced with Alternative D.” Although it then goes on to speak of two new Aircraft Rescue and Fire Fighting facilities, a new police headquarters and Terminal police posts, again it resorts to generalized claims of the advantages without supportive detail.  In fact, the planned police headquarter (at Westchester Parkway and Emerson Avenue), is located outside of the operating boundary of the airport.  

In subsequent pages (3-47 to 3-56), the following topics are listed and discussed without reference to any specific security component: Terminal Facilities; Traffic/Parking/Circulation Facilities; Automated People Mover; Cargo Facilities; Ancillary Facilities; Land Acquisition and Relocation; Collateral Development; and Proposed Phasing.   The text states that publicly available data show that airport facilities have to be upgraded to improve security.  However, the Transportation Security Administration is not the only arbiter of security issues.  Security is becoming an integrated component across all airport functions.  Given the size of the LAX Master Plan project, it is reasonable to expect discussion of the security plan for each listed action, each function and each facility.  Cargo and Phasing offer good illustrations of this need:  Cargo security is currently the focus of attention by TSA and others. It is unarguable that cargo security processes will affect airport operations, logistics and facilities access over the next 2 years, but the Supplement does not appear to anticipate this.  Moreover, the 3-part Phasing Plan does not even acknowledge advance security preparation for a protracted construction project during which exceptional and extraordinary vulnerabilities will apply to the airport and its environs. The new police headquarter is not listed in the phasing, nor is there any apparent recognition of the significant perimeter and core security demands.  All of these elements should be addressed before project commencement.  

Discussion of the Preferred Alternative (Ch. 3.5) and the CEQA Environmentally Superior Alternative (Ch. 3.6) does not elaborate on the security benefits from traffic and incident management.    Security plan elements discussed in other parts of the Master Plan suggest that the security surveillance and detection system will extend well beyond the airport infrastructure into the wider public environs, but there is no detail to confirm this.  We request that LAWA provide further discussion, in keeping with full public accountability, so that long-term impacts can be considered.

The role of the Transportation Security Administration is briefly discussed in Chapter 4 (p. 4-698).  The remainder of this subsection describes post 9/11 security measures, including government-mandated deadlines on baggage screening that LAWA states it has met, together with current and long term plans for deployment of ‘inline’ screening systems.  A statement in this discussion indicates that: “…TSA is in the process of developing additional recommendations and requirements to increase security at the nation’s airports” but provides no details. We request discussion of the additional TSA recommendations and requirements and how they may be applied to the LAX Master Plan.

4.1.4
Review of the LAX Master Plan Addendum Draft June 2003

The Executive Summary to the Draft Addendum speaks of Alternative D as ‘a new design approach to securing airports for the future’ (page i-1). It states that “The alternative would incorporate, to the greatest extent possible, [TSA] recommendations as they are developed as well as the latest passenger and baggage screening technologies;” and “…would also enhance the on-airport presence of law enforcement, surveillance, security, and response teams.”  These statements merit further explanation as to how this would be accomplished, and with what impact. The following page (i-2) describes conceptual goals for deterrence and prevention of terrorist attacks. In shorter form the goals stated are:

1. Reduced concentrations of people in the public areas of the airport;

2. Relatively rapid movement of departing passengers and baggage through the necessary processes to the secure (sterile) parts of the airport; and

3. Reducing vehicular access to the Central Terminal Area and avoiding concentrations of people and vehicles in other ground processing areas.

On the same page, it is stated that, “Alternative D would utilize an expanded LAWA-operated FlyAway Program throughout the region to disperse passenger processing. This service would include remote check-in of passengers and baggage, and provide direct access into the Central Terminal Area. Refer to Appendix I for a detailed assessment of the security and safety features of Alternative D.” Although the foregoing suggests that an explanation will be forthcoming from Appendix I, our analysis has shown that Appendix I does not present a detailed assessment as promised, especially when compared with other parts of the documentation.  Accordingly, some comment is due concerning the generalizations stated in the Executive Summary. 

As noted above, the third goal is to permit only known, screened and controlled vehicles into the Central Terminal Area; this means that some vehicles will still have access.  Expansion of the FlyAway program throughout the region would also offer access to the Central Terminal Area.  These two factors may compromise the intent to prevent vehicle bombs imposing heavy casualties in and around the Central Terminal Area. Terrorists seeking weak links in the protective systems would have the opportunity to exploit both approaches, e.g. by hijacking, stealing or attaching bombs to vehicles that they know have privileged access.   The County requests further review and comment on this issue.

Furthermore, a number of questions arise about the modes of permit, identification (vehicle and driver) and screening of so-called ‘controlled vehicles.’  Access and special egress road design, emergency diversion contingencies, fully equipped road vehicle inspection checkpoints, chokepoints, and barriers -- all away from the concentrations of people -- come into play here.  An efficient system should impose structural constraints on all roadways, with special allowance for those passengers and foreign drivers who will make mistakes or misinterpret airport road signs.  This need appears to have been underestimated (in contrast, Appendix I does enter into speculative possibilities on roadway security controls) and we ask for a reassessment of this issue.

It is extremely doubtful that regional expansion of the FlyAway service can satisfactorily and consistently secure a fully screened passenger and baggage load to justify a bus being brought close to the Central Terminal Area, especially given the threat of suicide attack.  The description of the proposed passenger screening systems for those passing through the Ground Transportation Center, Intermodal Transportation Center and Rental Car facilities will be discussed later, as there are some contradictions to address.  But it is necessary to point out here that a ‘level one’ screening will not be adequate for passengers at the FlyAway bus stations.  The TSA ‘level two’ screening would be essential, but would have to be repeated in the Central Terminal Area because of the mixing of people from different modes of access at that location.  It is unlikely that LAWA can consistently operate fully equipped remote resources (and sterile station-to-bus areas) to accomplish full screening prior to embarking on the FlyAway bus, and then keep that bus closed and secure for its entire journey.   Such a system is prone to error and penetration.  Moreover, the ‘hassle factor’ from lengthy duplication of screening operations would to some extent defeat the initial reason for using this service.   We request further review of the screening operations, including assessment of the feasibility of operating the remote resource to complete screening in advance of the FlyAway bus.

Still on page i-2, the document briefly describes the Ground Transportation Center as the primary pick-up and drop off for LAX passengers. It states “The facility would combine a controlled and monitored roadway access system with first level passenger security screening and profiling to further enhance the safety and security of all passengers using LAX.”  The interested observer might wonder what this actually means.  Parts of the Draft Addendum on this topic contradict other parts of the same document, creating confusion if not doubt about the ultimate intention for security risk management of the various facilities.  LAWA has made an effort in the right direction, but the analysis below shows that the documentation for Alternative D must be significantly expanded before its title as the enhanced safety and security alternative can be justified.  

Discussion of the Terminal/Passenger Processing Facilities for Alternative D (Ch. 2.2) includes a statement that, “The Central Terminal Area reconfiguration would prohibit private and commercial vehicle access to the area, eliminating the threat of vehicular blast at the curb front, which exists today in the Central Terminal Area.” What vehicles would LAWA permit to enter the area?  Would FlyAway buses and ‘screened, controlled vehicles’ be allowed, as mentioned in the Executive Summary? 

Text on page 2-20 mentions a baggage tunnel that connects the new airport terminals with the Ground Transportation Center, and notes that this tunnel would allow passengers to check their baggage at the Ground Transportation Center, with arriving passengers using the system to re-check their baggage back to the Ground Transportation Center from the Central Terminal Area.  This statement is somewhat confusing -- does this refer to Skycap check-in service only?  What security process would LAWA use for departing passengers?  Is the baggage tunnel available for use by departing passengers who will check in at the Central Terminal Area?  If so, is there a plan to screen 100% of this baggage?  Further, what are the implications for synchronizing transit of passengers and their baggage to the Central Terminal Area? 

Ch. 2.2.5 describes an airside secure underground Automated People Mover linking the West Satellite Concourse with the reconfigured Central Terminal Area.  Given that a geological fault exists in or close to the area, we request discussion concerning the resulting safety implications as well as contingency plans for emergencies including Automated People Mover breakdown.

The Ground Transportation Center:  Discussion in Ch. 2.2.8 notes the theoretical role of the Ground Transportation Center in drawing concentrations of people away from the check-in queues by separating curbside pick up, drop off, and parking.   Some of the statements in this discussion require further clarification:

 “…limiting large congregations of passengers by moving ticketing, security screening, and baggage claim to the Central Terminal Area would improve passenger safety and security. Passengers would be subjected to a first level security screening process at the Ground Transportation Center. It is anticipated that the process would include a random checking of baggage and passengers using sniffing dogs, video surveillance systems, and other security devices. Second level screening would occur at the Central Terminal Area; however the Ground Transportation Center would be designed to accommodate second level screening at any time.”   (Underlined words relate to later comment in this review).

Eight major functions are proposed to be included in the Ground Transportation Center, including E-Kiosk check in, Skycap baggage check-in and first level ‘passenger security screening.’  We assume that the passenger screening would also apply to visitors and employees (not just passengers), but it is unclear what is meant by ‘random checking.’  The deployment of explosive detection canine units, given their limitations, suggests that far less than 100% of people and bags would be screened at the Ground Transportation Center.  Please provide further clarification for this part of the plan.

Discussion of the baggage tunnel (p. 2-36) tends to reinforce the assumption that the baggage transit system between the Ground Transportation Center and the Central Terminal Area will not incorporate EDS screening or, if some check is applied, it will not be to the standard required for aircraft loading.  The discussion leaves open the question as to whether passengers not using the Skycap service would be able to send baggage through the tunnel to the Central Terminal Area, but it does say ‘Passengers that do not use Skycap baggage check-in may carry [note, not ‘must carry’] baggage on the Automated People Mover’. There are two important qualifying statements about the process: “Bags carried by passengers on the Automated People Mover would need to be checked by the appropriate airline in the Central Terminal Area. No airline agents are initially anticipated to be located in the Ground Transportation Area.”  The foregoing suggests a confused and difficult process, particularly for passengers who do not use the Skycap service (potentially 60% of all LAX traffic).   

There is also risk of a terrorist attack via baggage used to carry a device for detonation on the APM.  The terrorist objective in this case would be 3-fold:  (1) killing and maiming a maximum number of Automated People Mover passengers; (2) closing a critical part of the system down; and (3) terrorizing the public so that they will not use LAX.  In logistical terms an APM journey that involves loading, mixing and unloading of passenger baggage would reduce the potential frequency of Automated People Mover arrivals and departures and the subsequent loop journey time.  Please comment on this issue.

Intermodal Transportation Center (ITC):  The description of random screening in the ITC section (page 2-45) is almost identical to that describing the processes at the Ground Transportation Center.   Also mentioned is the intent to monitor all approaching vehicles using video surveillance systems.  Please see the discussion of Appendix I for further comment on this subject.
Consolidated Rental Car Facility (RAC):   This section does not address security issues, and so the review process defers to Appendix I for explanation.
Ground Access and Parking:   Discussion in Chapter 2.3 emphasizes means to reduce terrorist target density and the County does not dispute the validity of this approach.  However, the document lacks data to show that the projected dispersal pattern would justify the expense and disruption of reconfiguration.  For example, if an improvised explosive device was detonated at the Ground Transportation Center, curbside, on or near the Automated People Mover, or at the reconfigured Central Terminal Area, what casualty rate would LAWA anticipate at, say, peak travel time?  Are the projected measurements of time, distance, people dispersal, response capabilities and resources proportionate to the desired gain?  Part of the improved protection evidently comes from proposed blast mitigation measures that combine structural design with open space, but we request more data on the flow of people and vehicles in order to evaluate the plan. For example, if the needed dispersal percentages are achieved by adding 3 outlying facilities, is it necessary to operate an automated train system for a distance of 1.5 miles away from the Central Terminal Area?  Could LAWA achieve the same goals closer in, with resultant savings and safety mitigations on Automated People Mover operations?  If LAWA holds that there is a logistical and dispersal advantage by having the Automated People Mover further out, thereby staggering the flow of people, we request that an explanation of the basis for this advantage.
In discussion of the Central Terminal (Ch. 2.3.2.1) the document says that “access points to the Central Terminal Area road system would be controlled to enhance security in the areas immediately surrounding the airport’s infrastructure.”  It then mentions FlyAway buses and vehicles cleared to drive on the secure airside.  This appears to open a security loophole.  Would it not be better to provide FlyAway passengers with a dedicated lane or fast track, using the public entrance to the Central Terminal Area while having their baggage processed through the level two TSA screening checkpoint?  It appears feasible to screen all FlyAway buses, passengers and baggage with a unit contracted or employed by LAWA with TSA approval. Sufficient user numbers within the FlyAway expansion plan would justify this investment. Moreover, this additional service feature, once given the security planning attention it requires, may offer a more cost effective use of reconfiguration, in addition to its target dispersal contribution.  Please comment on this proposal.

Discussion of the Ground Transportation Center (p. 2-60) mentions use of video surveillance to monitor activity, and cites the ability to pre-screen vehicles before they approach the Ground Transportation Center as an integral part of security.  Some very simple calculations show this to be an extremely optimistic expectation in terms of prevention.  Current, developing and anticipated surveillance technology may offer improved detection and interception, but the distances covered by vehicles at various speeds (whether at normal or excessive traffic flow rates) significantly limit the ability of responding security or law enforcement officers to prevent a determined attack. A number of examples of the speed of attack execution exist, such as terrorist bombings of military installations overseas.  A vehicle traveling a linear mile at 20 mph would cover the ground, if unhindered, in 3 minutes; at 40 mph, in 1.5 minutes.   Some type of substantial physical obstacle, such as a hydraulic arrest barrier built into a choke point, should therefore be part of the roadway design.  Such equipment does need some visibility for deterrent value; in a multi-lane setting, the barrier could be used to moderate traffic volume for other goals.  We request that LAWA comment on roadway design from a security perspective, including the concept outlined above.  

Security features for access to/from the Intermodal Transportation Center and the Rental Car Facility are not discussed in Chapters 2.3.2.3 and 2.3.2.4.  We thus repeat our previous comments on controlled choke points, and request that LAWA provide discussion of security design.  The reduction of people and vehicle density is but one layer in the defensive design that will allow the ‘protection, detection, assessment, and response’ concept to become reality.  The fact that a target density at one location is reduced from say, 1000 to 100 people will not in itself deter an attacker.  The possibility remains that a back up of people could be orchestrated to deliberately increase congestion, density and target volume.  This possibility must be addressed at every airport ground processing facility in order to eliminate weakness in the overall security plan and avoid the need to later retrofit the roadways. The suggested control would also apply to design of exit roads, to prevent reverse flow access by an attacking vehicle.  The intermodal and rental car facilities would probably not benefit from as much close-in law enforcement and security personnel coverage as the Ground Transportation Center and Central Terminal Area.  This compounds the need for optimum security design features on roadways and building access.  Please comment on these points.

Discussion of the Air Cargo Roadway (§2.3.2.5) offers no discussion about security planning, conveying the assumption that there are no security considerations.  Is this a correct assumption?   Similarly, there is no discussion of security planning for Off-Airport Public Road Access (§ 2.3.3), conveying the assumption that there are no security considerations.  Is this a correct assumption?

In §2.3.6 it is noted that the proposed 12,400-stall employee garage (accessed via Pershing Drive) would “be designed to help diffuse blast impacts from surrounding vehicles. It would be designed with a security-screening checkpoint for all employees using the garage.” Why does LAWA emphasize this point for the employee parking facility but not for public parking facilities at the Ground Transportation Center, the Intermodal Transportation Center, or the rental car facility?

Discussion of the Automated People Mover (§ 2.4 et seq.) touches briefly on security in a reference to video surveillance.  We have indicated previously our concern about the vulnerability of the Automated People Mover, but would add that the expected security issues and management plans for the Automated People Mover deserve more public disclosure.  Please provide an assessment of this risk and the steps proposed to address it. 

In discussing Cargo Facilities, Chapter 2.5 acknowledges that new security requirements are being developed by the TSA and advises that “LAWA would incorporate any new requirements into the cargo facilities as those standards are developed.” This section does not adequately address LAWA’s own ‘industry capability’ -- i.e. using its own initiative to offer options.  The future direction of air cargo security management may not be fully known from a regulatory perspective, but in terms of public safety we believe that it would be responsible for LAWA to pioneer its own air cargo security standard.  Alternative D by virtue of its title claims to answer security concerns and to offer innovation in the process.  Yet innovation is decidedly absent from the cargo aspect of the plan.  The ultimate test may come from an attack on commercial aircraft via air cargo:  adequate warnings exist in industry circles to justify a stronger effort in this regard.  We request that the SDEIS/EIR provide more detailed discussion of air cargo security measures, and respond to the suggestion that LAWA pioneer its own standards. 

Among the measures that could be considered for air cargo facilities is a plan that would allow airline operators to provide, at short notice, an integrated roadway and security system to screen and clear inbound vehicles, and a ‘cold’ or ‘hot’ operational facility for dual technology screening of outbound cargo.  In combination, these facilities could routinely earn additional airport revenue and facilitate business continuity during periods of high alert.  Please comment on this suggestion.

Addendum Illustrations:  The various plan drawings and artists impressions found in the Master Plan Alternative D documentation are helpful and informative. There are, however, several considerations for improving public articulation. Residents of the surrounding environs are a valuable part of airport protection.  The eyes, ears and voices of local residents can provide superior protection of community assets.  This holds true even when compared with trained law enforcement personnel who have access to advanced technologies.  Citizens and local residents who perceive that they have a stake in the future of their airport, and who are consulted in the security planning aspects, are most likely to participate constructively.  What efforts have been or will be taken by LAWA to provide public education sufficient to harness this resource? 

4.1.5
Review of Appendix I: Comparative Security Analysis

The Master Plan Draft Addendum refers to Appendix I as “a detailed assessment of the security and safety features of Alternative D.”  This statement, combined with the lack of detail in other Master Plan documents, creates high expectations as to the quality of its articulation.  In practice, our review has found the experience to be disappointing.  The discussion is inconsistent with other documentation and falls short of the detail that should be available for public scrutiny.  We are in a new era of risk management. Traditional or conventional thinking will not successfully address future vulnerabilities unless there is a respectful treatment of the public debate.  The physical and operational reach of the defensive concept will extend beyond the footprint of the airport infrastructure. In fact, the security component will have environmental effects that are unprecedented in American commercial airport planning, particularly in urban and suburban settings. The Master Plan Alternative D must offer detailed projection, measurement and quantification of these impacts. 

Discussion of the Concept:  The document states, on page I-2 of the Executive Summary, “The first level (Level 1) entails screening of all persons and bags prior to entering the Central Terminal Area. Level 1 screening is focused on preventing attacks on the ground and ensuring a safe passenger environment. This level of screening will occur prior to entering the Automated People Mover system or FlyAway shuttle buses and focuses on weapons and explosive.” This directly contradicts the ‘random screening, sniffing dogs’ explanation in the main Draft Addendum document; clarification is requested.
On page I-4 of the Appendix, under Methodology, reference is made to the Department of Homeland Security and General Accounting Office validation of “concentric rings of security” to bring protection, detection, assessment, and response” capability ‘to the extended airport perimeter’. The following statements from that Chapter appears to contradict the approach offered in the prior two documents:

‘Anyone entering the airport property whether to visit or travel will undergo security inspections. There are at least two levels of personnel and baggage inspection that will take place. Level 1 inspection requires screening for explosives and weapons prior to transport by the Automated People Mover or FlyAway shuttle bus to the Central Terminal Area. Using current technology, Level 1 inspection would include screening of persons and bags similar to checks made upon entering federal buildings today. These checks should be designed to be as unobtrusive and not impede the flow of transportation to the Central Terminal Area and should take advantage of the emerging technology. Level 2 inspections will consist of current security screening criteria as mandated by TSA for departing passengers and baggage which is more intrusive and detailed than level 1’. 

We offer the following observations on the above excerpt, and request that LAWA provide comment and clarification for each point:

· Level 1 inspection as described here does not match the ‘random selection, sniffing dogs’ explanation offered in the Draft Addendum.

· There is no mention of profiling people and baggage for selective screening.

· The stated similarity to ‘checks made upon entering federal buildings today’ is meaningless to people who have never seen or experienced the federal security screening process.

· At federal buildings 100% of those who enter are screened, but these systems rarely (if ever) encounter baggage in size and volume such as will be common to an airport. 

· The statement above contradicts itself: the process for federal buildings is obtrusive and would impede flow if applied literally as a Level 1 screening protocol.

· The possibility of 2 levels of screening that are both obtrusive, even with Level 1 proving to be selective, implies a need to estimate consequential density effects that might in some circumstances defeat the desire to disperse people rapidly into the airport controlled areas.

· The reader is left wondering whether there is agreement and/or coordination between the planning entities on security policy and practice.  

The same page refers to Figures 4-1 & 4-2 as illustrations of the concentric rings of security and deterrence strategy respectively.  These very simplistic figures are of no value in helping the public to understand what the strategies mean for LAX, and no other drawings are included in Appendix I.   Why is this not done, given the proliferation of site drawings and artists’ impressions in the other parts of the Alternative D documentation? We ask that LAWA superimpose the concentric rings over the airport plan and explain the resulting figure.  The following statement from the same page is offered for its relevance to further comment:  
“PDAR facilitates the detection of possible malevolent acts prior to the hostile force coming within range of the target. By increasing the distance between critical areas and the point of detection, law enforcement officers and security personnel have additional time to assess the act as benign, dangerous, or overtly hostile, and respond appropriately.”

We offer the following observations on the above excerpt, and request that LAWA provide comment and clarification for each point:

· Is it correct to assume from the statements about bomb threat dispersal that ‘critical areas’ include public areas where concentrations of people can be expected (e.g. the Ground Transportation and Intermodal Transportation Centers, the Central Terminal and perhaps to a lesser extent, the Rental Car Facility)?

· A rough calculation of available response times (using existing travel distances and transit times) indicates that Alternative D roadway configurations will not significantly increase response time ‘prior to the hostile force coming within range of the target.’  What does LAWA anticipate in terms of this issue?

· By inference, the ‘protection, detection, assessment, and response’ system would prove of value only if the outer concentric circles encompass more distant roadways and areas including commercial and residential areas, beyond the immediate airport environs.  Is LAWA contemplating an expansion of the concentric circles to include these areas?

· Implementation of a multiple concentric ring system defies imagination in its practical application to LAX.  The airport has an irregular property boundary that may be poorly suited to this system.  There is no logical center point for the concentric rings, apart from the large Air Operations Area, and the critical areas at LAX are disparate and scattered.   In this setting, what is the feasibility of developing the concept with a series of overlapping concentric rings?  

Discussion in Ch. 5 (Threat) evaluates LAX as a target.   This is a complex topic; we understand that evolving trends in terrorist tactics may unexpectedly shift some of the security emphasis and strategy over time.   However, we believe that the threat may have been understated and ask for further discussion and comment on this issue.

The discussion of Potential Mitigations (pp. I-12, I-13) describes security measures that will be applied to MTA Green Line connections with the proposed Intermodal Transportation Center.  The discussion refers to use of Closed Circuit Television surveillance and related intelligent devices (as yet unidentified), and specifically mentions facial recognition technology. Several security industry reports in 2002 and 2003 have discredited the so-called ‘face in the crowd’ facial recognition applications.  Original hopes for this technology were overly optimistic, and recent experience has shown this application to be flawed.  In a number of cases (for example, Ybor City, Tampa, FL) the systems have been withdrawn from use.
  Further comment will be made later in regard to use of an array of technology and the finite value of detection data inflow.  

The final paragraph discussing the MTA Green Line states that “The Green Line connection enhancements in Alternative D provide for a better security solution because no unscreened people or luggage would be permitted to enter the Central Terminal Area.” This suggests 100% screening of people and bags, yet there is no reference elsewhere in the Addendum or Supplement to confirm this.   Please comment on whether 100% screening will be provided.

There is also no discussion of the planned accommodation for and type of screening equipment, other than a vague mention: ‘The MTA Green Line connection facilitates the future employment of security technology allowing a level of initial screening to occur prior to entering the Intermodal Transportation Center or Central Terminal Area.’  What form of screening will actually take place there initially, and to what extent?  What increase in screening activity is planned or accommodated in the contingencies for change? 

Chapter 6.2 offers a more comprehensive description of the Intermodal Transportation Center.  The Comparative Analysis acknowledges that the Intermodal Transportation Center is an integral part of the concentric rings of security and ‘protection, detection, assessment, and response’ concept.  The concentric rings processes are described, with the final stage described thus: “Prior to boarding the APM, all people and bags will be screened using appropriate technology to identify weapons and explosives.”  Two benefits are cited: one is that it would permit initial screening of passengers and vehicles that without the reconfiguration would not occur; and the other is that it adds a measure of protection to passengers using the APM as they move to the Central Terminal Area.  This appears to contradict other elements of the Master Plan documentation, raising questions about the consistency between security components.   LAWA should define the word ‘screening’ and use the classification ‘Level 1’ more consistently.  Otherwise this suggests the emergence of different security standards for access to the Automated People Mover and Central Terminal Area.  

Pages I-16 and I-17 cover general security matters pertaining to the reconfigured roadways.  Again we note that security technology is a valuable adjunct to trained security patrols but it is not a panacea; it is instead a management tool.  Please articulate the contingency plan for interception and management of roadway incidents with minimal disruption to airport operations.  This is particularly important at the policy setting stage, as large projects are notorious for paring back security expenditures and thereby compromising protection standards.   Will LAWA policy identify agreed-upon security standards so that this does not occur?

In practice, the performance of Closed Circuit TV will depend on the ratio of trained personnel to monitoring devices.  Although the stated benefits of roadway monitoring are attractive, the increased data will require monitoring, interpretation and action.   How much thought has LAWA given to the risk of data saturation?  Over-dependence on security technology may lead to higher risk of error and, ironically, diminished protection.  Occupied space is projected under this plan to increase from 3.9 to 6.8 msf.  In combination with increased separation distances, this increase will impose substantial new constraints and demands on emergency and enforcement response, and also upon patrol/deterrent services.   

Mitchell Gray, in a University of British Columbia paper title Urban Surveillance and Panopticism (http://www.surveillance-and-society.org) explores many of the more complex issues associated with surveillance in the community. It is worthy reading for any elected official attempting to understand the implications and potential unintended consequences of surveillance systems.   The basic message to be gained from Gray’s treatise is contained in the following extract: “It is rapidly becoming an urban instinct to grasp at security through surveillance and knowledge, but this, paradoxically, may add to urban insecurity in a fundamental way: by transforming society in unforeseen directions. There is a threshold point in urban surveillance beyond which quantitative change – the addition of devices used and areas watched – becomes qualitative change.” Please comment on how LAWA has addressed the potential for over-dependence on security technology at LAX as part of the proposed Master Plan improvements.  

A review of the Ground Transportation Center in Appendix I (Ch. 6.4) restates the threat and target dispersal philosophy along with the ‘protection, detection, assessment, and response’ protocols.  According to discussion on page I-19, passengers will go through a well-organized Level 1 screening point at the Ground Transportation Center before transport on the Automated People Mover to the Central Terminal Area.  The Level 1 screening serves to insure the integrity of the Automated People Mover and common areas of the Central Terminal Area, and represents the first opportunity to check passengers and employees for concealed weapons and explosive devices.  Yet again there is a clear contradiction with the main part of the Draft Addendum, reinforced by a listing of measures that makes reference to design and installation of passenger and baggage screening devices; please clarify.  Additional comment and questions are provided below:

· Is it the planned intention to have two levels of screening, to include 100% of pedestrians accessing the APM and Central Terminal Area?

· How would 100% screening of Level 1 people and baggage affect the risk of congestion and increased people density at the Ground Transportation Center and other remote locations? Has LAWA analyzed this risk? If so, where are the results?  

· What ergonomic design factors will optimize rapid movement of people and bags? Has LAWA considered the impact of Level 1 screening on the elderly, infirm, and people traveling with small children?

· Has any field market research been conducted to assess the tolerance for earlier arrivals to negotiate two levels of screening and transportation of baggage between those two levels?

Discussion of the Rental Car Facility (Appendix I Ch. 6.5) repeats the intention to screen all personnel from the Rental Car area to the Automated People Mover.  However, the same discussion notes: ‘should the current Central Terminal Area roadway need to be secured’ inspection of an estimated 1 million shuttle bus trips annually would be time consuming and subject to human error even if state-of-the-art security inspection equipment was employed’.  If Alternative D removes vehicular traffic, and thereby mitigates vehicle bomb risk, then would not the passenger and baggage security factor shift to the Automated People Mover?   The APM system could become an attractive and vulnerable target.  We are therefore concerned about the potential need to police and manage a much larger area (including an occupied mix of separate facilities), that may from the outset require equal standards of screening at Levels 1 and 2.  Please comment on this concern.  
The Rental Car Facility mitigation measures offer a blend of logical and speculative measures, including the discredited facial recognition system. We again raise earlier comments about discredited systems, data saturation and over-dependence on technology. This is particularly pertinent since the assessment does not refer to an equivalent demand for the increased training and numbers of security operatives (ranging from technicians through guards to airport dedicated law enforcement personnel).    Please comment on LAWA’s plans with respect to the presence and role of security personnel at the Rental Car Facility.

We request that LAWA provide a security deployment projection for Alternative D, together with a security technology and equipment schedule.  Please illustrate how ‘protection, detection, assessment, and response’ can be accomplished using only technology available today, and describe any credible security equipment advances that can be expected over the next 5 years that might justify an investment in this program.  It may be unwise to count on as-yet undeveloped technologies, particularly since reliable and proven technology is with us today, sufficient for planning purposes.  More problematic may be the use of human resources, including appropriate numbers, competence and strategic locations.  

The comparative analysis in Chapter 6.6 indicates that the Automated People Mover will be a key component for dispersal of vehicular traffic from the Central Terminal Area roadway network.  This may be true, but could LAWA accomplish the same dispersal by reducing the distance between the remote ground processing points and the Central Terminal Area? Please provide a vulnerability analysis to address this issue.  Further comment and questions are provided below:

· Please provide additional discussion about screening for weapons and explosives at the inbound remote Automated People Mover station access points

· Please discuss the security logistics and practical challenges of handling heavy baggage, multiple bags, and elderly and disabled passengers and children when loading and unloading the Automated People Mover.  It is extremely difficult to imagine how screening, loading and offloading of passengers and baggage could be accommodated at the Ground Transportation and Intermodal Transportation Centers and the Rental Car Facility, with sufficient frequency to achieve the level of service promised in the Plan -- especially with the reconfiguration objective of rapid dispersal of people.  

· The Draft Addendum states (p.2-37) “It is also assumed that luggage carts would be allowed on the Automated People Mover and highly utilized in the transfer of people and baggage.” This chaotic image invites questions about safety factors and load capabilities, neither of which is discussed in the Appendix I security assessment.  Please address this issue.
· Please provide an exhibit showing street-to-departure ergonomics, flow and density patterns, and screening equipment layout of the remote people mover access points. Although security screening equipment is implied, space utilization is at odds with this statement from page 2-37: “it is anticipated that passenger assembly would be limited to the passenger platform.” 

· The prevention of unscreened vehicular and bomb access to the Central Terminal Area could be offset by the APM: the train could actually carry the device to its target if Level 1 does not screen for explosives carried on the person (as in suicide attacks in Israel). Magnetometers do not detect explosives.  Please address this potential security threat.

· The APM could be attacked via vehicles using Century Blvd. and 98th Street, and/or from commercial buildings and hotels overlooking the Automated People Mover guide way system.  Please address this potential security threat.

· The primary vulnerability appears to come from the track distance and elevated nature of the Automated People Mover, and its target worth (i.e., elimination of a critical airport transit link, serious disruption to operations, high casualties, public terror and a prestigious but discredited security program). In effect, the Automated People Mover may serve to reintroduce the target potential that Alternative D was purportedly designed to reduce.  

· If the Automated People Mover concept is to be pursued, we ask that LAWA consider the possibility of building a grade level (surface) operation, with blast diffusion techniques and materials applied to a protective wall and an armored one-way-transparent canopy for the length of the track 

· Overall this part of the Plan is conceptual and idealistic.  It lacks data that is essential to show how and when the processes interconnect and will be successfully negotiated while achieving safe dispersal objectives. If the main part of the Addendum (Page 2-35) is correct in its description of the intended screening activity (i.e., “random checking of baggage and passengers using sniffing dogs, video surveillance systems and other security devices”) then the Automated People Mover will be vulnerable. Acceptance of that risk is a matter for public policy debate, but moving walkway bridges would obviate need for the Automated People Mover.  We request comment and discussion on each of the points raised in this item. 

Discussion of the Expanded FlyAway (Ch. 6.7.1) attempts to instill confidence in a speculative system to protect buses from becoming unwitting vehicles for terrorist attack.  We have already expressed our doubts on this topic, including the considerable physical spread of the security requirement, the attendant cost, and serious questions as to the ability to control bus security within remote stations and in transit.  The FlyAway bus operations would come inside the concentric circles, and it is unclear how the protection would be achieved.  The technology to address these concerns (such as under-vehicle inspections) is simplistic and conceptual. Please provide more detail concerning this system, with discussion of the attendant human resource requirements.

In the Chapter 8 Summary, Appendix I uses a subtitle ‘Alternative D Advantages and Disadvantages.’ It then lists five primary advantages followed immediately by three ‘potential enhancements’.  We request that LAWA provide more explanation of each, as we believe they merit greater priority.   Note that the first suggests the provision of a Vehicle Inspection Center. We have already made reference to the need for this in roadway planning. 

We believe that the Remote Delivery Facility will become a reality for many critical government facilities in the United States over the next 5 years, closely followed by other critical infrastructure sectors including commercial airports. It is already operating policy for a variety of private and public sector facilities in different parts of the world, and has seen an increase since the Anthrax mail attacks of late 2001.  Accordingly, we ask that LAWA give serious consideration to an extension of this prospective facility to include an Identification and Authorization Processing Center, including some discussion in the response to this comment.
During this review we have established an unquantifiable but extensive (potentially massive) future demand for data input, retrieval, analysis, interpretation and sharing. The data will be diverse, covering audio & visual, electronic signaling, text, numerical, pictorial, computer code, identification systems, people, vehicles, transactions etc. etc.  Our understanding of the transactional volume and complexities for a busy international airport shows that a dedicated Identification and Authorization Processing Center is justified to monitor the demand for access to different parts of the airport. This security-controlled service provides identification and clearance for individuals and vehicles, engaging electronic tagging, biometrics, and the administration of airport asset and airside vehicle tracking. Variables allow for individual issue of identification and access control media whether the subject is escorted or unescorted, permanent or temporary, urgent or routine. This facility should be off-airport, based on long established methods employed overseas. The processes will relate directly to the interests of law enforcement agencies and the security resource. This facility should be located close to the planned new police headquarters.  Please comment on the possibility of incorporating these suggestions into the Master Plan.

The third enhancement described in Appendix I relates to the Automated People Mover, previously discussed in this review.  There is, however, a distinct and in fact total, absence of listed disadvantages relating to Alternative D security.   Our concerns are deepened by the fact that Appendix I lists 5 disadvantages of the No Action/No Project Alternative and then proceeds to mix conceded points with counter argument on 5 other points, thereby maintaining absolute opposition to the No Action/No Project Alternative.  A similarly critical eye needs to be cast upon all alternatives.  The current approach significantly weakens the value and integrity of the discussion as a comparative analysis, and echoes the concerns for bias and lack of full disclosure that we have stated elsewhere.  We request that LAWA provide a full discussion of the disadvantages associated with the proposed security plans for each of the project Alternatives.  

4.1.6
Other Security Considerations

In a project of this size, with a title of the Safety and Security Alternative, the County of Los Angeles would expect the LAX Master Plan Alternative D to embrace a total security concept.  It is therefore notable that the documentation does not elaborate on plans to secure areas that are known to have major security implications, such as cargo, maintenance hangars and facilities, fuel farm operations, and the perimeter fence lines. During an airport environs tour, the review team saw many security exposures at the west end of LAX and witnessed extreme weaknesses in access control allowing commercial delivery vehicles to enter facilities unchecked (in one instance by simple tailgating).   This unauthorized access provided close quarter observation and potential access to parked wide body passenger aircraft in the vicinity.  Please comment on this apparent lack of existing security at the west end, and any plans to remedy the situation.

We are aware that in a September 2002 press release, Mayor Hahn announced installation of more than 1,200 video cameras throughout the airport complex. We are unsure whether the word ‘complex’ refers to all LAWA managed airports, or just LAX; please clarify. We also request discussion of the current status of this project; is it correct that bids have been invited for installation of surveillance technology on the LAX perimeter?  With respect to perimeter areas, we offer the following comments, along with a request that LAWA respond to each:

· The Alternative D Plan provides a substantial, expensive (albeit imperfect) protection system for the ‘front door’ to LAX.  But it leaves the back door wide open.

· LAWA should give much more effort to security planning for the individual cargo area, the maintenance and fuel farm complex and roadways, and for the entire perimeter.  Otherwise there is a danger that the environmental impact will not receive public scrutiny or will consume unacceptable time when that becomes urgent and essential.  

· It is evident that LAX is vulnerable and that security improvements are relatively urgent.  LAWA should prioritize the work so that the new security enhancements, when selected, come on stream as early as practicable.  Special need exists for a thoughtful security risk management program during construction. 

· Serious consideration should be given to the permanent closure of Pershing Drive to public access, and to introduction of a controlled, partially-automated access and egress system for vehicles with legitimate business in the maintenance, fuel farm and employee parking areas. 

· In 1994 the Irish Republican Army fired four mortar bombs onto the runway at London Heathrow from a pick-up truck parked outside the perimeter fence. Two bombs hit the runway but failed to detonate.  Two more recent attempts to attack aircraft with rocket-propelled grenade have occurred in Africa and at a military air base in the Middle East. The vulnerability arising from use of surface-to-air missiles is acute at the western end of the LAX airport environs. The location of the Segundo Blue Butterfly Habitat/Reserve, the topography and rough shrub cover, is almost perfect for the launch of shoulder-fired missiles and offers target range proximity to ascending and descending aircraft.  As disturbing as it may be to be so candid, it is necessary to point out that a passenger, cargo and fuel laden wide-body passenger aircraft heading out for a long haul trans-Pacific flight could be attacked without sufficient time to implement successful counter measures. The suicidal nature of modern day terrorist attack reduces the notional response time even further. We recommend that an urgent and intensive review be undertaken to address this vulnerability and to proffer solutions that meet both public safety and environmental review requirements.  

· Security and law enforcement personnel requirements merit discussion, as the number and need for specialized training would increase under Alternative D.  For the sake of efficiency and public safety, this review should consider ways to reduce potential for jurisdictional and operational law enforcement conflict. It is our understanding that senior officers of the Los Angeles Police Dept. in 1991 proposed a merger of policing entities for the airport, but without progress at that time. This may be a good opportunity to revisit that proposal.
4.2
THE ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE ASSESSMENT IS DEFICIENT
Presidential Executive Order 12898, issued in February 1994, requires all federal agencies to analyze environmental justice impacts when proposing public projects.  The analysis is intended to determine whether minority and low-income communities are unfairly burdened by project impacts, with the goal of using mitigation measures to create a level playing field.  In 1999, Senate Bill 115 was passed making environmental justice a requirement of CEQA as well (PRC §.72000-72001).  

Despite the importance of this subject, the original Draft EIS/EIR was found to lack even the most elementary NEPA requirements for this topical issue.  Review of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR indicates that many of the same deficiencies in the analysis remain.  The impacts associated with Environmental Justice demand a far more rigorous analysis than has been provided in the 2001 and 2003 environmental reviews.  As discussed below, NEPA requires that information be included in the EIS if costs of obtaining the information are not exorbitant.  Where such costs are exorbitant, NEPA requires that the EIS: (1) state that the information is complete or unavailable; (2) state the relevance of the information to the analysis; (3) summarize credible scientific information about the impacts; and/or (4) use other methods of assessing impacts that are generally accepted by the scientific community.  CEQA also addresses the issue of analytic detail, requiring that an EIR provide information and analyses with a sufficient level of detail to permit informed decision- making and public participation.   LAWA must apply these very basic NEPA and CEQA requirements to the SDEIS/EIR assessment of Environmental Justice.

We are also concerned about the method used to compare alternatives in the environmental justice analysis.  In both the 2001 and the 2003 documents, the No Project Alternative incorporates future planned improvements that were not actually being built, and overstates the capacity of existing facilities.  Consequently, the No Project Alternative appears to have far more environmental impacts than any of the proposed Build Alternatives.  

Further, the 2003 Supplemental Draft EIS/EIR describes Alternative “D” as an option that would limit growth to 78 MAP.  However, as described previously in § 3.1, Alternative D provides 153 fully functional, high capacity gates and does not remove concrete areas that can be used for aircraft parking.  By parking aircraft, Alternative “D” can function as though it has over 200 gates.  In overstating the capacity of the No Project Alternative and minimizing the capacity of the build alternatives, the impacts relating to air emissions, air toxics, noise, and traffic are all underestimated for the build alternatives.  Underestimating these impacts skews the environmental justice assessment.  This is particularly true for Alternative “D,” which shifts many of the impacts toward the more economically disadvantaged communities east and northeast of LAX.  

Finally, in designing runway extensions and facilities to the east under Alternative D, this plan appears to protect biological resources (especially the El Segundo Blue Butterfly) at the expense of residents in Lennox, Inglewood & Manchester Square.  As part of the Environmental Justice assessment, a revision to the 2003 Supplemental Draft EIS/EIR needs to be made that compares the disproportionately high and adverse human health and environmental effects that will be incurred by minority and/or low-income communities in order to protect a limited habitat area on the coast (see also our discussion under § 3.4.5).   Our concerns are discussed further in the sections below.  

4.2.1
Results of Scoping Outreach Must Be Discussed 

Scoping is a public process, required by NEPA, that should be conducted as early as possible after a Lead Agency decides to prepare an EIS.  The scoping process is designed to determine the scope of issues to be addressed in an EIS, and should be conducted as early as possible after a Lead Agency decides to prepare an EIS.  It is intended to be an open process, incorporating the views of other agencies and the public regarding the scope of an EIS.

Environmental Justice issues are usually a major component of the scoping process, and the 2001 Draft EIS/EIR does list 126 outreach efforts with low-income and minority communities and Appendix S-D of the 2003 Supplemental Draft EIS/EIR includes copies of the material (in both Spanish and English) handed out during these outreach efforts.  The 2003 SDEIS/EIR also lists four additional Environmental Justice Workshops conducted in 2001.  However, neither the 2001 DEIS/EIR nor the 2003 SDEIS/EIR provides an indication of concerns or issues raised by those that were contacted, or details of what transpired during these meetings.  The public is thus unable to assess whether or how LAWA may have used the information developed through these efforts.   The County of Los Angeles hereby requests that the 2003 SDEIS/EIR be expanded to include specific descriptions of the efforts made to gather information from low-income and minority communities, with a table that identifies the specific concerns raised by each of these groups and discusses LAWA’s steps to address those concerns. 

4.2.2
The Level of Analytic Detail is Inadequate

Many potential Environmental Justice impacts were not fully evaluated, reportedly because LAWA was unable to quantify the impacts.  NEPA states that when information is incomplete or unavailable, the Lead Agency must obtain that information unless costs are exorbitant.
  According to CEQA, the analysis must be specific enough to permit informed decision-making and public participation.  The following subsections include some of the impact discussions considered inadequate.

In discussing Air Quality and Health Effects, the 2001 Draft EIS/EIR and the 2003 Supplement both state:  “Due to the lack of available background data and limited information on the cumulative effect of multiple air pollutants, the effect of the Master Plan on cumulative health risks among minority and low-income population cannot be quantified or fully analyzed.”  NEPA regulations do not permit such a deferral of obligation.  All available data must be included, consistent with the mandate of NEPA, and the report must document the efforts made to obtain needed data.  Where data is found to be unavailable or limited, the report should identify the cost associated with developing original data and indicate why such cost was determined to be exorbitant in the context of overall project costs.  

The 2001 Draft EIS/EIR further asserts, “Due to the lack of available background data, the cumulative or synergistic health effects of [toxic air pollutants (TAP)] emissions associated with the build Alternatives and other environmental hazards could not be quantitatively analyzed within the scope and timeframe of this Draft EIS/EIR.”  The 2003 SDEIS/EIR dropped this discussion and did not provide new information related to cumulative or synergistic health effects.  The 2003 Supplemental Draft EIS/EIR could and should have made assumptions in order to determine such impacts.  The County asks that LAWA develop and apply these assumptions to a quantitative analysis of the cumulative and synergistic health effects of TAP emissions associated with the build Alternatives and other hazards.  

4.2.3
The Relocation Plan and Requirements are Unsubstantiated
 
The 2001 Draft EIS/EIR stated that, “Minority-owned businesses or businesses with a high proportion of minority employees or minority/low-income customers may face special challenges that need to be considered in developing a Business Relocation Plan” but provided no explanation or definition of “special challenges.”   LAWA needs to clarify this term and indicate how these challenges would be considered in developing a business relocation plan.  

The 2001 Draft EIS/EIR further stated that, “Data is currently not available regarding the number of minority owned businesses or minority employees that might be affected by proposed acquisition.”  In fact, the referenced data is generally available and can be obtained with reasonable effort.   LAWA must obtain and analyze this data in the SDEIS/EIR.

The 2003 assessment of Alternative D relocation impacts includes this statement: “While it is possible that certain of these businesses may be minority owned, they are mostly airport related uses or uses that serve the largely non-minority/non-low-income community of Westchester-Playa del Rey.”  This statement is unsubstantiated by any facts presented in the 2001 Draft EIS/EIR or the 2003 SDEIS/EIR.  Neither of these documents presents data showing how many businesses are minority owned or serve minority communities.  The County requests that LAWA present such information in the SDEIS/EIR.

4.2.4
Noise Impact Mitigations Require Further Discussion

Both the 2001 and 2003 environmental documents assert that “Certain areas affected by noise would still be faced with significant impacts due to constraints that apply most directly to minority and/or low-income communities.  These include residential areas ineligible for mitigation due to inconsistent zoning or land use designations and substandard housing that may be infeasible to insulate.”
  At the very least, the 2003 Supplemental Draft EIS/EIR needs to clearly delineate the location of these impacted areas.  A more appropriate solution would be to identify and implement specific mitigation measures to reduce impacts on minority neighborhoods; the document did not contain any noise mitigation measures, as discussed in detail later in this report.

4.2.5
LAWA Must Develop a Build Alternative Based on Community Input
Scoping is intended to be an open process, incorporating the views of other agencies and the public regarding the scope and focus of the EIS.  CEQ regulations require Federal Agencies to identify an environmentally preferable alternative in the record of decision.
  When the agency has identified a disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effect on minority and/or low-income populations, as occurs in the 2001 and 2003 EIS/EIR documents, NEPA requires that the distribution as well as the magnitude of the disproportionate impacts should be a factor in determining the environmentally preferable alternative.  This mandate is evidence in the following excerpt from the CEQ Environmental Justice Guidance document: 
  

“Agencies should encourage the members of the communities that may suffer a disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effect from a proposed agency action to help develop and comment on possible alternatives to the proposed agency actions as early as possible in the process.”

To conform to these requirements, LAWA and FHWA must develop an environmentally superior alternative based in part on input from members of minority and/or low-income communities that may suffer a disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effect.  The 2001 Draft EIS/EIR and the 2003 Supplemental Draft EIS/EIR are void of any evidence indicating that comments or input offered by impacted members of minority or low-income communities were considered in developing an environmentally superior alternative.  LAWA must revise the 2003 SDEIS/EIR to incorporate an environmentally superior alternative. 

4.2.6
The Area of Analysis is Arbitrarily Limited

The Environmental Justice analysis of existing conditions and impacts focuses only on census tracts surrounding LAX.  LAWA completed no regional analyses, although it was stated that the area of included the region as a whole.  The analysis needs to be expanded to incorporate the region that is referenced in § 2 titled the Purpose and Need for the Proposed Action in both the 2001 Draft EIS/EIR and the 2003 Supplemental Draft EIS/EIR.

4.2.7
Environmental Justice Mitigation Measures are Vague and/or Deferred

The 2003 Supplemental Draft EIS/EIR describes Environmental Justice mitigation in vague terms, deferring some of the mitigation to future studies.  For example, aircraft noise mitigation measure MM-LU-1 (2003 SDEIS/EIR) states that LAWA will revise the Aircraft Noise Mitigation Program (ANMP) to include:

“Aspects that are particularly relevant to addressing the unique issues and conditions in minority and low-income areas include provision by LAWA of additional technical assistance to local jurisdictions to support more rapid and efficient mitigation, and the reduction and elimination of structural and building code compliance constraints to mitigation of substandard housing.”

Although the language suggests that LAWA has addressed this problem, the measure does not in fact commit LAWA to any definable actions that would reduce impacts.  The 2003 SDEIS/EIR also describes future studies as mitigation.  Of particular concern is mitigation measure MM-LU-3 calling for a study of the relationship between aircraft noise levels and the ability of children to learn:

“This measure requires that LAWA conduct a comprehensive study to determine the relationship between learning and the disruptions caused by aircraft noise with the intent to set a threshold of significance for classroom disruption due to aircraft noise”

This description suggests that the children of disadvantaged communities may be subjected to harmful noise levels in order to define thresholds of significance.  A more responsible and conservative approach is needed that does not have the potential to do additional harm.

While the 2003 Supplemental Draft EIS/EIR elaborates on mitigation concepts more fully than the 2001 document, in many cases the mitigations still do not commit LAWA to definable actions that meet the CEQA and NEPA requirement to avoid, minimize, rectify, reduce, or compensate for adverse project impacts.  All identified adverse impacts need to be accompanied by specific and defined mitigation measures.   LAWA must evaluate the efficacy of the proposed measures in reducing identified primary and secondary impacts.  The EIS/EIR should clearly identify impacts for which no measures are proposed, and should provide an indication of their severity.  LAWA should then offer the amended analysis for public review and comment as part of a revised (or entirely new) Draft EIS/EIR.  Only by these means can the EIS/EIR achieve adequacy with respect to the analysis of Environmental Justice.  


4.3
TRAFFIC ASSESSMENT
4.3.1
The LAX Interchange at Lennox Boulevard

If Alternative D is chosen for the LAX Master Plan, the County of Los Angeles recommends the LAX Interchange be constructed on the 405 Freeway at Lennox Boulevard.   The LAX Interchange would provide direct access between the 405 Freeway and LAX and significantly reduce the traffic impact of LAX on the unincorporated Lennox community and surrounding area.  The name “LAX Interchange” is recommended, rather than Lennox Interchange, is to avoid the impression that motorists on the 405 Freeway can exit the freeway and travel to Lennox.  Additionally, some form of interchange at Lennox Boulevard is recommended regardless of the plan chosen for LAX.  Traffic demand at LAX is expected to increase steadily to the 78.9 MAP, even under the no-build scenario.  Therefore, intersection or interchange improvements will be needed to mitigate LAX’s traffic impact on the Lennox community and nearby area.

County staff has met with Mr. Bruce McDaniel, Superintendent of the Lennox School District, and his staff to consider the School District’s input about the LAX Interchange.  In response to their concerns, County staff informed the School District that the EIR/EIS for the LAX Interchange would include a noise study of the proposed interchange ramps.  County staff also informed Mr. McDaniel the study would consider Lennox School District’s new pre-school recently constructed at the west end of 106th Street.  Mr. McDaniel also expressed concern that the LAX Interchange may affect the visibility of signs to be installed on Lennox School District property adjacent to the LAX Interchange.  Public Works referred the School District’s concern about the signs to LAWA’s representatives for their review and response.

4.3.2
Traffic Model Questions
A. C. Lazzaretto retained Mr. Terry Austin of Austin Foust and Associates to review the traffic model used in the LAX traffic study.  Public Works staff coordinated its traffic review with Mr. Austin, and agrees with the questions and concerns raised by Mr. Austin in the discussion below.

Trip Generation:  The trip generation table (Attachment A in Technical Report S2B) gives information by activity component but is hard to follow for the “Airport Miscellaneous” category.  For example, what items represent the trip generation for the 12,400 space west employee parking structure and the 1,300 east employee parking structure?  With respect to the employee trips, why are 54 percent assigned to the east parking structure with 1,300 spaces and only 46 percent to the 12,400-space west parking structure?  (See Page 22 of the Supplemental On-Airport Surface Transportation Technical Report).

Trip Distribution:  The trip distribution diagram (Figure B-1) is difficult to follow (while not labeled, it appears to be airport peak hour trips).  Is there information that can more clearly show the trip distribution?  The methodology discussion suggests that employee/other trips have a different trip distribution than air passenger trips.  This would certainly be appropriate, but there does not appear to be any elaboration on this or any quantitative description.

General:  There does not appear to be a reference for a description of the traffic model.  There presumably is such a report which describes the model and provides a peak hour intersection level validation.  Other questions that are also presumably addressed in that document pertain to the intersection forecasting process.  For example, does the traffic model use post-processing for year 2015, and if so, is it 2000-2015 or some other interval?  If there is no post-processing, then considerable reliance is being placed on the raw modeled data for 2015.  This is particularly critical for peak hour intersection turn movement volumes.

4.4
NOISE ASSESSMENT

The County previously submitted to LAWA a lengthy set of comments on the noise analysis contained in the 2001 Draft EIR/EIS for the LAX Master Plan.  The prior comments addressed noise impacts associated with the project Alternatives (A, B and C) under review at that time. The 2003 SDEIS/EIR expands on analyses contained in the original EIR/EIS to cover the new preferred project, Alternative D. The SDEIS/EIR also contains an analysis of single event noise impacts on sleep disturbance as well as an expanded analysis of noise impacts on schools. The sleep disturbance and school noise impacts analyses were prepared in response to CEQA litigation on the Oakland International Airport Master Plan commonly known as “Berkeley Jets.” The SDEIR/EIS presents Year 2000 noise data for comparison in addition to the Base Year 1996 data.

The comments presented here are ones made specific to the analysis of Alternative D and the sleep and school analyses that are presented in the supplemental EIR/EIS. The comments submitted in 2001 concerning Alternatives A, B and C also apply to Alternative D.  Accordingly, we have organized the following review to include all of the comments originally submitted in 2001, as well as the new comments appropriate to Alternative D as described in the SDEIS/EIR.

4.4.1
Restatement of Critical Review Submitted in 2001
It is important to note that the findings of the Draft EIS/EIR include a finding of significant noise impact that cannot be mitigated to a point of insignificance.  The issues raised in our analysis do not change this finding of significance.  The comments presented here address whether or not the Draft EIS/EIR adequately discloses the extent and magnitude of the impact and whether or not mitigation issues are addressed adequately.

Determination of Potentially Significant Impacts:   CEQA requires that the Draft EIR identify all impacts that could arise to significant levels and must employ the proper “thresholds of significance” to make that identification.  CEQA also requires that the document “challenge” and “update” thresholds that may not be current or protective of the public interest.  This notion includes the idea of setting thresholds that will improve the quality of life of residents.  As it relates to the impacts identified below, LAWA should seize this opportunity to push the SDEIS/EIR beyond mere minimum standards or code compliance, and assert a more conservative approach to identifying significant impacts.  The following identified impacts relate to the use of minimum standards.  

CEQA does not mandate, require or endorse a specific decibel standard or noise metric to determine if a project engenders a significant adverse environmental impact with respect to aircraft noise.  However, a significant aircraft noise impact is said to have occurred if one or both of the following conditions exist:
 (a) noise sensitive areas (such as residences, churches, and hospitals) are newly exposed to 65 CNEL or greater; and/or (b) noise sensitive uses in the 65 CNEL contour of a “build” alternative experience an increase of 1.5 CNEL or greater compared with the environmental baseline conditions.

The Airport Noise Compatibility Planning guideline
 is the primary Federal regulation guiding and controlling planning for aviation noise compatibility on and around airports.  It establishes, for most land uses and noise sensitive uses, the standard of < 65 day-night average noise level (DNL or Ldn) as “acceptable,” although it recognizes that local communities may choose to mitigate impacts below the Ldn of 65 dB.  

The Federal Interagency Commission of Noise has identified 65 Ldn as the 24-hour day-night average sound level at which most people become highly annoyed by noise.  However, FICON has acknowledged that people may and do become highly annoyed by noise levels well below 65 Ldn.  Indeed, many commentators and acoustic researchers are seriously questioning the validity of the 65 dB Ldn criteria for planning purposes: research has shown that at this level about 15% of the population remains “highly annoyed” and that the standard is an average sound level, not a measurement of individual sound events that tend to affect people more than average levels.

The SDEIS/EIR should have employed these conservative criteria to allow a survey of a larger area and reveal the true pervasiveness of sound that was not identified in the Draft EIS/EIR.  This would be important in the discussion of impacts and mitigation of noise to show that “average” threshold levels were not sufficient to show the chronic and long-term effects within the LAX flight path.  It is likely that there will be exacerbated and disproportionate levels of impacts on unincorporated neighborhoods under the flight path approaches to LAX.   

Number of People Impacted by Noise:  There is a significant discrepancy in the number of dwelling units and population impacted between the EIS/EIR baseline year impacts and data published by LAWA.  Under California law, the airport must publish a quarterly report that describes the noise impact of the airport.  This law has been in effect since the early 1970s and LAWA has published the Quarterly Reports as required.  Appendix D of the EIS/EIR states that the base year noise impact is based on data published by LAWA in the 1996 Fourth Quarter Report.
  Chapter 4, § 4.1.3.1.2 states that the EIS/EIR relies on the Fourth Quarter 1996 operational data but does adjust the EIS/EIR contours to reflect the noise monitoring data that are collected by the airport.  The difference between the impacts as defined by the EIS/EIR and the impacts as identified by LAWA in its Quarterly Report is dramatic and significant.  The following data compare the number of dwellings and population impacted as defined by LAWA in the 1996 Fourth Quarter Report and as defined in the EIS/EIR for baseline year 1996.

Table 4

Difference Between Draft EIS/EIR Noise Impact and LAWA 1996 Quarterly Report

	
	Dwellings Inside 65 CNEL
	Population Inside 65 CNEL

	LAWA 1996 Fourth Quarter Report
	31,968
	85,907

	EIS/EIR Table 4.1-2 For 1996
	16,900
	49,000

	Difference
	15,068
	36,907


The differences shown in Table 4 are not presented, reconciled, or explained in the SDEIS/EIR.  The population and dwelling data shown in the LAWA 1996 Quarterly Report are not mentioned in the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR even though the Quarterly Report shows noise impacts nearly twice as large as those reported in the SDEIS/EIR.  Section 4.1.3.1.2 and Appendix D § 2.2 discuss the LAWA Quarterly Reports and the fact that noise contours in the Quarterly Reports are adjusted to reflect noise monitoring data.  Appendix D presents the difference between the noise monitoring results and the EIS/EIR noise model results in the terms of dB CNEL in Table 5.  The average difference between the two is presented as an under-prediction in the model of approximately 1.1 dB.  Examination of the data shows that the noise monitor sites east of the airport, primarily in Inglewood, consistently show noise levels nearly 3 dB greater than the EIS/EIR noise modeling predicts.  While the differences are smaller in other communities, the bulk of the population impacted is in the area where monitors show that the noise model has under-predicted the impact. 

LAWA operates a permanent noise monitoring system as required by the California Airport Noise Regulations that has been approved by the State of California Division of Aeronautics.  LAWA has been monitoring noise on a continuous basis and submitting Quarterly Reports since the early 1970's and every Quarterly Report includes noise impact data based on noise contours that have been adjusted to match noise monitoring data.  Nevertheless, the Draft EIS/EIR relies on a noise computer model output that has not been adjusted to reflect the noise monitoring data even though the noise monitoring data show a consistent 3 dB bias in the east approach corridor to LAX. 

There is no doubt that there is a consistent bias in modeling data in the Inglewood approach corridor; the size of the difference in the Inglewood area compared to the system accuracy is significant.  Appendix D, in the paragraph just below Table 6 makes the misleading and inaccurate statement that the SDEIS/EIR noise contours “were generally confirmed by the actual noise measurements.”  This statement is based on the overall average difference at all sites, and fails to recognize the bias in the Inglewood approach corridor.  The Draft EIS/EIR contours under-predict the noise impact as measured by the number of dwellings and population within the 65 CNEL contour by an amount that makes it difficult to establish a credible disclosure statement to the general public.  

The SDEIS/EIR does not attempt to examine the reason for the under-prediction of aircraft noise by this noise model.  Instead, the SDEIS/EIR rationalizes the lack of contour adjustment by stating, “draft FAA Order 1050.E indicates that measurements should not be used to calibrate noise contours;”
 the cause of the discrepancy is not identified.  The difference may be due to errors in input data to the noise model, not a calibration issue.  Failure to adequately account for flight track dispersion could cause the kind of discrepancies the data shows.  The model has the capability to report noise levels by aircraft type at each location.  Such data should be compared to measurement data for those aircraft and a rational and detailed explanation of the model/measurement differences should be made.  At the least, the source of the difference would then be identified (i.e., input data errors, model database differences, or model algorithm shortcomings).

The FAA has a history of being reluctant to adjust noise contours based on measurement data.  This policy was based on historical attempts to use short term monitoring data to make adjustments that are not statistically justified.  Such a policy is justified, in particular when attempts are made to use a few hours of monitoring data as a basis for moving noise contours.  In this case, however, LAWA operates noise-monitoring sites 24 hours a day, measuring every aircraft, and has been doing so for over 20 years.  These data do warrant adjustment to the noise contours; either by correcting input errors or modifying model databases (such as noise curves and aircraft profiles).  FAA does not prohibit these changes and, in fact, FAA provides a mechanism for user changes to the database.  The “INM Users Guide,”
 contains Appendix B, “FAA Profile Review Checklist.”  The first paragraph of that appendix contains the following statement, 

“The Office of Environment and Energy (AEE) requires prior written approval for all user changes to the Integrated Noise Model (INM) standard profiles for FAR Part 150 studies.  A similar requirement under National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) will take effect pending FAA Order 1050.1E”.  

Following that paragraph is a detailed list of information required for the FAA review of user made changes.  It is not known if any attempt was made to seek FAA approval of changes needed to make the model better match measurement data.  If there was no attempt, the decision should be explained.  This last comment is especially appropriate if input errors have already been eliminated as a possible source of the difference.

Change in Number of People Impacted by Noise:  The Draft EIS/EIR relies on the noise model to identify relative changes between baseline and future Alternative conditions.  The Draft states, “the modeled noise levels associated with environmental baseline conditions will have consistent relative relationships to future noise patterns prepared with the INM.”
  This statement, while possibly true for changes in noise level, is not accurate with respect to the area of noise impact, the number of dwelling units, and the population within the noise contours.  The implication of the statement quoted above is that the increased number of people identified as impacted will be the same whether or not the noise contours are adjusted to reflect results of noise monitoring.  This is not true and fails to reflect that area, dwelling units, and population are second order functions of the size of the contour.  The change in the number of people residing inside the 65 CNEL contour will be much larger than reported in the Draft EIS/EIR.  The percent change may remain nearly constant, but the absolute magnitude will be larger.  

If LAWA does not adjust the Draft EIS/EIR contours to reflect monitoring data then the document should attempt to estimate the correct number of dwellings and people inside the contours by using an adjustment factor based on the differences identified for the baseline conditions.  While this is far less satisfactory than adjusting the contours, the impacts identified would be a far better disclosure of the magnitude of the impact than is now included in the document.

Use of 1996 as Base Year:  There is reason to question the validity of 1996 as the baseline year.  Use of the 1996 baseline appears to underestimate the impact of the project (in addition to the contour adjustment issue identified above).  To demonstrate this concern, the following table compares 1996, 1999, and Year 2000 noise impacts at LAX:

Table 5

LAWA 1996, 1999 and 2000 Quarterly Report Noise Impacts

	
	Dwellings Inside 65 CNEL
	Population Inside 65 CNEL

	1996 Fourth Quarter Report
	31,968
	85,907

	1999 Fourth Quarter Report
	26,422

	78,026

	2000 Fourth Quarter Report
	27,312

	80,211


The above data show that the use of the 1996 baseline, with its larger impact area, would result in underestimating impacts compared to using 1999 or 2000.  The difference in the number of people impacted for the year 1996 and the year 2000 is potentially large enough to change the conclusions as to whether future year contours impact a larger or smaller number of people than baseline conditions.  As a result, LAWA should update the noise study to a more current year.  

Project Description/Operational Assumptions: The noise analysis is a comprehensive analysis that attempts to identify cumulative and single event noise impacts as well as detailed tables of time above specific thresholds.  However, in addition to failing to adjust the contours to reflect noise monitoring data, there is substantial uncertainty associated with the future operational assumptions.  The operational assumptions are in many cases counterintuitive and lack justification.  This makes any analysis of the noise impacts speculative, and potentially under-predicts the impact.  The following are examples of areas of concern and point to a need to do a “worst case” analysis in the event that these assumptions cannot be assured or justified.  The following data were taken from the Executive Summary, Pages ES-9 and ES-10.

Passengers Per Departure: The baseline passengers per departure are 90.76 while Alternative C assumes 145.09.  It is not explained how LAWA expects the project to result in a relocation of short haul operations to some other airport and an increase in average aircraft size.  There is no component of Alternative C that results in a nearly 60% increase in passengers per departure.  This increase is extraordinarily large given that no part of the project forces commuter or short haul aircraft to move or even includes a design feature that discourages these aircraft.  In light of this, the Draft EIS/EIR should contemplate the noise impacts if this assumption proves to be false and commuter and short haul carriers do not move to some other airport.  Further, the extent to which the passenger per departure increase is due to increased load factors needs to be addressed and a discussion of whether or not this increase in load factor (expressed as an increase in aircraft weight) was included in the INM input for the future case scenarios needs to be explored.

Cargo Activity/Cargo Building Space: The baseline cargo activity is 1.9 million tons of cargo using 1.9 million square feet of space.  Alternative C activity is 4.1 million tons using 5 million square feet.  The future ratio assumes that new cargo facilities are no more efficient than the old LAX facilities and fails to recognize that modern facilities may handle twice the amount of cargo per square foot.  LAWA does not provide the basis for this assumption.  The noise analysis should be based on the potential impact of far more cargo traffic than is currently estimated.

Maximum Airside Capacity: The Draft EIS/EIR nearly doubles the terminal space but assumes a very modest increase in passengers and operations.  This is based on the assumption that future technology will not increase the capacity of existing runways.  However, LAWA should also explore the opposite:  what would result if improved technology results in increased airside capacity?  Given the increase in terminal space, how much air traffic could those terminals handle?  LAWA should disclose noise impacts for air traffic estimates based on maximum terminal capacity for the proposed project.

Peak Hour Operations/Delay:  The All Weather Peak Hour Operations are identified as 150 for the baseline condition and 145 for Alternative C.  The All Weather Average Delay is identified as 8.69 minutes while the Alternative C delay is identified as 13.59 minutes.  This statement is counterintuitive and, at the very least, challenges the credibility of the aviation forecasts upon which the noise analyses are based.   Please explain the basis for these findings.

Terminal Space/Number of Gates:  Alternative C increases terminal space from 4 to 7.3 msf while gates increase from 165 to 172 (186 to 228 narrow body equivalents).  The narrow body equivalent ratio increases from 21,500 sq. ft. per narrow body equivalent gate (baseline) to 32,000 square feet per gate, which is nearly a 50% increase.  It appears that the project will have a larger gate capacity than is being reported and, if so, this needs to be accounted for in the noise analysis.

Regional Issues: The project is primarily a landside development project (terminals and roads) with no new runways.  A major assumption in the document is that some other airport in the region will absorb the unmet aviation demand.  The Draft EIS/EIR does not identify which airports will meet this demand or any mechanism to ensure that this assumption is valid.  LAWA, as proprietor of multiple airports is lead agency for the EIR and the FAA is a lead agency for the EIS.  Both agencies have the ability to commit to or fund airport projects outside of LAX.  The document needs to address the noise issues in the event that future airport capacity is not developed elsewhere in the region.  The SDEIS/EIR should include an Alternative that meets aviation demand for the region – either through committing to a regional solution or anticipating additional runways in Alternative C – and discloses the noise impact of that Alternative.

Health Effects of Noise Technical Report:  Technical Report 14b contains a general discussion of the effects of noise on people.  In the last paragraph of §1 the report concludes with the statement, “It is, therefore, assumed that compliance with the compatibility criteria is sufficient to protect human health.”  The statement in itself is correct, but is misleading in its implication that LAX complies with the compatibility criteria.  The report fails to make a most important conclusion related to health effects of noise: LAX does not comply with the compatibility criteria.  Based on this factor, it can then be concluded that noise levels associated with aircraft operations at LAX have adverse health effects on people.  This should be addressed in the Technical Report and the DEIS/EIR should identify the health effects associated with high noise levels including the fact that in 1996 over 85,000 people resided in areas that exceeded the compatibility criteria.  

Mitigation of Noise Impacts:  The proposed project includes no noise mitigation recommendations for the proposed project.  It should be noted and clearly recognized that LAWA has for many years conducted an ongoing noise mitigation program and has periodically introduced new programs as appropriate.  What is not clear is why the proposed project does not address any new noise mitigation programs.  Several mitigations are discussed in detail in Appendix D but not recommended for adoption by LAWA.  Appendix D includes the following measures that LAWA should consider for inclusion as recommended programs for the proposed project:

· Shorten the downwind leg approach to reduce the number of overflights to communities well east of the airport.

· Eliminate early turns over El Segundo.

· Reevaluate the benefit of restricting outboard runways to arrivals only in terms of number of people and dwellings inside the 65 CNEL contour.

The analysis in Appendix D describes benefits and impacts in only general terms of change in noise level but not in area impacted.  Further, the analysis appears to rely on questionable economic data to estimate mitigation costs.  Specifically, the analysis assumes that the delay of 2-4 minutes associated with the measure would apply to all flights independent of time of day.  It would be more logical to assume that the delay would be longer during peak periods and shorter during off peaks.

An important aspect of the existing LAX noise mitigation program is the preference for west flow departure operations.  The project assumptions presented in Appendix D appear to assume some degradation in the amount of time that the airport is in west flow for departures.  Figure 10 of Appendix D shows 5.71% of operations in east flow for the proposed project.  Table 3 of Appendix D indicates that less than 1% of departures are to the east for baseline conditions.  Figure 10 and Table 3 are in different formats, so the above comparison may not be fair; however, the SDEIS/EIR does not provide assurance that the project will not result in an increase in east flow departures. 

A final mitigation that should be given consideration is expansion of the sound insulation program to homes within the 60 CNEL contour.  Such a program may not qualify for traditional Federal funding but there may be an opportunity to use passenger facility charge (PFC) funding for such a program.  Because community concerns about the impact of aircraft noise goes so far beyond the boundary of the 65 CNEL contour (particularly when the contour is not adjusted to match noise measurement data), consideration of expanding the program should be given a thorough evaluation in the Draft EIS/EIR.  Figure 4.2-5 shows the 1992 65 CNEL contour upon which the insulation program is based.  The Draft EIS/EIR should compare this contour with the project 60 CNEL contour and evaluate the cost of expanding the program to include the 60 CNEL contour.

Miscellaneous Noise Comments: 
Data Sources and Assumptions:   In §2.1, the third from last sentence, 2nd paragraph states, “this EIS/EIR will rely on the results of the Noise Management Bureau’s system in the definition of environmental baseline noise levels (per the 4th Quarter 1996 Report).”  This statement is categorically wrong and misleading.  It implies that the report relies on the calibrated noise contours produced by LAWA.  The report relies on uncalibrated noise contours generated by the noise model that are considerably smaller that the contours presented in the 4th Quarter 1996 Report.

Environmental Baseline vs. Quarterly Noise Report:  Discussion in §2.2 attempts to downplay  differences between the Quarterly Report contours and the baseline contours in the SDEIS/EIR.  The first paragraph cites a Figure
 that would help the reader understand that the Draft EIS/EIR baseline is considerably smaller than the Quarterly Report contours, but the figure is missing from the report.  The statistical analysis of the noise measurement data and noise model results from Table 6 is completely inadequate and fails to identify the bias in the noise model to under-predict noise levels in the approach corridor over Inglewood.  Please address this concern.

Impact on Schools:  §3.3 of Technical Report 14b (Health Effects of Noise) has a footnote explaining the 1980 lawsuit settlement with the school district.  The analysis appears to assume that because of this settlement there is no impact on schools.   Please identify which schools have been insulated, which schools remain to be insulated, and how many more schools will need to be insulated as a result of the project.

Federal Standards:  § 4.1.4.1.2 in the last sentence states that the “…FAA has adopted standards and guidance governing airport noise compatibility.”  The FAA has only published land use compatibility guidelines and has not adopted noise standards.  It is up to the local authorities to adopt noise/land use compatibility standards.

Construction Noise:  § 4.1.4.3.1 should reference the City of Los Angeles and the County of Los Angeles Noise Ordinances which contain noise limits and limits on the hours of activity.  The County requests that LAWA identify noise limits in the ordinance as a threshold of significance, and provide analyses in accordance with that threshold.

Operations Data:  In the discussion on noise patterns,
 the first bullet point outlines an increase in heavy aircraft and a decrease in small aircraft.  There is no explanation as to how Alternative C accomplishes this transition and there are no explicit features of Alternative C that would appear to encourage it.  If the assumption cannot be justified, the noise analysis should be revised to reflect the trend toward a fleet mix that does not rely on heavy aircraft for achieving the passenger demand.

Construction Scheduling:  The City and County of Los Angeles have ordinances that limit the hours of construction activity.  § 4.1.8.3, MM-N-9, should reference those ordinances and identify the hours that construction is permitted.

Location Impact Analysis:  The last sentence of the last paragraph on Page 87 states that only CNEL and DNL have a regulatory function.  This is a very limiting assumption and fails to recognize that for some types of impacts, these metrics may be inadequate.  Specifically, FICON identifies these metrics as potentially inadequate for assessing noise impacts on sleep or noise impacts on the classroom environment.  FICON recommends use of supplement metrics for analysis of these impacts; the County requests that LAWA use the metrics to analyze these impacts.  While the document does present some Sound Exposure Level (SEL) contours and tables of time above data at specific points, the Draft EIS/EIR fails to use these data to assess sleep disturbance or school impacts.

No-Action/No Project Comparisons:  The first sentence of § 5.1.3 identifies that 11 grid points will be exposed to increases of 1.5 dB.  This comparison of the number of grid points is used throughout the analysis.  This type of analysis fails to account for the land use that may occur at the grid points.  In effect, the grid points, while regularly spaced, are located on random land uses.  It would be more accurate to use INM to construct a different contour that shows all areas exposed to a change of 1.5 dB or more; the County requests that LAWA use this contour to quantify the land use impact.  The INM has the ability to construct such a different contour.

Noise Mitigation:  The first sentence of §7 identifies the need for mitigation of significant impacts.  Since the project is shown to have a significant impact, the County requests that LAWA propose appropriate noise mitigation measures.

Alternative C Figures: Alternative C, Figure 11, does not use flight track dispersion in the noise model; however, LAWA has radar-tracking ability.  Please provide a 24-hour period of actual radar tracks as an example of the extent of track dispersion over the affected areas.

Area Wide Flight Paths:   Please supplement Alternative C, Figure 17 with one chart for existing conditions so the reader can identify differences.  At a minimum, the text should describe how this chart changes paths relative to existing conditions.

Appendix D:  Table 7 of Appendix D identifies the forecast year 2005 baseline as 2,107 operations per day and year 2015 as 2,124 operations per day.
  The Quarterly Report for the 4th Quarter of the year 2000 shows that current operation levels are 2,280 operations per day (201,347 quarterly operations).  Existing operations are already exceeding the 10 and 20-year projections for the No Action/No Project case.  Please revise the noise analyses and comparisons to reflect realistic descriptions of future no project conditions.

Reduced Impact of Approach Overflights:  Exhibit 29, Reduced Impact of Approach Overflights, shows (and the accompanying text contains) an analysis of this approach procedure and there appear to be community benefits to this procedure.  Therefore, it is concerning as to why is it not included as a recommended mitigation measure.

4.4.2
New Comments on the Supplemental EIR/EIS for Alternative D
The following comments are provided based on an analysis of EIR/EIS § 4.1, “Noise,” and Appendix S-C1, “Supplemental Aircraft Noise Technical Report:”

Noise Modeling:   Section 2.1 implies that noise monitoring and flight track system data were used to generate noise contours, but should be revised to state that the noise analysis and noise contours were based entirely on a computer noise model. The noise data presented in the Supplemental EIR/EIS do not use any of the noise data collected by the airports noise monitoring system. The airports noise monitoring and flight track system was used only to obtain operations and runway utilization data. In fact, there is a significant conflict between the noise monitoring data published by the airport and the noise modeling done as part of the EIR/EIS.

Noise Contour Errors: § 2.1.7 The noise contours presented in the SDEIR/EIS for the year 2000 are smaller than the noise contours published by the LAWA in its Year 2000 Q4 report. No attempt is made in the SDEIS/EIR to examine the reason for the noise model under-predicting aircraft noise.  The Supplemental EIS/EIR rationalizes the lack of contour adjustment by stating, “draft FAA Order 1050.E indicates that measurements should not be used to calibrate noise contours.”  However, no attempt is made to identify the cause of the discrepancy.  The difference could be due to errors in input data to the noise model, not a calibration issue.  Failure to adequately account for flight track dispersion could cause the kind of discrepancies the data shows.  The model has the capability to report noise levels by aircraft type at each location.   LAWA should compare the data to measurement data for those aircraft and offer a rational and detailed explanation of the model/measurement differences.  At the least, the source of the difference would then be identified (i.e., input data errors, model database differences, or model algorithm shortcomings).
Noise Contours Require Adjustment:  The FAA has a history of being reluctant to adjust noise contours based on measurement data.  This policy was based on historical attempts to use short term monitoring data to make adjustments that are not statistically justified.  Such a policy is justified, in particular when attempts are made to use a few hours of monitoring data to move noise contours; however, in this case LAWA operates noise monitoring sites 24 hours a day, measuring every aircraft and has been doing so for over 20 years.  These data do justify adjusting the noise contours either by correcting input errors or modifying model databases, such as noise curves and aircraft profiles.  FAA does not prohibit these changes.  The FAA provides a mechanism for user changes to the database.  The “INM Users Guide
,” contains Appendix B, “FAA Profile Review Checklist.”  The first paragraph of that appendix contains the following statement, “The Office of Environment and Energy (AEE) requires prior written approval for all user changes to the Integrated Noise Model (INM) standard profiles for FAR Part 150 studies.  A similar requirement under National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) will take effect pending FAA Order 1050.1E.”  Following that paragraph is a detailed list of information required for the FAA review of user made changes.  It is not known if any attempt was made to seek FAA approval of changes needed to make the model better match measurement data.  If there was no attempt, LAWA should explain the decision– particularly if input errors have already been eliminated as a possible source of the difference.

Mitigation Must Reflect Validated Contours:  The Supplemental EIR/EIS should explicitly show the difference in noise contour location and the number of dwellings and population for the Year 2000 noise contours contained the Quarterly Report published by LAWA and the Year 2000 noise contours contained in the Supplemental EIR/EIS.  The Supplemental EIR/EIS further rationalizes the use of the noise modeling information in spite of the differences to the measurement data by stating that future measured contours will be used to adjust mitigation area. If noise mitigation programs will be based on noise measurement validated noise contours, then the mitigation measures should include a specific commitment to use such validated contours.  
Assumptions Concerning Future Noise Contours lack Validation: The supplemental EIR/EIS further states in § 2.1.7 of S-C1 that using the smaller computer generated contour will result in showing greater noise impacts. This latter statement is based on the erroneous assumption that the noise contours presented for future conditions are accurate and that the noise contours for 1996, 2000 and the future no project case are underestimated. On what basis does the Supplemental EIR/EIS conclude that the future noise contours are more correct than the existing noise contours when the same model and methodology are used for each?

Inadequate Number of Flight Tracks for Modeling:  Footnote 3 of § 2.1.3 states that the 74 flight tracks were adequate to produce an adequate noise model input.  What data did LAWA use to draw this conclusion? Why did LAWA not complete a sensitivity analysis to determine if the discrepancy between measured noise data and modeled result differences was due to inaccurate or insufficient number of flight tracks used in the INM model? In particular, why weren’t additional flight tracks used to simulate track dispersion for aircraft approaches? In the absence of supporting data, footnote 3 is misleading and should be eliminated.

Table S11 is Mislabeled:   The title of this table indicates it is a comparison of single event noise. It is in fact a table of runway utilization data during runway construction. Please revise the title to Table S11 accordingly.

Sleep Disturbance Data Require Clarification:  In § 6.1.1, the threshold of significance for sleep disturbance is based on the 94 SEL contour which represents a 10% awakening rate for noise events that occur at least once every 10 days. The number of awakenings presented in the data tables is not the total number of people awakened but the number awakened within the 94 SEL contour. In fact, at lower noise levels there is still sleep disturbance, albeit at a lower rate. For example, the FICAN curve shows that for an interior noise level of 45 SEL (58 SEL exterior noise level with windows open) about 1% of the population will be awakened. The awakening rate of 1% is quite low, but when applied to a large population such as that located in a 58 SEL contour, would produce a large number of people awakened. The Supplemental EIR/EIS should make it clear that the sleep disturbance data presented are not total awakenings, but awakenings within a specific contour. The methodology used in the EIR/EIS allows the comparison of alternatives within a contour that can be practically estimated and appears to be a fair basis for comparison.

Sleep Disturbance Flight Tracks Must be Identified: Analysis of single event for sleep disturbance does not make it clear whether or not the analysis relied on the same flight tracks as used for developing the CNEL model.  Did LAWA use the same flight tracks? If so, then the sleep analysis fails to account for flight track dispersion, and given that the significance threshold is based on an event that occurs at least once every 10 days, the results are misleading. If flight track dispersion is not included in the analysis then the County requests that LAWA describe the results as comparing the number of awakenings within a specific SEL contour for aircraft flown on the nominal flight tracks and aircraft flight deviations that occur on other tracks would cause further awakenings.

Sound Insulation Eligibility:   §6.1.3 adds an important criterion to the eligibility program for sound insulation.  The sound insulation area is now based on ANMP CNEL contours and this section adds the SEL contour map.  Is this a proposed formal policy that is clearly stated in the mitigation measures (including the requirement that the location of the 94 SEL contour be verified by measurements)? Has the cost of insulating the additional homes been included in the reported costs for the Master Plan improvements? If single event contours are underestimated relative to measured noise as is the case with the CNEL contours, how would this affect the study results? How many more homes and schools would be impacted if the SEL noise is underestimated by the same amount that the CNEL contours are underestimated (as measured by comparing baseline model results to baseline year measurement results)?

Lennox Preschool Mitigation Required:  The Lennox School District operates a preschool at 10417 Felton. The site of this school is affected by both aircraft noise and roadway noise. The SDEIR/EIS addresses only aircraft noise at this site and does not address roadway noise. How does the combined noise from aircraft and motor vehicles affect impact this school? Further, how would roadway improvements in the vicinity of this site affect roadway noise levels and what would be the corresponding impact on the school? The SDEIR/EIS identifies a significant impact for Alternative B, but fails to address noise level changes that may result from roadway improvements that will occur with other alternatives.  Similarly, in §6.2.3 the statements on school mitigation contain no commitment to mitigate identified impacts, only a commitment to study further.   The County requests affirmative commitment from LAWA for the full mitigation of noise impacts at all affected schools in the project area.

Soundproofing Homes to Reduce Noise Impacts:   LAWA has outlined a number of important noise attenuation goals in Mitigation Measures MM-LU-1, MM-LU-2, MM-LU-3 and MM-LU-4.  However, it is not clear how or when or even if the goals would be achieved because many of the implementation components lack definition.  We are particularly concerned about the following:

MM-LU-1: Implement Revised Aircraft Noise Mitigation Program. 

· Under the measure calling for ‘Accelerated rate of land use mitigation to eliminate noise impact areas in the most timely and efficient manner possible,’ LAWA calls for “Increased annual funding by LAWA for land use mitigation.”  Please specify an annual dollar amount for which LAWA is willing to make a commitment.

· Under the same measure, LAWA calls for “Reevaluating requirement for granting of avigation easements with sound insulation mitigation.” Please specify the performance criteria that LAWA would use in this reevaluation.  Under what conditions would LAWA waive the requirement for granting of avigation easements with sound insulation?  

· Under the same measure, LAWA calls for “Reduction or elimination, to the extent feasible, of structural and building code compliance constraints to mitigation of sub-standard housing.”  Please define the criteria that would justify a reduction of code compliance constraints, and the criteria that would justify the elimination of code compliance constraints.  Please also estimate the proportion of currently code-constrained units that would become eligible with application of these criteria, including a specific estimate for the community of Lennox.

MM-LU-2: Incorporate Residential Dwelling Units Exposed to Single Event Awakenings Threshold into Aircraft Noise Mitigation Program:

· Although this measure adds a large number of homes to the insulation program, none of the additional units is located on unincorporated land even though many impacted homes are in Los Angeles County jurisdiction:  please explain why this mitigation omits County homes.  

· MM-LU-2 includes the following commitment, “actual adjustments to the ANMP contour would be based on periodic reevaluation of the 94 dBA SEL noise contour by LAWA." The statement implies, but does not actually state that measurements will be used to make the actual adjustments.  Please incorporate the word ‘measurements’ into this commitment.

MM-LU-3: Conduct Study of the Relationship Between Aircraft Noise Levels and Ability of Children to Learn.  This measure commits LAWA to a program to reevaluate the single event threshold for schools and using results to select “an acceptable replacement threshold of significance for classroom disruption.”  What group or groups will provide peer review of these studies and judge the acceptability of proposed significance thresholds?  

MM-LU-4: Provide Additional Sound Insulation for Schools Shown by MM-LU-3 to be Significantly Impacted by Aircraft Noise.   Please see the comment above concerning a key aspect of this mitigation measure calling for “acceptance of results by peer review of industry experts.”   Again, the measure does not indicate which agencies will be involved in the selection of the industry experts for the peer review.   Please indicate whether and which of the affected cities, county, and school districts will have a role in selecting the experts for the peer review.


4.5
AIR QUALITY ASSESSMENT
4.5.1
Review of Ambient Air Quality Data used in the 2001 Draft EIS/EIR

Ambient air quality data were used for two purposes in the 2001 study.  One purpose was to define baseline conditions and the other was to estimate background concentrations.  Baseline conditions in this case were defined as the maximum air quality concentrations in the vicinity of the airport for existing conditions (an approximate 1996-98 timeframe).  Background concentrations, on the other hand, were defined as the concentrations present in the absence of nearby sources.  In other words, the concentrations due to multiple small sources and distant large sources were not directly accounted for in the air quality impact assessment.  Estimates of background concentrations were used in the analysis to add to the concentration estimates generated by computer dispersion models for the airport and other nearby sources to arrive at estimates of total ambient concentrations.

Data from two air quality monitoring stations were used to characterize both baseline and background ambient air quality conditions.  One station was located onsite and immediately to the east of the airport runways in the South Airfield Complex.   LAWA operated this station for approximately 7.5 months, from August 1997 until March 1998, and measured carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2) and particulate matter (PM10).  The other station was located approximately 0.6 mile south of LAX.  This station, located in Hawthorne and designated as Station No. 094, was operated by the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) and measured ozone (O3), lead (Pb), sulfates, CO, NO2, SO2 and PM10.

The 2001 Draft EIS/EIR did not provide any justification for the location of the onsite ambient air quality monitoring station or any information concerning the primary purpose of the station.  Typically, a monitoring station will be located and operated to either measure background concentrations or maximum source impact.  Given the location of the station with respect to the prevailing wind direction and the airport runways, the station appears to be situated near the likely maximum source impact area.  Data from the station are used to describe "Environmental Baseline" conditions, which apparently refers to maximum source impact for existing conditions.  In most cases, computer modeling would be used to identify the locations of maximum concentrations for baseline conditions, and then one or more monitoring stations would be positioned at these locations.  If the onsite monitoring station was not positioned at the expected location of maximum concentration, then it is possible that concentrations higher than those reported at the station occurred in the area.

The 2001 DEIS/EIR did not discuss this, but maximum concentrations from the nearby SCAQMD station are comparable to the concentrations reported onsite by LAWA for the same timeframe.  This suggests either that maximum concentrations do not vary significantly in the area or that both stations are similarly affected by nearby sources.  The document shows that the maximum concentrations from the onsite monitoring station actually occurred when the station was upwind of the airport.
  Thus, the maximum 1-hour CO concentration shown as the Environmental Baseline value in Table 4.6-11 was apparently due to other sources in the area and not the airport.  This needs to be rectified.

LAWA needs to explain the basis for siting of the onsite ambient air quality monitoring station.  If it was located at or near the expected location of maximum concentration (for all pollutants), please explain how this location was selected.  It is also unclear whether data from the onsite monitoring station characterized true maximum baseline concentrations in the area or only the maximum concentrations at the monitoring site location.  If the data did not characterize the maximum concentrations, please identify them.  Finally, the Environmental Baseline concentrations shown in the 2001 DEIS/EIR Table 4.6-11 need to identify whether they represented maximum impacts from the airport emissions or if they are due to other sources in the area.

4.5.2
Review of Ambient Air Quality Data used in the 2003 Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR

Additional baseline data is provided in the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR.  Baseline data are taken to include background plus contributions from airport and non-airport sources.  This additional baseline data includes measurements by the SCAQMD for the period 1998 through 2000 at a nearby monitoring station.  Previously, baseline data were reported for 1996 through 1998 at the same SCAQMD station and also for on-site measurements collected during 1997-98.  These data are presented together in Table S4-6.5, so presumably they are reasonably comparable.

Together, these two data sets comprise approximately five years of data.  No discussion of the comparison of the two data sets is provided in the Supplement DEIS, but one obvious thing to look for is data trending.  In comparing the data reported in Table S4.6-5, it appears that there has been little change or a slight increase in air pollution levels during the five-year period.  Elsewhere in the Supplement to the DEIS/EIR future background concentrations of air pollutants are assumed to decrease substantially over time.  Although it is possible that future area-wide emission reductions will be greater than achieved during this five-year period, the ambient monitoring data do not appear to support a significant reduction in background concentrations during the next several years.  Most of the comments and questions offered previously regarding ambient air quality data are still relevant and applicable.


Suggested Questions / Comments for LAWA

· The trends in baseline ambient air quality data given in Table S4.6-5 do not support the substantial decrease in background concentrations that are assumed to occur in future years.  Can LAWA explain this and can the forecast reductions in future background air pollution levels be relied upon?

4.5.3
Review of Emission Data used in the 2003 Supplement
Baseline emissions data are given in Tables S4.6-6 and S4.6-7 for 1996 and 2000 on-airport emissions sources, respectively.  The 1996 data have been updated while the 2000 estimates are new in the Supplemental DEIS.  It is worth noting that the estimates for 1996 given in the Supplemental DEIS are all higher than the values given in the DEIS, and in the case of VOC and sulfur dioxide, the increases are very substantial.  Compared to the original estimates given in the DEIS, the estimated emissions of VOC and sulfur dioxide are more than two times higher.  The revised emission estimates for future scenarios have also increased compared to the original estimates given in the DEIS.  Again, this is particularly so for VOC and sulfur dioxide which are now two to three times higher than the previous estimates.


Suggested Questions / Comments for LAWA

· The estimated emissions for on-airport sources given in the SDEIS/EIR have changed substantially from the estimates given in 2001.  Can the estimated emissions for on-airport sources given in the Supplemental DEIS be relied upon to be reasonably accurate?

4.5.4
Review of Meteorological Data used in the 2003 SDEIS/EIR

The Supplemental DEIS indicates that the revised analyses were performed using upper air data from a location near San Diego.


Suggested Questions / Comments for LAWA

· Is the upper air data from the San Diego Miramar Weather Service Contract Meteorological Observatory representative of the LAX area?

· Other comments offered previously concerning the use of 10‑m onsite wind data for modeling off site impacts are still applicable.

4.5.5
Appropriateness of the Analysis Methodology
General Approach:  As commented in the previous review, the Supplemental DEIS includes the results of computer modeling for future scenarios only.  No analysis of the existing/baseline situation is provided, which could provide a benchmark of how well the models were performing.

Suggested Questions / Comments for LAWA

· Why did LAWA not model the existing/baseline situation and compare the results to existing ambient air quality monitoring data to get a benchmark of how well the models were performing?

Aircraft Operations:  The comments and questions provided previously appear to remain applicable.  Perhaps the most important of these is that it remains unclear how aircraft queuing was estimated, which is critical to the accuracy of the analysis.  Also, it is not clear whether the reduced airport capacity during IFR conditions has been considered in the evaluation of worst-case air quality conditions.

The Supplement to the DEIS indicates that an updated version (Version 4.11) of the EDMS model has been used to evaluate Alternative D impacts.  In so doing, the version used for the previous assessments (Version 3.2) was applied to Alternative D, and a ratio of the resulting estimated emissions for the two versions was computed for each air pollutant.  These ratios were then used to estimate impacts for the other alternatives based on the results originally obtained with the older version of EDMS.

The EDMS model performs two major functions for airport sources.  It estimates emissions and it calculates atmospheric dispersion.  In updating the EDMS model, changes were made to both sections of the model.  Hence, simply ‘ratioing’ the previous results based on the old and new emission estimates will not account for any changes in the dispersion algorithms.  Thus, use of the developed ratios to update the previous results may not be appropriate.


Suggested Questions / Comments for LAWA

· How was aircraft queuing estimated? Is this critical to the air quality impact analysis?

· Did LAWA consider IFR conditions in evaluating air quality impacts and the effect this could have on reduced runway capacity and increased aircraft queuing?

· Did the ‘ratioing’ technique that was used to update the previous air quality impact analyses generated by EDMS account for all changes in the model or does it only account for changes in the emission algorithms?

Off-Airport Motor Vehicles:  In the previous review, it was commented that use of wind data from a height of 10-m at the airport may not be representative of winds at off-airport intersections and that using only four receptors at each intersection may also result in underestimated maximum concentrations.  These comments appear to remain applicable for the Supplemental DEIS.

4.5.6
Accuracy of the Analysis
The accuracy of the air quality analyses will depend to a large extent on the computer models used and the input data for the models.  Presumably, the use of the updated EDMS model for the airport sources has resulted in improved accuracy for Alternative D compared to the previous analyses.  Simple ratios were developed and applied to the previous analyses in an attempt to update the results for the other alternatives.  If the ratios are based on the old and new emission estimates only, which appears to be the case, it is doubtful if the predicted concentrations for the other alternatives will be very accurate.  This is because the new version of the model includes changes to both the emissions and the dispersion algorithms, and the ‘ratioing’ of predicted concentrations based on the emission ratios would account for changes to the emission components only.  Some of the resulting concentration estimates for the other with-project alternatives given in Table S4.6-12 are considerably higher than those for Alternative D.  It is conceivable that a complete assessment of these other alternatives with the new version of EDMS might yield different results.

As commented before, the accuracy of the predicted impacts from the airport sources will depend to a large extent on the aircraft queuing estimates and the estimated airport runway capacity, especially during IFR conditions.  It is not clear from the analysis how these issues were addressed.

The unmitigated off-airport impacts for carbon monoxide given in Table S4.6-13 appear unreasonably low.  Presumably, traffic approach volumes at many of these intersections are at least several hundred vehicles per hour and perhaps several thousand during peak hours.  Yet, the predicted maximum concentrations are only marginally higher (and in some cases even equal to) the estimated background concentration.  Assuming that the background concentration estimates are accurate, then maximum concentrations near congested roadway intersections could be expected to be substantially higher.

The accuracy of the predicted maximum concentrations at both on- and off-airport locations depends to some extent on the validity of the assumed substantial decrease in background concentrations of some air pollutants over the next several years.  If the projected decrease in background concentrations turns out to be too optimistic, the projected maximum concentrations will likely be too low.

4.5.7
Gaps in the Analysis
The lack of an analysis of existing conditions using the same computer models and methodologies that were used to evaluate future scenarios continues to be a shortcoming.  Without doing this, it is difficult to judge the accuracy of the predicted future conditions.  Further, the ‘ratioing’ technique that was used to update the analyses of airport sources for Alternatives A, B and C and for the no-project case makes it difficult to fairly compare the alternatives.

4.5.8
Appropriateness and Adequacy of Mitigation Measures
Tables S4.6-6 and S4.6-7 provide emission estimates by source category for on-airport sources for the years 1996 (baseline) and 2000.  Emission estimates are provided later in Table S4.6-9 for future years and project alternatives, but these estimates are not given by source category.  Only the totals for the various air pollutants are shown.  In Tables S4.6-14 and S4.6‑16, it indicates that NOx and SO2 emissions from on-airport sources will be significant.  In developing a mitigation plan to address this, it would be very useful to know what the major sources of on-airport NOx and SO2 are so that mitigation measures could be focused where they will be the most effective.  Tables S4.6-6 and S4.6-7 indicate that aircraft emit a substantial portion of the NOx and SO2 emissions for the baseline and year 2000 cases.  Thus, it seems probable that this will be true for the future scenarios, too.  Table S4.6-18 provides a long list of proposed mitigation measures, but none of these involve measures to reduce aircraft emissions.


4.6
LAND USE ASSESSMENT (Transportation)

Information within the 2003 Supplemental Draft EIS/EIR on each of the project build alternatives relating to consistency with the 2002 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and Regional Aviation Plan (RAP) are too vague to draw meaningful conclusions.  Of the four build alternatives in the LAX Master Plan, only Alternative D has any discussion of consistency with the current RAP and this discussion is contradictory.  As an example, the 2003 Supplemental Draft EIS/EIR in discussing compatibility with the SCAG Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide states that:  "Under Alternative D additional job opportunities, infrastructure growth, and indirect housing demand would occur.”  However, in discussing compatibility with the SCAG RAP it states that:  “Under Alternative D, the LAX Master Plan would be consistent with the policy of the Regional Aviation Plan, which calls for no expansion of LAX.” 

How is it possible that infrastructure growth would occur at LAX without expansion of LAX?  The fact of the mater is that massive infrastructure expansion would occur under Alternative “D”.  The result of the infrastructure expansion provides 153 fully functional, high capacity gates and does not remove concrete areas that can be used for aircraft parking.  By parking aircraft, Alternative “D” can function as though it has over 200 gates and the capacity of LAX is greatly expanded.  As such, Alternative “D” is incompatible with the SCAG RAP.

Revisions to the LAX Master Plan EIS/EIR need to be made that discuss compatibility of the build alternatives to the SCAG RTP and RAP including a discussion of either how Alternative “D” can be made compatible to the current RAP, or explain why it is not feasible for Alternative “D” to be made compatible.  Without these discussions, meaningful analysis of this issue is not possible.

4.6.1
Master Plan Commitments Lack Substance
The referenced Neighborhood Compatibility Program
 is vague.  The details and “teeth” of this commitment must be clarified in order to allow an assessment of its value.  The Program should be linked to the Mitigation Monitoring Program, including identification of a formal role for neighborhood review in the formulation and monitoring of specific development plans at the airport/neighborhood interface.  

4.6.2
Other Land Use Inconsistencies
Discussion on Page 4-189 of the 2001 Draft EIS/EIR asserts that Master Plan Commitments LI-1 and DA-2 will reduce land use impacts of the Ring Road on the apartments on Morley Road to less than significant levels; however, these measures are not described in the 2001 Draft EIS/EIR or 2003 Supplemental Draft EIS/EIR, but only referenced.  In fact, throughout the 2001 Draft EIS/EIR text §§ 1 through 7, references are made to impacts and mitigation measures described in Appendix K, without any explanation or summary describing such impacts and mitigation measures.  The 2003 Supplemental Draft EIS/EIR also provides no discussion of this issue.  Since the LAX Expressway and State Route 1 (SR 1) improvements are integral features of the build Alternatives A through C, the 2003 Supplemental Draft EIS/EIR should be revised to incorporate this information in the body of the text.

The 2003 Supplemental Draft EIS/EIR presents additional analysis of single event noise levels as mandated by a recent court ruling by the California Court of Appeal (Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay Committee v. Board of Port Commissioners, (2001) 91 Cal. App .4th 1344.).  It is commendable that LAWA chose to include this evaluation so critically important in assessing impacts to land uses surrounding airports.  Of particular concern are single event noise levels as they relate to school disruptions.  However, inconsistencies again appear in this evaluation: Table S4.2-2 in the Land Use Section shows that 29 schools would be affected by single event noise levels, whereas Table S4.1-2 in the Noise Section shows that 50 schools would be affected by single event noise levels.  These inconsistencies need to be reconciled.

4.6.3
The Land Use Assurance Letter should be Disclosed
The contents of the Land Use Assurance Letter
 should be summarized in the text and the document should describe how conflicts would be avoided.  This discussion emphasizes noise compatibility considerations and minimizes the combined effects of noise, safety, air quality, lighting, and aesthetics.  After acknowledging that land use compatibility is a function of these types of combined effects, very little discussion of combined effects is included in the 2001 Draft EIS/EIR or the 2003 Supplemental Draft EIS/EIR.  Please identify properties that are subject to such combined effects.

4.6.4
Key Mitigation Measures may Not be Implemented 
Substantial reliance is placed on Mitigation Measure MM-LU-1 “Implement Revised Aircraft Noise Mitigation Program.”  This measure is broad in scope, and depends upon the cooperation and funding of agencies outside of LAWA.  Consequently, there is no assurance that LAWA will be able to implement this measure in a timely manner.  Moreover, LAWA does not have an outstanding track record, as a number of commitments to properties already included within the current boundaries of the ANMP have not been fulfilled.  A discussion of unmet commitments from prior actions should be provided along with an evaluation of the impacts that would result if LAWA were unable to fulfill the new commitments described in the 2001 Draft EIS/EIR and 2003 Supplemental Draft EIS/EIR.

Mitigation Measures MM-LU-3 and MM-LU-4 dealing with single event noise levels disrupting school sessions are of particular concern.  Mitigation Measure MM-LU-3 commits LAWA to conduct a study of the relationship between aircraft noise levels and the ability of children to learn that in essence allows single event noise levels to continue and monitors the effects of these impacts on schoolchildren in the affected classrooms.  As stated earlier, this approach may harm the children.  A more responsible and conservative approach is needed that does not have the potential to do additional harm.  Mitigation Measure MM-LU-4 states that:

“Upon completion of the study required by Mitigation Measure MM-LU-3 and acceptance of its results by peer review of industry experts, any schools found to exceed a newly established threshold of significance for classroom disruption shall be incorporated into the ANMP administered by LAWA.  Based on the Master Plan alternative that is ultimately approved and thresholds set forth in § 4.1, Noise, that address single overflight event noise and the ability of children to learn in the classroom, and subject to modification based on the study required by MM-LU-3 those schools listed . . . may be eligible for sound insulation.”

Although the mitigation reads as though it is addressing the problem, it does not commit LAWA to any definable actions that would reduce impacts other than a vague reference that schools may be eligible for sound insulation.   LAWA must describe mitigation measures in enough detail to commit the lead agency to an action that reduces the impact.  Further, mitigation measures must be defined in enough detail to analyze the potential environmental impacts that may result from the implementation of the mitigation measure.


4.7
SOCIOECONOMIC ASSESSMENT

4.7.1
Productivity Variables are based on Flawed Assumptions
The 2001 assessment of Employment and Socioeconomic Impacts (and therefore the Growth Inducement Analysis as well) was substantially flawed by assumptions made at the outset of the analysis concerning productivity gains.  This conclusion is directed largely at the assumption made in 2001 that productivity gains would be the same for all of the build Alternatives.  In fact, productivity rates are variable over time and highly sensitive to changes in the economy’s overall rate of growth.  These cycles are evident in statistics over the past 50 years, which show national annual productivity growth in the range of 2.8% from 1948-1973, compared with 1.2% during the economic slowdown of 1992-1995.
  When Gross Domestic Product growth is decelerating, productivity slows.  Given the repeated emphasis throughout the 2001 Draft and 2003 Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR that failure to pursue the expansion project would have a negative ripple effect throughout the southern California economy, it would have been more logical to link the No Project Alternative with productivity gains lower than those associated with the build Alternatives.  Similarly, to the extent that Alternative D resembles the No Project Alternative it too would be associated with productivity gains lower than those associated with the remaining build.   Accordingly, the SDEIS/EIR should reassess Employment and Socioeconomic impacts for Alternative D and the No Project Alternative using a lower estimate of productivity gains.  

4.7.2
Productivity Forecasts Require Further Justification
The Socioeconomic Technical Report (provided only in the 2001 Draft EIS/EIR) made note of the labor-intensive nature of many service industries, and identified the tendency toward stable or reduced productivity (and resulting job growth per unit of service) in hotels, restaurants, and numerous high-end personal, household and business services.
  At the same time, assumptions in the Draft and 2003 Supplement to the Draft regarding the No Project Alternative show passenger volumes increasing from 71.2 MAP in 2005 and 78.7 MAP in 2015 (about a 10% gain).  The Technical Report noted that the services and tourism/entertainment sectors showed the most substantial employment gains between 1972-1992 and again between 1992-1997.
  Finally, the Report allocated substantial passenger spending on these services, particularly for hotels and dining facilities, through the 2015 horizon.  

In combination, these facts would point to positive employment gains in at least those sectors for which productivity is forecast to slow – eating and drinking establishments, hotels, and amusement and recreation facilities at a minimum.  Nevertheless, and in apparent contradiction of its own assessment, the Socioeconomic Technical Report forecast losses in direct LAX-related employment for both sectors between 2005 and 2015 under the No Project Alternative.  Eating and drinking establishments were forecast to sustain job losses on the order of 1,725 (a 4% drop); hotels were forecast to sustain job losses on the order of 3,467 (a 7.5% drop); and amusement/recreation facilities were forecast to sustain losses on the order of 4,514 (a 14.8% drop).  

An explanation is needed to justify the Technical Report forecasts of job losses that conflict with the discussion of anticipated productivity trends for hotels, restaurants, and services.  Job growth in the specified service sectors should be projected.

4.7.3
Definition of the No Project Alternative is Artificially Narrow

The artificially narrow definition of the No Project Analysis weakens the analyses contained in the Socioeconomic Technical Report.  As discussed previously, the 2001 Draft EIS/EIR and the 2003 Supplement both assume that under the No Project Alternative there would be no new improvements at LAX beyond those now underway, planned, or programmed.  Both CEQA and NEPA favor “worst case” assessment.  In this light, it would be more reasonable and informative to anticipate that LAWA would pursue a wide range of additional improvements that would in turn boost direct and indirect employment and spending, with far different socioeconomic impacts than indicated in Technical Report estimates for the No Project Alternative.  The analysis of Employment and Socioeconomic impacts should be revised to incorporate the expanded assessment of actions that may in the future be taken by LAWA in the event the project is not approved and the outcomes that could reasonably be expected to result from such actions should be addressed.  

The 2003 discussion of socioeconomic effects associated with Alternative D repeats a form of the unsupportable syllogism described in § 3.3.2.  In the current section, Alternative D is concluded to have beneficial socioeconomic effects, Alternative D is described as substantially the same as No Action, and No Action is found to have adverse socioeconomic effects.  In fact, an increase in construction jobs is the only socioeconomic difference between No Project and Alternative D that is acknowledged in the Supplement to the Draft EIS.  Again, we believe that the inconsistency is due to misrepresentation in the description of alternatives – particularly Alternative D and the No Project Alternative. 

4.7.4
Distribution of Passenger Spending Requires Explanation
In estimating the distribution of passenger spending, §3.4.3.1 of Technical Report 5 indicated that it was assumed that LAX would represent the sole source for international traffic, based on historical data for the years 1985-1994.  Additionally, the Section noted that:

“As a working assumption, it was assumed that there was no connecting traffic at any of the other 4 major airports in the region…the single exception to this rule results from the fact that Ontario ‘International’ Airport did serve an estimated 50,000 international passengers during late 1993 and early 1994.”

It is unclear how the “working assumption” and exception were applied in estimating future contributions under the 2005 and 2015 scenarios.  Did the analysis treat the 50,000 international passengers as a one-time event, or did it assume that Ontario would continue to serve 50,000 international passengers (per year) through 2015?  In either case, the document should have explored the factors that allowed Ontario to successfully enter this competitive market, with the goal of assessing Ontario’s ability to accept future unmet need in the region as a whole.  This analysis would have been especially relevant to the socioeconomic analyses of the No Project Alternative, and may have resulted in far different conclusions.  If the Socioeconomic Technical Report did base its 2005 and 2015 No Project Alternative scenarios on the assumption that Ontario would serve 0 or 50,000 international passengers (but no more), the analysis should be provide a more detailed assessment of the potential role of Ontario in meeting international travel demand.  

In general, and although the Technical Report promised such an assessment, the Socioeconomic Technical Report did not make any substantive effort to determine the degree to which the No Project Alternative might result in a redistribution of air services and associated economic activity to other airports in the region.  As it stands, the analysis shines a very bright light on variables influencing the LAX growth scenarios, but does little to apply its powerful tools on the potential future role of other facilities in the region.  This approach shortchanges the No Project Alternative.  It also shortchanges the newly-proposed and preferred Alternative D.  As noted above, the only socioeconomic difference between ‘No Project’ and Alternative D, according to the SDEIS/EIR, is construction employment.   If true, then Alternative D would also be similar to No Project in its potential to redistribute non-construction air services and economic activity to other airports in the region.  LAWA should expand the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR to take a closer look at this issue, considering the amount and type of activity that could reasonably be expected to shift within region, and the direct and indirect economic effects that might result.   

4.7.5
Distribution of Regional Spending Requires Explanation
§3.4.3.1 of the 2001 Draft EIS/EIR noted,

“Parking costs are the only local impacts attributed to Resident passengers in the current analysis…[and to] the extent that such passengers spend money at restaurant and retail establishments during the time they spend in one of the region’s airports, this analysis may, to a small degree, have underestimated the impacts of Resident passengers.”

The analysis also discounted resident expenditures on transportation to and from the airport: 

“To the extent that such transportation is provided by a private taxicab, limousine or shuttle service will cause some additional impacts on the local economy.  This does not apply to connecting and visitor passengers, for whom these impacts have been measured.”

On the surface, these assumptions would be expected to impact regional spending estimates in a neutral manner, because it is applied to all airports in the region.  However, since the analysis: (1) assumed that facilities other than LAX will be essentially limited to resident passengers; (2) discounted the retail, restaurant and travel expenditures of these passengers; and (3) measured such expenditures for connecting and visitor passengers, the net effect is to disproportionately minimize the regional spending contributions of airports other than LAX.  Once again, the assumptions would cast an artificially unfavorable light on the No Project Alternative (though not, apparently, on Alternative D, though it is presented as equivalent apart from construction impacts). 


4.8
REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION

All of the alternatives, including the No Action Alternative, call for a 41% increase in passenger activity and a 60% increase in air cargo at LAX.  Passenger volume would increase from 56 MAP to 79 MAP, and air cargo would increase from 1.95 million tons to 3.2 million tons in only 12 years.  Those amounts are greater than 95% of all other national airports and are greater than all the other Los Angeles regional airports combined! 

If indeed the LAX Master Plan aims to promote meaningful growth at other regional airports, then realistic growth control measures must be included.  The inland airports have abundant capacity and are crying for air service, and the LAX Master Plan must include measures that lead to region wide cooperation to move air service to those areas.  The City of Los Angeles has refused to participate in activities of the Southern California Regional Airport Authority, which has generated several proposals to promote such efforts.  Without active measures to move air traffic to other airports, the Master Plan serves only to create another incremental step in the unabated growth of LAX.  We understand that LAWA has recently hired a consultant to market Ontario International Airport,
 and would request that LAWA outline the goals of that marketing plan.  

4.9

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

4.9.1
Review of Baseline Conditions
The SDEIS/EIR identifies eight distinctive biotic communities without clearly distinguishing among the following:  naturally occurring communities; man-influenced/modified natural communities; man-created biotic situations; or areas under complete development, which no longer have biotic value for sensitive plant and animal species.  The acreages of biotic habitats were rates in terms of value for sensitive species, and compared with marginal habitats, non-native habitats, and areas that are developed and no longer supporting habitats.  The review indicated that the airport is largely developed, with open areas that are highly disturbed and offers little or no viable habitat for sensitive plant and animal species.  The Los Angeles/El Segundo Dunes and, to a lesser extent, the non-restructured dunes north of this area stand out as the only areas having high biological value that merits recognition and a conservation effort by LAWA.  It is therefore recommended that the Master Plan include a “conservation element” dictating how the Los Angeles/El Segundo Dunes will be managed.  This goes beyond the requirements to manage the Habitat Restoration Area for the El Segundo Blue Butterfly.

4.9.2
Review of Mitigation Measures

Several mitigation measures are listed in § 4.10.8 that would, if successful, reduce potential impacts to sensitive biological resources to a less than significant level.   The selection of mitigation measures will depend on which Alternative is chosen.  It is expected that a mitigation monitoring program (MMP) will be developed and implemented.  However, we recommend that LAWA separate the biological mitigation measures from the larger MMP and create a Conservation Program that focuses on the Los Angeles/El Segundo Dunes and surrounding areas.  This would enhance the biological program and provide LAWA with a stronger negotiating position with United States Fish and Wildlife Service on future projects.

Section 4.11.2 mentions that LAWA initiated a formal Section 7 consultation with USFWS on September 5, 2000.  The remainder of § 4.11 discusses several mitigation measures that will be implemented to reduce impacts to listed species to below a significant level.  It is not clear whether these mitigation measures are the basis for the formal Section 7 or if they have been included in the required Biological Assessment.  Although completion of the Section 7 consultation process by the FAA is not required to be a part of the Draft EIS/EIR analysis, the level of analysis and detail presented in this Draft would suggest that it has been included. 

Apparently, USFWS and LAWA have not come to terms on the level of mitigation required to mitigate impacts to the Riverside Fairy Shrimp and its habitat.  There is a brief mention of this divide at the top of page 4-691.  The FAA is rightly concerned that the creation/restoration of fairy shrimp habitat (vernal pools) will create significant safety issues for aircraft by attracting birds (bird air strike hazards).  However, the final endangered species mitigation measures and/or conservation management strategies will depend on final resolution of this issue between USFWS and the FAA. 

The Draft EIS/EIR does not give an indication whether the present mitigation measures will be satisfactory to USFWS, or whether these measures will allow the FAA to complete its obligations under the Endangered Species Act.  If this is the case, it should be clearly stated.  If it is not, the reader needs to know that the mitigation measures have not been approved by USFWS and could change significantly before the Section 7 consultation process is completed and a Biological Opinion is issued by the USFWS.

As discussed above under comments for § 4.10.5 Master Plan Commitment, all biological mitigation measures should be integrated into a Conservation Program for LAWA with focus on the Los Angeles/El Segundo Dunes and the Riverside Fairy Shrimp.

4.9.3
Wetlands Concerns Must be Integrated

Only U.S. Army Corps of Engineers jurisdiction was found to occur within the Air Operation Area or the Los Angeles/El Segundo Dunes; no California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) jurisdiction was determined to occur.  The permanent conversion/loss of the 1.3 acres of atypical wetlands is a significant impact that will require a 404 permit.  It will also require a Section 7 consultation between the Corps and USFWS because of the presence of embedded Riverside Fairy Shrimp cysts in soil samples. 

The biological concerns associated with wetlands should also be included in a Conservation Program rather than addressed as a separate biological issue for which no Master Plan commitments are made.  Although there is very limited natural habitat at LAX, any loss of these remaining natural habitats will be considered significant by USFWS, CDFG, and local wildlife protection groups.  It would seem an opportune time to develop a long-term management plan for biological resources on airport lands.  Once in place, this plan/strategy would set polices and procedures (officially approved by the resources regulators) for the next several years.  As the Draft EIS/EIR currently reads, LAWA has identified several biological concerns that are being addressed separately and on a one-time basis.  This would leave LAWA vulnerable to future challenges as unanticipated development/programs are proposed.

4.9.4
Reference to 2001 Comments from Land Protection Partners

During 2001, the Land Protection Partners (LPP) submitted a comment letter to LAWA entitled “Review of Biological Resources Analysis in LAX Master Plan Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report” as a review of the 2001 LAX Master Plan Draft EIS/EIR Based on a preliminary assessment of points made in the LPP letter, the County of Los Angeles has concluded that their comments raise some significant issues regarding incomplete or vague project descriptions of the build alternatives, outdated CEQA analyses, questionable survey methods, questionable El Segundo Blue Butterfly population counts, underestimating impacts, and inadequate mitigation.  Many of Land Protection Partners’ comments echo concerns raised in this comment letter, but with a particular focus on how the concerns impact the assessment of potential biological impacts.  The County endorses the points raised by LPP, which are briefly summarized below, and looks forward to reviewing LAWA’s responses:

Vague and Confusing Descriptions of the Build Alternatives:  LPP noted that the Draft EIR/EIS does not give a complete project description of the build alternatives.  Within the extent of the LAX Master Plan boundaries, it is unclear how LAWA proposes to use certain areas of biologically significant property.  Designations such as “Airport Related” are useless in evaluating the potential biological impacts associated with that designation.
Outdated CEQA Analysis:  The Draft EIR/EIS describes the LAX Northside Project as “Collateral Development” that previously was entitled through a 1983 CEQA process.  No new or updated analysis is found in the Draft EIR/EIS, even though development of this project appears to be contingent on the project alternative selected for LAX.   In this light, reliance on 1983 CEQA documentation that did not consider LAX as a contingent project is problematic at best.
Questionable Survey Methods:    Land Protection Partners’ document raised questions concerning survey results, particularly with respect to the incorrect choice of survey methods.  LPP noted that LAWA did not conduct general biological surveys in all habitats within the proposed project site.  LPP also references impacts to 100 acres of the El Segundo Dunes habitat that was not surveyed by LAWA, even though it would be converted to a golf course under the Westchester Southside Project described in the 2001 Draft EIR/EIS.
Questionable El Segundo Blue Butterfly Population Counts:  Land Protection Partners suggests that the surveys conducted by LAWA did not use the best available scientific methods for calculating population numbers of the Federally-endangered El Segundo Blue Butterfly (ESBB).  In overestimating the ESBB population, the Draft EIR/EIS gives the false impression that the ESBB is able to sustain viable populations on limited habitat, and confuses the analysis by downplaying the need for land to be kept as conservation areas.
Underestimation of Impacts of the Proposed Project Alternatives:   The methods used to determine impacts to habitat were misleading and not used accurately.   LPP concluded that the combined affect of not surveying all potential habitat, using questionable survey methods, and overestimating ESBB populations resulted in a misleading impact assessment.
Inadequate Mitigation Measures:   LPP found that use of a point system to rate ‘habitat units’ resulted in inadequate mitigation for lost habitat.   For example, the Draft EIR justifies preserving smaller areas of prime habitat in exchange for the conversion of larger areas of occupied but marginally disturbed habitat.  LPP noted that species need both the space and the quality of habitat, concluding that 10 acres of prime habitat may not be adequate to sustain a population that had previously lived on 50 acres of marginally disturbed habitat.
4.9.5
General Comments 
The 2001 Draft EIS/EIR and 2003 Supplemental Draft EIS/EIR do not give complete project descriptions of the build alternatives.  Within the extent of the LAX Master Plan boundaries, it is unclear what the disposition of certain areas of biologically significant property will be indicating designations such as “Airport Related” which are useless in evaluating the potential biological impacts associated with that designation.

LAWA did not conduct general biological surveys in all habitats within the proposed project site.  As an example, the 2001 Draft EIS/EIR and 2003 Supplemental Draft EIS/EIR describe impacts to 100 acres of the El Segundo Dunes habitat that was not surveyed and would be converted to a golf course under the Westchester Southside Project.

Unfortunately, given the amount of time and effort devoted to assessing baseline biological conditions, the remaining step of integrating and folding this information into a long-term Conservation Program is missing.  This may be a conscious choice by LAWA management and the City of Los Angeles; however, this approach may deprive LAWA of the opportunity to gain long-term control of its own biological resources.


4.10
ADDITIONAL ISSUES

4.10.1
Historical Resources

Illustration of the different impacts associated with the Single v. Split Viaduct LAX Expressway Alternatives should be carried forward from the Appendices to the Historic/Architectural section of the Supplemental Draft EIS/EIR. 

The commitment to have a qualified architectural historian supervise noise abatement of historic properties does not assure that the historic values and character of such properties will not be altered or lost.  The SDEIS/EIR should discuss this possibility and attach alternate mitigation measures or a revised significance finding, if appropriate.

The 2003 Supplemental Draft EIS/EIR concludes for all the build alternatives that:

“The demolition of a historic/architectural resource is considered a significant impact at the state level that cannot be mitigated to a less than significant level without abandoning the project.  A Statement of Overriding Considerations would be necessary to address unavoidable impacts on the International Airport Industrial District.”

This is insufficient information to support an override.  Revisions to the SDEIS/EIR need to explain why demolition of this historic/architectural resource is required to implement the project and what benefits will result from the project that override this significant impact. 

4.10.2
Human Health

The analyses indicated that aircraft emissions account for about 97% of total emissions and also contribute most to emissions of individual Toxic Air Pollutants,
 yet none of the mitigation measures address aircraft emissions.  Many of the mitigation measures would be expected to occur regardless of what happens with the proposed Master Plan – for example, parking pricing policies to encourage single trips or to minimize idle time at the curb, steps to encourage employee telecommuting, and expanded off-airport intermodal services to other airports.  Others would have no air quality benefit – for example, where unmitigated impacts result in payments to a trust fund for unrelated community improvements.  

In this context, it is difficult to understand how the HHRA determined that the build Alternatives, with mitigation, would have no significant human health impacts at either horizon year.  A clarification of the assumptions that were made in order to reach this conclusion is necessary to validate this conclusion.

The California Office of Environmental Health Hazards Assessment (OEHHA) evaluates non-cancer risks and has established maximum reference exposure levels (REL) for each TAP.  No adverse health effects are foreseen for exposures at or below the REL.  The exposure of TAP at concentrations equal to the REL represents a non-cancer hazard index level of 1.0. Exposure above a hazard index of 1.0 is considered a significant impact by OEHHA.  The relationship for non-cancer health effects of Toxic Air Pollutants is shown in the following equation:

HI  =  C / REL, where:

HI = 
Hazard Index; an expression of the potential for non-cancer health effects

C = 
Annual average TAP concentration (ug/m3) 

REL = 
Reference exposure level (REL) for TAP; the TAP concentration at which no adverse health effects are anticipated

The Supplemental HHRA Technical Report provided as Appendix 9a in the 2003 Supplemental Draft EIS/EIR states that the REL for acrolein used in the HHRA is 0.19 ug/m3.
  This same document further states that under Alternative “D”, total acrolein concentrations might range between 14 ug/m3 and 87 ug/m3 with an overall average of 23 ug/m3.
  Using the OEHHA equation for determining the hazard index as shown above, the resulting hazard index would range between 73.68 and 457.90, well above the OEHHA threshold of significance set at a hazard index of 1.0.  Evaluation of all scenarios indicates that the hazard index for acrolein are all above the OEHHA threshold, even in the existing condition and while the Supplemental HHRA indicates that Alternative D has the lowest exposure levels of all these scenarios it is nevertheless above the threshold of significance set by OEHHA.  How is it that both the 2003 Supplemental Draft EIS/EIR determined that this impact is less than significant?  Revisions to the SDEIS/EIR need to be made that disclose this significant impact and either mitigate to less than significant or provide the evidence that supports a Statement of Overriding Consideration for this significant impact.

4.10.3
Environmental Action Plan

Many of the key Master Plan Commitments and mitigation measures in the Environmental Action Plan (EAP) are broad and programmatic in nature.  Many will require further study, with choices among specific options deferred to the Final EIS/EIR and other stages of the decision making process.  The EAP needs to be expanded to identify when and where such subsequent environmental reviews will be required, with discussion as to how these timeframes relate to the improvement phasing plan set forth by LAWA, and to the sequence for FAA and LAWA consideration of required discretionary actions.    The EAP, including all Master Plan Commitments and mitigation measures, should be refined and detailed to adequately serve as the CEQA Mitigation Monitoring Program, pursuant to Public Resources Code 21081.6.

4.10.4
Video-Conferencing

In the § 1.3 discussion of Alternatives to air travel, the 2001 Draft EIS/EIR notes a study by Apogee Research that contains key findings that video-conferencing has potential to satisfy (1) from 5-30% of non-discretionary travel; and (2) less than 5% of discretionary travel.  The discussion in § 1.3 concludes with: “Given that 50% of LAX users are leisure travelers, it is projected that less than 5% of air travel demand at LAX could be satisfied by communication technologies in 2015.  These amounts were factored into the assumptions of the LAX Master Plan forecasts.”  The Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR did not resolve this error.  The total amount of air travel demand at LAX that could be satisfied by communication technologies should equal the combined amounts for discretionary travel PLUS non-discretionary travel (i.e., [5-30% of demand x 50% of travel = 2.5% to 15%] + [<5% of demand x 50% of travel = <2.5%] = ~2.5% – 17.5%).  It seems that a higher number should be factored into the assumptions of the LAX Master Plan forecasts.

4.10.5
Sixty-Minute Access Zone
The Zone Boundaries shown in Figure 1-3 of the 2001 Draft EIS/EIR showing the 60-minute travel time accessibility zones for airports in southern California appear to overstate driving times for at least some of the airports shown.  The assumptions used in developing this map need to be discussed and clarified in order to support the map, as drawn.

4.10.6
Weather Conditions

The 2001 Draft EIS/EIR notes that only one of the four runways is sufficiently long to serve the largest aircraft when fully loaded under adverse weather conditions (hot days with little wind).
  However, there is no discussion as to how many days of the year, on average, are characterized by these adverse weather conditions.  There is also no discussion as to how many runways can accommodate the largest aircraft when fully loaded.  Both of these issues require further explanation and investigation by LAWA.

4.10.7
Remote Terminals

The 2001 Draft EIS/EIR includes discussions of the possibility of remote terminals.  However, no analysis is undertaken to determine their location or impacts.  Alternative “D” described in the 2003 Supplemental Draft EIS/EIR includes a Ground Transportation Center connected to the main terminal buildings by an Automatic People Mover that appears to fit the descriptions of remote terminals mentioned in the 2001 Draft EIS/EIR.  However, it is unclear whether or not the Ground Transportation Center within Alternative “D” is the remote terminal mentioned in the2001 Draft EIS/EIR.  LAWA should clarify this in revisions to the Supplemental Draft EIS/EIR, and if there are other possibilities for remote terminals, then include a full characterization of these other remote terminals as well as a description of the baseline setting for the proposed locations, the impacts of their construction and use, and mitigation measures to address any adverse effects.

4.10.8
Hydrology and Water Quality
Section 4.7 of the SDEIS/EIR inadequately addresses SUSMP and drainage issues.  The environmental document does not provide sufficient information to determine what drainage impacts, if any, the project may have on County facilities (MTD 992, storm drain Project Number 5241, 647, 670, etc.).  To properly assess drainage and SUSMP impacts and to determine appropriate mitigation, a Drainage Concept/SUSMP report will be required.  We recommend that the applicant prepare a Drainage Concept/SUSMP report showing the extent of drainage and SUSMP quality impacts, and if necessary, provide mitigation acceptable to the County.  The analysis should address increases in runoff, any change in drainage patterns, treatment method proposed for SUSMP regulations, and the capacity of storm drain facilities.

We also recommend that the Drainage Concept/SUSMP report should be reviewed and approved by the County of Los Angeles Land Development Division - Subdivision Plan-checking Section before the City considers its own approval.  Once approved, a copy of the final Drainage Concept/SUSMP report should be included in the environmental document.

4.10.9
Solid Waste Generation and Landfill Capacity

Chapter 4 of the Master Plan Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, identifies the amount of solid waste generation as a result of construction and demolition activities of alternatives No Action/No Project, A, B, C, and D.  The tonnage of waste generated from construction and demolition activities alone for Alternative D – the LAWA staff-preferred alternative – is well over 130,000 tons.  Although LAWA states that it will require that contractors recycle a “specified” minimum percentage of waste materials generated during construction and demolition, a significant commitment is necessary to insure adequate mitigation of the scale of impact resulting from waste generated by this project.  Therefore, the minimum percentage should be specified within the EIR, with a target of at least 50 percent of the waste diverted from disposal.  Similarly, the percentage of minimum recycled content for materials used on site, and the specific diversion goals that will be required of lessors, should also be specified in the EIR.

Under heading of Master Plan Commitments (§4.19.5, p. 4-534), the SDEIS/EIR proposes implementation of a more aggressive recycling program, by expansion of the existing terminal recycling program to all terminals; lease provisions requiring that tenants meet specific diversion goals; and preference for recycled materials during procurement.  The document should expand the discussion to include the type of material that might be targeted and the overall recycling goal.

The environmental document recognized that due to the uncertainty regarding future landfill capacity, impacts associated with cumulative increases in solid waste generation would be potentially significant (Sections 4.19.7 and 4.19.8, pages 4-537 and 4-538).  Augmentation of landfill capacity is listed as a mitigation measure, however, the responsibility for implementing this mitigation measure is left to State, County, and local solid waste planning authorities.  This discussion should be revised to indicate what measures the City of Los Angeles will implement to provide for the disposal of residual solid waste generated by this project and future projects within the City of Los Angeles considering the City’s stated interest to close all landfills within the City’s boundaries by 2006.

5.0
CONCLUSIONS

There is no doubt that Los Angeles International Airport is vitally important to the City of Los Angeles, to the County of Los Angeles, to the region, and to California generally.  There is an obvious and pressing need for improvements at LAX, most particularly to ensure the safety and security of future air travel.  However, the County of Los Angeles believes that LAWA is proposing to implement a flawed project and that the process is further compromised by an inadequate environmental review.   As documented throughout this report our concerns include (a) an inadequate security planning effort, (b) misleading statements regarding growth potential, resulting in fundamentally flawed environmental analyses, (c) improper choice of a Supplement to propose and assess an entirely new preferred project, (d) use of an unwieldy and confusing document format, (e) continued reliance on a baseline that is outdated and serves to undermine rather than illuminate understanding of project impacts, (f) wholly inadequate consideration and disclosure of Environmental Justice issues coupled with a scoping process that considered neither 2001 nor the 2003 preferred project options, (g) language suggestive of bias and advocacy and an absence of full disclosure, (h) incomplete analysis of noise and air quality and the absence of studies to establish baseline or impact-level toxic air emissions, (i) inadequate and misleading assessment of impacts on biological habitat, and (j) the failure to provide an alternative that meets stated goals and also avoids or minimizes significant impacts in the identification and assessment of Alternatives.

The problems with the 2001 and 2003 environmental documents are so serious, pervasive, and universal that the only practical remedy is to start the process over again and prepare a truly comprehensive revised EIS/EIR.  The revised document would need to provide comprehensive scoping, an updated and consistent baseline, identify and assess a reasonable range of feasible alternatives, be free of internal inconsistencies, offer proper levels of analysis and explanation, and present an entirely new impact assessment that does not defer critical decisions.  Only with these extensive modifications can the LAX Master Plan and associated EIS/EIR be rendered adequate.[image: image1.png]
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�‘1996 Existing’ data obtained from Master Plan Figure II-3.2; ‘2015 No Project’ data obtained from Figure ES-1; ‘Alternative D’ data obtained from Figure 2.2-4.


� A “contact gate” includes traditional numbered gates in the terminal and a jet way to a waiting aircraft.  


� Linear configurations offer more flexibility than the current cul-de-sac design; the Construction Phasing Plan notes that the reconstruction of terminals 1,2, & 3 into a linear configuration will create a “continuous Group VI  flightline.”  


� In contrast, the south runways will be separated only by 795 feet which is sufficient for aircraft such as the B747.


� At a minimum, the SDEIS/EIR Index (§7.7) could have provided the reader with a more listing of topical issues and where they can be found, along with a cross reference to text discussions in the 2001 and 2001 documents.  Instead, the Index offers only a cursory guide to topical discussions (for example, the Index contains no references for “cumulative impacts”) and provides no useful tools for locating or accessing analyses from the 2001 Draft EIS/EIR.   








� Note again that the 163 gates shown for the No Project alternative includes 52 remote parking spaces.


� CEQA §15126.6(f) states, “Alternatives shall be limited to ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project.”


� Pages ES-9 through ES-11.


� Section 5.1.1.


� CEQA Guidelines § 15002, § 15086, and § 1587


� NEPA Guidelines: 40 C.F.R. § 1508.25


� CEQA Guidelines §15162(a)


� CEQA Guidelines § 15125


� First bar chart on Page ES-22 titled, “Population Exposed to Noise Above 65 CNEL in 2015.”


� 2001 Draft EIS/EIR, Section 3.2.1, Pages 3-8 through 3-18.


� 2001 Draft EIS/EIR, Table 1-13.


� 2001 Draft EIS/EIR, Depicted in the Exhibit on Page ES-3.


� 2001 Draft and 2003 Supplemental Draft EIS/EIR, Section 2.1, Page 2-1.


� Based on review of EIS Agency Scoping Coordination Letter Mailing List and other materials provided in Appx. A. 


� Section 4, Pages 4-5 and 4-6.


�LAX Northside is approximately 330-acres of land located on the north side of LAX (bisected by Westchester Parkway) and owned by LAWA.  Tentative Map #34836, approved for this site during the mid-1980s, would allow development of about 4.5 million square feet of office, hotel, restaurant, retail, research and airport-related land uses. 


� Note that biometric facial identification systems, which are used to match individuals on a one-on-one basis, are a different form of this technology and continue to show successful results.   


� 2001 Draft EIS/EIR, Section 4.4.3.


� NEPA Guidelines ; 40 C.F.R. § 15022.22.


� Discussion in this section is based on 2001 Draft EIS/EIR, §4.4.3 and SDEIS/EIR §4.4.3.


� 2001 Draft EIS/EIR, Section 4.4.3, Page 4-423; Supplemental Draft EIS/EIR, Section 4.4.3, Page 4-323. 


� NEPA Guidelines: 40 C.F.R. § 1505.2(b)


� Environmental Justice Guidance Under NEPA, Section 5, page 15.


� Discussion is based on review of 2003 Supplemental Draft EIS/EIR Section 4.2.8.


� California Aircraft Noise Standards, Title 21 of the California Code of Regulations.


�Title 14 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Part 150.


� Appendix D Section 2.1, Appendix D Section 2.2.


� Appendix D, Page 17.


� For INM Version 6, dated September 1999.


� Appendix D, Page 17.


� Exhibit 29 of Appendix D.


� Figure 2.3.


� Section 4.1.6.1.2.2, Alternative C, Aircraft Noise Pattern at 2015.


� Table 8.


� For INM Version 6, dated September 1999.


� Technical Report 4, Attachment Y.


� 2003Supplemental Draft EIS/EIR, Section 4.2.6.5, page 4-169


� 2001 Draft EIS/EIR, Section 4.2..5, Page 4-116.


� 2001 Draft EIS/EIR, Appendix E.


�Alejandro Bodipo-Memba, "U.S. Productivity Surged During 1998, Hinting at Escape from 25-Year Slump," Wall Street Journal, February 10, 1999.


� Section 3.2.3.


� Section 4.1.1.


� In Footnote 32.


� Press Enterprise Newspaper, “Still awaiting takeoff,” September 21, 2003. 


� 2003 Supplemental Draft EIS/EIR, Section 4.9.1, page 4-443


� Technical Report 14a, Section 3.3.


� Technical Report 9a, Section 5.1


� Technical Report 9a, Section 6.1.2


� 2001 Draft EIS/EIR, Section 2.2.2, Page 2-6.
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