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7.0 
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

ON THE DRAFT EIR 

LAWA received comments on the Draft EIR from eight agencies, five 
organizations, and nine individuals during the circulation period.  This 
chapter presents copies of the comment letters, pursuant to Section 15132(b) 
of the State CEQA Guidelines, with the responses to the comments following 
each individual letter, pursuant to Section 15132(d) of the State CEQA 
Guidelines.  The comment letters appear alphabetically within three 
categories: Agencies and Jurisdictions, Organizations, and Individuals.  Each 
letter is assigned a number, and each comment within each letter is also 
assigned a number to aid in the organization and identification of the 
responses that follow the letters.  Table 7-1 provides a list of the parties 
commenting on the Draft EIR, pursuant to Section 15132(c) of the State 
CEQA Guidelines.   
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Table 7-1. List of Parties Commenting on the Draft EIR 

Letter No. Commenting Party Letter Date 

Agencies and Jurisdictions: 

1. Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 12/02/08 

2. Antelope Valley Air Quality Management District 10/09/08 

3. Burbank-Glendale-Pasadena Airport Authority 11/25/08 

4. City of Burbank 11/19/08 

5. City of Chino 11/25/08 

6. City of El Segundo 11/25/08 

7. County of San Bernardino Department of Airports 11/24/08 

8. Ventura County Air Pollution Control District 12/03/08 

9. County of Ventura Department of Airports 10/31/08 

Organizations: 

10. Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association 11/17/08 

11. Encino Neighborhood Council 11/13/08 

12. Los Angeles International Airport Advisory Committee 10/10/08 

13. National Business Aviation Association, Inc. 12/01/08 

14. Valley Industry & Commerce Association 11/25/08 

Individuals: 

15. Bilski, Jonathan 12/02/08 

16. Howell, David 12/01/08 

17. Karczag, Brenda 12/01/08 

18. Olivarez, Richard & Toni 12/01/08 

19. Prisk, Daniel 11/08/08 

20. Scarcelli, Ernie 12/01/08 

21. Sheeran, Phil 12/01/08 

22. Zlotorynski, Rita 12/01/08 

23. [No signature]  12/01/08 
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Comment Letter 1, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
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Comment Letter 1
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Response to Comment Letter 1, Governor’s Office of 
Planning and Research 

Response to Comment 1-1 

This is not a comment but an acknowledgement that no State agencies 
submitted comments on the Draft EIR during the public review process.  No 
response is necessary. 
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Comment Letter 2, Antelope Valley Air Quality Management 
District
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Response to Comment Letter 2, Antelope Valley Air 
Quality Management District 

Response to Comment 2-1 

LAWA appreciates Antelope Valley Air Quality Management District’s 
participation in the environmental review process for this project. 
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 Comment Letter 3, Burbank-Glendale-Pasadena Airport Authority  
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 Comment Letter 3 
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 Comment Letter 3 
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 Comment Letter 3 
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 Comment Letter 3 
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 Comment Letter 3 
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 Comment Letter 3 
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 Comment Letter 3 
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 Comment Letter 3 
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 Comment Letter 3 
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 Comment Letter 3 
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 Comment Letter 3 
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 Comment Letter 3 
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 Comment Letter 3 
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 Comment Letter 3 
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 Comment Letter 3 
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 Comment Letter 3 
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 Comment Letter 3 
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 Comment Letter 3 
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Response to Comment Letter 3, Burbank-Glendale-
Pasadena Airport Authority 

Response to Comment 3-1 

As shown in Table 2-5 of the EIR, the project is anticipated to result in 
diversion of 193 annual general aviation jet operations from VNY to BUR in 
2014, the year of the greatest effect of the proposed ordinance.  (Please note 
that this table has been revised in the Final EIR to correct minor clerical 
errors realized after publication of the Draft EIR.)  The breakdown of the 
aircraft types that are anticipated to divert to BUR and their number of 
operations is shown in Table 4.2-46.  Please also note that BUR is identified 
in Section 2.2.2 of the Draft EIR as a noise-problem airport as defined by the 
provisions of the California Airport Noise Standards.  The Airport 
Authority’s opinion on the project in light of BUR’s Part 161 study is noted 
and will be forwarded to the project decision makers for their consideration.  
This is a comment directed at LAWA’s airport policies, and it does not 
specifically address the project’s significant environmental issues or the 
adequacy of the EIR.  Therefore, no additional response is required. 

Response to Comment 3-2 

LAWA will comply with ANCA to the extent required by law.  It should be 
noted that the April 17, 2000, letter from the FAA that is referenced in this 
letter did not address grandfathering of the project as currently proposed.  
Rather the letter addressed an “immediate ban.”  This comment will be 
forwarded to the project decision makers for their consideration; however, no 
further response is necessary as this comment does not address the project’s 
significant environmental issues or the adequacy of this EIR. 

Response to Comment 3-3 

LAWA will comply with ANCA to the extent required by law.  This 
comment will be forwarded to the project decision makers for their 
consideration; however, no further response is necessary as this comment 
does not address the project’s significant environmental issues or the 
adequacy of this EIR. 

Response to Comment 3-4 

The environmental analysis presented in the EIR is based on diversion 
estimates performed by qualified professionals utilizing the best available 
data.  The environmental analysis of the proposed project was properly 
conducted, adequately portrays the potential impacts of implementing the 
project, and was incorporated into Chapters 4 and 5 of the Draft EIR in an 
appropriate manner.  Therefore, the Draft EIR is legally adequate.  
Responses to subsequent, more specific comments from this letter are 
provided below. 
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Response to Comment 3-5 

Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR includes all relevant project description 
information required under California Code of Regulations, Title 14, 
Chapter 3, (“State CEQA Guidelines”) Section 15124, including the precise 
location and boundaries, a statement of the project objectives, a description 
of the project characteristics, and a statement of the EIR’s intended uses.  
Therefore, the Draft EIR does not violate State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15124.  The project at issue in the EIR is accurately and properly defined in 
Section 2.1.1 of the Draft EIR as—in summary—a gradual phaseout of 
noisier aircraft operations from VNY, with several exemptions.   

The other noise-abatement measures listed in this comment are part of the 
noise phaseout program that LAWA is studying pursuant to the FAA’s Part 
161 process, and are not a part of the project for which this EIR has been 
prepared.  Accordingly, the other noise-abatement measures are not listed as 
part of the project in Section 2.1.  The proposed project analyzed in the EIR 
has independent utility from the Part 161 process and does not commit 
LAWA to adoption of the measures listed in the comment letter.  
Furthermore, at this point in time it is too speculative to analyze the 
environmental effects of any noise-restriction program which may or may 
not be adopted through the ongoing Part 161 study because of the variety and 
complexity of the program under review.  The Part 161 study is examining a 
series of nine restrictions, which are properly listed in this comment.  The 
study results will provide benefit-cost information for each restriction.  The 
BOAC will use that information to determine which of the restrictions under 
consideration will be pursued in a formal submission to the FAA, including, 
potentially, all nine of the measures.  At this time, LAWA cannot predict 
what combination of measures will be selected, nor can LAWA gauge FAA’s 
eventual response to the proposed restrictions or predict with certainty which 
restrictions ultimately will be implemented.  Analyzing the full extent of the 
environmental effects of implementing all nine alternatives might identify 
impacts that were unrealistically high and speculative; similarly, analyzing 
the effects of some smaller combination of certain of the measures would be 
speculative.  For the reasons discussed above, the EIR does not improperly 
segment out the project from a larger program, and, accordingly, impact 
analysis was properly conducted in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 3-6 

As stated in the response to comment 3-5, Section 2.1.1 of the Draft EIR 
presents an accurate description of the project under consideration by 
LAWA.  This accurate project description frames the environmental impact 
analysis presented in the EIR, including the identification of significant 
impacts and the conclusion that there are no feasible mitigation measures 
available to reduce the impacts to less-than-significant levels.  Therefore, the 
Draft EIR’s “mitigation analysis” is proper and not flawed, as suggested in 
this comment.  Conclusions as to the project’s impacts were properly made 
based upon substantial evidence.   
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The EIR’s proper account of the project description also adequately informs 
the discussion of the range of reasonable alternatives that are presented and 
analyzed in the Draft EIR (see the summary of alternatives presented in 
Section 2.1.2, and the full alternatives analysis presented in Section 5.1).  (It 
should be noted that the Draft EIR included a typographical error on page 5-1 
that omitted the header for Section 5.1; this has been corrected in the Final 
EIR.)  Therefore, the Draft EIR is in compliance with State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6.  Furthermore, the noise abatement measures that 
are listed in comment 3-5 and that are the subject of comment 3-6 would not 
reduce or avoid impacts of the proposed project.  As summarized in Section 
4.3.6 of the EIR, the project would result in significant air quality impacts at 
CMA; and, as stated in Section 5.1.3 of the EIR, the project would result in 
cumulatively considerable contributions to significant air quality impacts at 
CMA and WJF.  None of the measures being examined in the Part 161 study 
would reduce emissions at CMA and WJF and, therefore, they are not 
required to be considered as alternatives for the purposes of CEQA 
compliance pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6.   

Response to Comment 3-7 

As discussed in the response to comment 3-4, the environmental analysis 
presented in the EIR is based on diversion estimates performed by qualified 
professionals utilizing the best data available, and there is no “systemic 
under-disclosure” of impacts, as suggested in the subject comment.  
Subsequently numbered responses below respond to specific comments on 
aspects of the environmental analysis conducted for the project, and further 
support the conclusions of the Draft EIR.   

Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126 and 15126.2, the Draft 
EIR properly analyzes and addresses the range of potential environmental 
impacts, with consideration for all phases of the project (i.e., the phases of 
reduction in the acceptable noise-level (see Chapter 4).  Also pursuant to 
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126 and 15126.2, the Draft EIR lists the 
project’s significant environmental impacts (see statements in Section 4.3), 
lists the significant environmental impacts that cannot be avoided if the 
project were to be implemented (see Section 5.4), discusses the potential 
irreversible changes assessed to the project (see Section 5.5), discusses the 
project’s growth-inducing impacts (see Section 5.3), discusses the lack of 
feasible mitigation for the project’s significant impacts (see statements in 
Section 4.3), and analyzes alternatives to the proposed project (see Section 
5.1).  Therefore, the Draft EIR complies with State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126 and 15126.2.  With respect to Section 15126.4, the Draft EIR 
discusses the lack of feasible measures available to reduce the project’s 
significant impacts to less-than-significant levels (see pages 4.3-52 and 
5-20).  As stated in State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(2), 
“Mitigation measures must be fully enforceable through permit conditions, 
agreements, or other legally-binding instruments;” because there are no 
enforceable measures available, the Draft EIR does not specify mitigation to 
reduce these impacts to less-than-significant levels.  By including this 
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discussion, the Draft EIR complies with State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.4. 

Response to Comment 3-8 

As discussed on page B-21 of Appendix B, and reiterated on page 4.2-8 of 
the Draft EIR, the growth-rate assumptions used in the EIR’s analysis are 
based on a review of historic trends at VNY, the general outlook for different 
segments of the GA market (e.g., potential future operational levels due to 
the viability and popularity of certain types of aircraft and aircraft activity), 
assumptions regarding fuel prices, and the FAA’s forecast for the United 
States GA market—not just fuel prices.  As discussed on page B-22 of 
Appendix B, the estimate of a 6.5% increase in business-jet operations at 
VNY took into account that “the rate of increase in jet operations slows 
significantly between 2004 and 2008 as a result of continued increases in the 
price of fuel but resumes the long-term historic trend of 10% per year in 
2009 as fuel prices are assumed to moderate and decline slightly.”  Thus, 
though the estimate incorporates a temporary deviation from the historical 
rate to reflect recognized conditions of fuel prices, the historical rate was 
later assumed to resume again following the temporary spike.  The 6.5% 
annual rate of increase in business-jet operations at VNY between 2004 and 
2008 is a reasonable assumption, and enabled reasonable forecasts and 
analysis of the project’s environmental impacts.  While there may be 
disagreement regarding the forecasts at VNY utilized in this environmental 
review, the calculations and assumptions provided in the Draft EIR are based 
on work performed by qualified professionals utilizing the best available data 
and are an appropriate basis for impact analysis.   

Response to Comment 3-9 

Estimates of the number of aircraft that would be modified or replaced versus 
those that would divert to other airports are based in part on nine interviews 
with VNY operators and service providers potentially affected by the 
proposed phaseout, which were conducted in spring 2007.  At this time 
additional meetings were held with representatives of three airports—CMA, 
CNO, and Santa Monica—to discuss the potential for the respective airports 
to attract project-related diversion activity.  The VNY interviews were 
discussed on page 2-9 of the Draft EIR.  Additionally, Section 2.1.4.2 has 
been revised in the Final EIR to provide further discussion of the interviews 
and clarify their relationship with the hushkitting and diversion assumptions.   

Key opinions stated during the interviews include VNY’s strong, positive 
identity as a business jet center; VNY’s reputation as a popular airport for 
Gulfstream aircraft; and the notion that it is economically feasible to hushkit 
Gulfstream III aircraft, but not Gulfstream II or Lear 20 series aircraft.  
Operators also expressed uncertainty about the future of the economy, fuel 
prices, noise restrictions at other airports, and maintenance requirements.  
Given this uncertainty, operators were not able to definitively specify how 
they would react to the project-related restrictions, which would begin to 
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affect the greatest number of business jet operators in 2014.  This lead 
LAWA’s consultants to use their professional judgment to develop a 
reasonable assumption regarding which owners would install hushkits and 
which would divert their operations to other airports.  See comment 4-9 
below for additional discussion of this topic.   

As to the portion of this comment that suggests project-related general 
aviation diversions would utilize BUR, please note that BUR was identified 
in the EIR as the primary recipient of these diversions.  Because the 
interviews took place seven years before the greatest impacts of the project’s 
proposed phaseout would be felt, in 2014, operators were unable to provide 
definitive answers as to which airports operators would use to carry out 
operations no longer permitted to occur at VNY.  For this reason, an 
approach for identifying diversion airports and estimating diversions based 
on the airports’ runway length and width, driving time from VNY, and 
operating convenience (i.e., the potential for flight delays) was used to 
estimate which airports would receive the diverted flights.  Analysis of the 
costs involved in modifying or replacing noisy aircraft, including initial 
costs, operating cost savings, and higher residual values, support the 
reasonableness of the estimates that were used to generate forecasts of 
diverted versus modified aircraft.  For the methodology used to estimate the 
rates at which operations would be diverted to the identified airports, please 
see Sections 2.1.4.3, 2.2, and 4.2.3.3 of the EIR, and Sections 7.2 and 7.3 of 
Appendix B. 

While there may be disagreement regarding the projected diversions that 
would result from the proposed project, the methods, assumptions, and 
calculations provided in the Draft EIR are the result of work by qualified 
professionals utilizing the best available data, and they enable adequate 
analysis of the project’s environmental impacts. 

Response to Comment 3-10 

As noted in the response to comment 3-9, VNY operators interviewed for the 
diversion analysis were unable to provide definitive answers regarding their 
choice of diversion airport seven years in the future.  Given that limitation, 
LAWA’s consultants used their professional judgment to devise a reasonable 
methodology for determining likely diversion to nearby airports based on 
driving time to and operating convenience at the diversion airports, and 
determined that by those criteria CMA would be a likely recipient of diverted 
operations.  While there may be disagreement regarding the number of and 
activity by diverted aircraft that are projected to result from the proposed 
project, the methods, assumptions, and calculations provided in the Draft EIR 
are the result of work by qualified professionals utilizing the best available 
data, and they enable adequate analysis of the project’s environmental 
impacts.   
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Response to Comment 3-11 

This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the project decision makers 
for their consideration.  This is a comment directed at LAWA’s region-wide 
airport policies and states an opinion regarding the applicability of ANCA to 
the proposed project.  The comment does not specifically address the 
project’s significant environmental issues or the adequacy of the EIR.  
Therefore, no additional response is required.   

Response to Comment 3-12 

This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the project decision makers 
for their consideration.  LAWA will comply with ANCA to the extent 
required by law.  This is a comment directed at LAWA’s region-wide airport 
policies, and it does not specifically address the project’s significant 
environmental issues or the adequacy of the EIR.  Therefore, no additional 
response is required.  

Response to Comment 3-13 

This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the project decision makers 
for their consideration.  This is a comment directed at LAWA’s region-wide 
airport policies, and it does not specifically address the project’s significant 
environmental issues or the adequacy of the EIR.  Therefore, no response is 
required. 

Response to Comment 3-14 

Resolution 420 states an opinion that the Draft EIR makes “erroneous 
assumptions” regarding forecasts and diversion.  Please see the responses to 
comments 3-8 through 3-10 for responses regarding these claims.  The 
remainder of the resolution states opinions regarding LAWA’s regional 
policies and compliance with ANCA, and does not specifically address the 
project’s significant environmental issues or the adequacy of the EIR.  
Therefore no additional response is necessary.  However, please note that this 
comment will be forwarded to the project decision makers for their 
consideration. 
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 Comment Letter 4, City of Burbank 
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 Comment Letter 4 
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 Comment Letter 4 
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 Comment Letter 4 
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 Comment Letter 4 
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 Comment Letter 4 
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 Comment Letter 4 
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 Comment Letter 4 
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 Comment Letter 4 
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Response to Comment Letter 4, City of Burbank 

Response to Comment 4-1 

This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the project decision makers 
for their consideration.  This comment does not specifically address the 
project’s significant environmental issues or the adequacy of the EIR.  
Therefore, no additional response is required. 

Response to Comment 4-2 

LAWA appreciates the City of Burbank’s participation in the environmental 
review process for this project, and the City of Burbank’s concern for the 
project is noted.  The environmental analysis presented in the EIR is based 
on diversion estimates performed by qualified professionals utilizing the best 
available data.  Assumptions and methodology for determining baseline and 
forecast operations at the diversion airports, including BUR are discussed in 
Sections 2.1.4.3, 2.2, and 4.2.3.3 of the Draft EIR and Sections 7.2 and 7.3 of 
Appendix B.  Responses to specific comments regarding project-related 
diversions to BUR and other related concerns are provided below.   

Response to Comment 4-3 

This introductory comment is noted.  Responses to specific comments 
regarding the presentation of impacts in the EIR and other related concerns 
are provided below.  More specifically discussion of (1) noise contours is 
provided in response to comment 4-13; (2) the proposed project’s 
applicability to helicopters is provided in response to comment 4-14; (3) 
VNY’s ongoing Part 161 process is provided in response to comment 4-15; 
(4) single event noise analysis is provided in response to comment 4-16;  (4) 
[sic] noise mitigation measures is provided in response to comments 4-10 
and 4-17; and (5) Part 161 compliance is provided in response to comment 
4-19. 

Response to Comment 4-4 

This comment presents a correct summary of the general methodology by 
which estimates of forecast operational activity were determined.  The 
methods, assumptions, and calculations provided in the Draft EIR are the 
result of work by qualified professionals utilizing the best available data, and 
they enable adequate analysis of the project’s environmental impacts. 

As to the portion of the comment dealing with miscalculations, responses to 
specific comments regarding diversions and their environmental impacts are 
provided below. 
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Response to Comment 4-5 

This comment misinterprets the methodology used to establish the 2007 
baseline used for environmental analysis in this EIR.  Baseline 2007 data for 
VNY was indeed developed from actual operational data beyond 2004, 
including data for operations occurring up to September 2007.  As explained 
on page 4.2-5 of the Draft EIR, a previously determined 2004 base was 
updated for this EIR analysis by “reviewing trends that occurred between 
2004 and 2007.”  This methodology is further explained in pages B-10 
through B-12 of Appendix B to the Draft EIR, which notes that the 2007 
baseline considers various FAA and LAWA curfew counts for 2004, 2006, 
and January–September 2006 and 2007. 

Response to Comment 4-6 

The operational forecasts for BUR, CMA, CNO, and WJF are based 
primarily on the 2006 FAA Terminal Area Forecasts.  As the FAA states on 
its website, “The Terminal Area Forecast (TAF) system is the official 
forecast of aviation activity at FAA facilities.  These forecasts are prepared to 
meet the budget and planning needs of FAA and provide information for use 
by state and local authorities, the aviation industry, and the public.”1  This is 
explained on pages B-55 through B-59 of Appendix B to the Draft EIR.  The 
2006 forecasts were the latest available when the analysis was conducted, 
and remain relevant and appropriate for use in the EIR because they offer a 
reasonable understanding of baseline conditions at BUR against which to 
analyze the project’s environmental effects. 

LAWA’s consultants were working on the Draft EIR at the same time BUR’s 
consultants were working on the BUR Part 161 study, and LAWA’s 
consultants were aware that a Part 161 study was underway for BUR.  
LAWA’s consultants used the TAF and other published data to prepare the 
BUR forecast incorporated into the EIR because the Airport Authority did 
not provide VNY with requested forecast information.  LAWA’s consultants 
sent a letter to the Airport Authority on November 2, 2007, as the Draft EIR 
was being prepared.  The Airport Authority denied this request and was 
unable to supply the forecast cited in this comment until after the analysis 
was complete and the Draft EIR was circulated.  Regardless, the BUR data 
incorporated into this EIR enables a reasonable assessment of future volumes 
of aircraft operations at BUR, which in turn serves as a reasonable baseline 
from which to analyze the project’s environmental impacts at BUR.  Please 
note that the focus of the EIR is on the project’s direct impacts or 
contribution to cumulative impacts.  The EIR compares project impacts to a 
reasonable baseline and, in this respect, the Draft EIR presents sufficient 
information to conclude that the diverted operations will not entail significant 
environmental impacts at BUR.  If the project analysis were conducted using 
the BUR data supplied in the referenced Part 161 analysis as the baseline, the 

                                                      
1 Federal Aviation Administration; Operations & Performance Data website, <http://aspm.faa.gov/get 
Info.asp?id=taf>; accessed February 2009.  
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number of estimated diversions to BUR and the conclusions regarding 
project impacts at BUR would not vary from those published in the Draft 
EIR and impact conclusions would remain the same. 

Please also note that the Draft EIR estimate of total operations at BUR in 
2007 is 120,810—only 2.2% lower than the actual 2007 value of 123,521 
recorded by the Airport Authority in the Part 161 study referenced in this 
comment. 

While there may be disagreement among experts regarding the forecast 
operations at diversion airports, the calculations and assumptions provided in 
the Draft EIR are based on work performed by qualified professionals 
utilizing the best available data, and they enable adequate analysis of the 
project’s environmental impacts. 

Response to Comment 4-7 

The forecasted decrease of Stage 2 business jet operations at VNY that was 
incorporated into the environmental analysis for this EIR is based primarily 
on nationwide trends in the number of operations by Stage 2 business jets.  
This comment cites recent historic trends in the number of Stage 2 business 
jets in the active nationwide fleet, and not the number of operations by those 
aircraft.  For purposes of environmental analysis it is more important to 
consider the number of operations, and not the number of active jets.  This is 
an important distinction because, while these aging business jets may remain 
as active members of the fleet, operations by these aging aircraft generally 
decline more rapidly than the rate of the aircraft’s retirement from the fleet.  
As aircraft age, they are used less frequently than newer models, particularly 
for charter service where operators report that customers prefer flying in 
newer aircraft.  Section 2.1.4.1, 4.2.3, and 4.2.4 of the Final EIR has been 
revised to clarify that the anticipated decline in operations is the result not 
just of aircraft’s retirement but also of this reduced usage. 

This comment focuses on operations by three types of Stage 2 business jets: 
Lear 25, Gulfstream II, and Gulfstream III (please note that Gulfstream IIB is 
the code used in the FAA Integrated Noise Model to designate the 
Gulfstream III aircraft).  Data compiled in the FAA Enhanced Traffic 
Management System Counts (ETMSC) database indicates that from 2000 to 
2007 the number of Lear 25 business jet operations at US airports decreased 
at an average rate of 14.6% per year, Gulfstream II operations decreased at 
an average rate of 10.3% per year, and Gulfstream III operations decreased at 
an average rate of 4.5% per year.  The forecast of operations at VNY by 
Stage 2 business jets incorporated into the Draft EIR is consistent with these 
national trends, and is therefore proper to use.   

While there may be disagreement regarding the projected operations at 
diversion airports, the calculations and assumptions provided in the Draft 
EIR are based on estimates performed by qualified professionals utilizing the 
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best available data, and they enable adequate analysis of the project’s 
environmental impacts. 

Response to Comment 4-8 

See the response to comment 4-7 above regarding national trends in Stage 2 
business jet operations that informed the estimates used in the EIR analysis.  
The table presented in this comment depicts a prediction by the Airport 
Authority that BUR will see a future increase in operations by three types of 
Stage 2 jets—Lear 25, Gulfstream II, and Gulfstream III (Gulfstream IIB).  
ETMSC data indicates that operations by Lear 25, Gulfstream II, and 
Gulfstream III aircraft all decreased at Burbank between 2000 and 2007.  The 
Airport Authority forecast does not explain why they expect the recent trend 
of decreasing operations by Stage 2 business jets at BUR to reverse in the 
future.  Having reviewed the Draft EIR forecast for VNY in light of current 
FAA information on trends in business jet operations, LAWA’s consultants 
believe that Stage 2 business jet operations at BUR and VNY will continue to 
correspond to national trends and decrease in the future, despite the projected 
increase in total business jet operations by all types of aircraft. 

While there may be disagreement among experts regarding the projected 
operations at diversion airports, the calculations and assumptions provided in 
the Draft EIR are based on estimates performed by qualified professionals 
utilizing the best available data, and they inform adequate analysis of the 
project’s environmental impacts. 

Response to Comment 4-9 

Estimates of the likelihood of hushkitting or replacing aircraft versus 
diverting to other airports reflect the results of nine interviews held in April 
2007 with charter aircraft operators and fixed base operators at VNY that 
may be affected by the proposed project.  Additional discussion of these 
interviews and the relationship between the interviews and the hushkitting 
and diversion assumptions have been added to Section 2.1.4.2 of the Final 
EIR. 

During the interviews, operators provided information about a range of 
subjects that helped create a framework for estimating reactions to the 
phaseout.  Key opinions stated during the interviews include VNY’s strong, 
positive identity as a business jet center; VNY’s reputation as a popular 
airport for Gulfstream aircraft; and the notion that it is economically feasible 
to hushkit Gulfstream III aircraft, but not Gulfstream II or Lear 20 series 
aircraft.  Operators also expressed uncertainty about the future of the 
economy, fuel prices, noise restrictions at other airports, and maintenance 
requirements, all of which could affect the way they operate their aircraft in 
the future.  Given this uncertainty, operators were not able to definitively 
specify how they would react to the project-related restrictions, which would 
begin to affect the greatest number of business jet operators in 2014.  As a 
result, LAWA’s consultants developed decision rules about operators’ 



Los Angeles World Airports  Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR

 

 
Van Nuys Airport Noisier Aircraft Phaseout 
Final Environmental Impact Report 

 
7-46 

March 2009

ICF J&S 057799.05

 

potential responses to the phaseout, recognizing that there was no way to 
determine future responses with absolute certainty.  Based on the general 
preference to continue operating at VNY expressed in these interviews, 
LAWA’s consultants used their professional judgment to develop the 
reasonable assumption that owners of the aircraft affected by the proposed 
restrictions that averaged at least monthly flights at VNY (24 or more 
operations per year)2 would be expected to replace or hushkit their aircraft so 
they can continue to operate at VNY, while less frequent operators would be 
expected to divert to other airports to avoid the cost of replacing or 
hushkitting their aircraft.  Please see the revisions to Section 2.1.4.2 of the 
Final EIR for additional discussion of this issue. 

The assumptions relied upon in the analysis presented in the EIR are based 
on estimates performed by qualified professionals utilizing the best available 
data, and they enable adequate analysis of the project’s environmental 
impacts. 

Response to Comment 4-10 

Please note that significant noise impacts were not identified at any of the 
diversion airports as a result of the project; therefore, the measures suggested 
in this comment to promote use of VNY by compliant aircraft are not 
necessary as mitigation or project alternatives.    

Response to Comment 4-11 

Summaries of the rationale behind the selection of diversion airports are 
provided in Section 2.2 of the Final EIR.  More detailed discussion is 
provided in Appendix B of the Draft EIR.   

As discussed in Section 7.2 of Appendix B, the following factors were part of 
the analysis for determining the airports aircraft were likely to divert to: “The 
screening criteria included runway length and width, the current level of GA 
jet aircraft activity, the availability of jet fuel for the potentially diverted 
aircraft, driving distance and travel time from VNY, and the existence of any 
noise restrictions that would preclude diverted VNY aircraft from operating 
at the respective airports.”  As explained in Section 7.3 of Appendix B, the 
method for assigning operations to the identified diversion airports included 
assigning numerical weighing factors for driving time and the convenience of 
operating at the diversion airports—specifically the potential for flight 
delays.  Each of the main diversion airports for diverted general aviation jet 
operations—BUR, LAX, and CMA—possess all the other attributes and 
amenities necessary to handle the small number of business jet operations 
that would be diverted from VNY as a result of the project, and employing 
other factors to rate these features was not deemed necessary.  LAWA’s 
consultants believe that rating for driving time and flight delays enables a 

                                                      
2 It should be noted that comment 4-9 misrepresents this figure as 12 operations.  The figure is 24 annual 
operations (12 annual flights). 
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reasonable model for how aircraft would divert from VNY to the identified 
diversions airports.   

Other factors were also taken into consideration.  As discussed in Section 
2.2.5 of the Draft EIR, “CNO was identified as a potential receptor of the 
project-related diversions of former military aircraft operations from VNY 
(when the ordinance’s proposed exemption expires in 2016) because CNO 
currently has two aviation museums and a number of businesses engaged in 
restoring old aircraft, including former military aircraft, creating an inviting 
atmosphere for these project-related diversions.”  Additionally, airport 
maintenance providers and operators were consulted when identifying 
diversion airports, as discussed in Section 2.1.4.2 of the Final EIR, page 2-6.    

The calculations and assumptions provided in the Draft EIR are based on 
estimates performed by qualified professionals utilizing the best available 
data, and they enable adequate analysis of the project’s environmental 
impacts. 

Response to Comment 4-12 

As explained on page 4.2-34 and depicted in Table 4.2-46 of the Draft EIR, 
all project-related diversions of Boeing 727s are expected to divert to LAX, 
as this aircraft type operates frequently at LAX due to the presence of 
runway and storage facilities that accommodate them, and because they can 
be more readily serviced there than other potential diversion airports.  (Note 
that Table 4.2-46 has been revised in the Final EIR to correct typographical 
errors in the names shown for aircraft types.)  The assumption that some 
diversions of 727s would also occur at BUR and CMA, in addition to LAX, 
was a mistake in the Draft EIR that has been corrected in the Final EIR (see 
Tables 4.3-21, 4.3-24, and 4.3-27 of the Final EIR.  This does not result in a 
change in conclusions regarding the significance of impacts; a significant air 
quality impact is still anticipated at CMA, and the BUR air quality impact 
remains less than significant.) 

Response to Comment 4-13 

CNEL contours were not produced for the diversion airports because 
screening analyses prepared under the thresholds employed for the EIR, 
which were based on City of Los Angeles and FAA guidelines, indicated 
they were unnecessary.  The City guidelines for conducting aircraft noise 
assessments under CEQA state:  “A significant impact on ambient noise 
levels would normally occur if noise levels at a noise sensitive use 
attributable to airport operations exceed 65 dB and the project increases 
ambient noise levels by 1.5 dB CNEL or greater.”3  The City’s CEQA 
guidelines require use of one of four recognized aircraft noise models to 

                                                      
3 City of Los Angeles.  2006.  L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide.  Environmental Affairs Department.  Los 
Angeles, CA.  p. I.4-3 – I.4-5. 
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calculate CNEL.4  Two of the models apply to airports at which operations 
are dominated by helicopter or military operations, and are not appropriate 
for the project-related noise analysis.  The other two models are the FAA’s 
Area Equivalent Method (AEM) and the Integrated Noise Model (INM), as 
explained in Section 4.2.2 of the EIR.  Additionally, Appendix B.4 of the 
Draft EIR provides a detailed description of the INM and data requirements.  
The AEM model and user guide are available on the FAA website at: 
http://www.faa.gov/about/office_org/headquarters_offices/aep/models/aem_
model/.   

The City CEQA guidelines permit the use of the AEM “as a screening tool to 
determine whether the more sophisticated and time-consuming INM is 
warranted.”5  This two-step process represents accepted “best-practice,” and 
was employed for the project analysis presented in the Draft EIR.  This 
methodology is consistent with CEQA as it provides a level of detail 
appropriate for impacts determined to be less than significant, which is 
consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15143, 15151, and 
15204(a).  It should also be noted that the method is consistent with FAA 
policies and procedures for compliance with the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA).6  Following these guidelines, the AEM was used as a 
screening tool at both VNY and the diversion airports.  Since the AEM 
analysis did not indicate that diverted operations would generate a significant 
noise impact at any airport, it was not necessary to conduct further analysis 
of noise impacts, part of which would have been preparation of CNEL 
contours.  At BUR, the AEM analysis indicated that the worst-case 
diversions, occurring in 2014, would result in approximately a 0.1 dB change 
in CNEL (compared to the 2014 baseline), far less than the 1.5 dB threshold 
of significant change in CNEL.  Therefore, according to the two-step method 
described above, the INM method is not necessary and a noise contour map 
is not required to be incorporated into the analysis. 

Response to Comment 4-14 

As noted in Section 2.1.1.1 of the DEIR, the phaseout will be implemented 
through an amendment to the Van Nuys Noise Abatement and Curfew 
Regulation (Los Angeles Ordinance 155727).  Appendix B.6 presents the full 
text of the existing ordinance.  Section 1(b) of that ordinance defines the term 
“Aircraft” as “All fixed-wing aircraft driven by one or more propeller, 
turbojet, or turbo fan engines.”  Therefore, the phaseout does not apply to 
“rotary-wing” aircraft; e.g., helicopters.  This matter has been clarified in 
Section 2.1.1.1, page 2-2 of the Final EIR. 

                                                      
4 City of Los Angeles.  Op. cit.  Section 2 B., p. I.4-5. 
5 City of Los Angeles.  Op. cit. 
6 Federal Aviation Administration.  2004.  Environmental impacts:  Policies and procedures.  [Edition].  
Order 1050.1e.  Washington, DC.  Appendix A, Section 14.4, p. A-61 – A-63. 
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Response to Comment 4-15 

As discussed in Section 1.1.1 of the Draft EIR, Resolution No. 22980 
instructed the Executive Director to report back to BOAC on LAWA’s plan 
for pursuing the Stage 2 phaseout independent of an ongoing Part 161 study 
that was initiated in 2005 to pursue several proposed noise-based operating 
restrictions at VNY.  Analysis pursuant to this Part 161 process is ongoing. 

Section 15130(b)(1) of the State CEQA Guidelines states that an EIR’s 
cumulative analysis should be based either on “a list of past, present, and 
probable future projects” or on “a summary of projections contained in an 
adopted general plan or related planning document.”  (See also Public 
Resource Section 21100(e).)  This comment asks LAWA to examine the 
cumulative impacts of one project under a “list of projects” approach.  As 
stated in Section 5.2.1 of the Draft EIR, cumulative analysis was conducted 
with the “projections” method, using a combination of airport operational 
forecasts published by the FAA and growth projections published by SCAG.  
Using this projections method provides a reasonable image of both the 
growth in operational activity at the affected airports and the general 
population growth that would occur throughout the region.   

It should be noted that Part 161 is a process for adopting noise restrictions 
taking into account economic considerations and not a CEQA-related 
alternative analysis.  The Part 161 analysis is based upon economic 
considerations and a cost benefit analysis (49 U.S.C. 47523(b) and 
47524(b)(4)).  These are not factors typically considered under CEQA (See 
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15131(a). and Kostka & Zischke, Practice 
Under the California Environmental Quality Act (2d ed Cal CEB, 2008, pg. 
643-644, Section 13.34 [cost benefit studies not required under CEQA].) 

The measures and restrictions under review in the Part 161 analysis are also 
not appropriate CEQA alternatives to the proposed project as defined in State 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6.  Section 15126.6 of the State CEQA 
Guidelines states that alternatives should “feasibly attain most of the basic 
objectives of the proposed project but…avoid or substantially lessen any of 
the significant effects of the project.”  Additional measures and restrictions 
that LAWA considers under the Part 161 study would not serve to avoid or 
substantially lessen the project’s significant impacts because they would not 
reduce air pollutant emissions at CMA and WJF, as discussed above in the 
response to comment 3-6.  Therefore, these restrictions and measures are not 
analyzed as alternatives to the proposed project.   

Response to Comment 4-16 

The single-event noise (“Berkeley Jets”) analysis presented in the Draft EIR 
is proper and adequate for CEQA environmental review purposes, as it 
sufficiently allows a more nuanced understanding of the single-event noise 
impacts resulting from the project than would be offered by a simple CNEL-
based analysis.  However, additional rationale regarding the methodology 
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and the level of detail used for the single event noise analysis has been added 
to Section 4.2.4.1 of the Final EIR. 

This comment suggests that the sound exposure level (SEL) analysis 
provided in the EIR “does not provide a detailed explanation of the actual 
noise impacts of individual noise events that would occur at the diversion 
airports.”  As discussed in the revisions to Section 4.2.4.1, “In the event the 
significance threshold used here is triggered, the impact analysis would 
provide additional detail regarding SEL and homes likely to be affected, to 
aid in identifying feasible mitigation measures.”  The impact analysis did not 
identify any significant impact pursuant to this threshold; therefore, greater 
detail was not incorporated into Section 4.2 of the Draft EIR.  Greater detail 
on the Berkeley Jets analysis, including discussion of SEL noise levels, is 
provided in Appendix B.8.  SEL is the appropriate metric to use and, had 
additional detail been necessary, a detailed SEL impact analysis would have 
been performed.  As noted in footnote 9 on page 4.2-41 of the Draft EIR 
(footnote 10 of the Final EIR), the Berkeley Keep Jets decision focused on 
nighttime noise, specifically the failure of CNEL analysis to provide “the 
most fundamental information about the project’s noise impacts which 
specifically included the number of additional nighttime flights that would 
occur under the project, the frequency of those flights, and their effect on 
sleep.”7  SEL is formally recognized as the appropriate noise metric to use in 
sleep-related assessments.  The American National Standards Institute 
(ANSI) recently published a standard for estimating the likelihood of 
awakenings in ANSI S12.9-2008, Quantities and Procedures for Description 
and Measurement of Environmental Sound—Part 6: Methods for Estimation 
of Awakenings Associated with Outdoor Noise Events Heard in Homes.  The 
Federal Interagency Committee on Aviation Noise announced in December 
2008 that it recommended use of this procedure, which uses SEL for 
estimation of awakenings.  The ANSI standard presents a formula that relates 
indoor SEL to “the probability that a person of average sensitivity to 
awakening will be awakened by a single noise event.”  Therefore, SEL 
analysis does offer a detailed explanation of project-related noise events, and 
the detailed statistics presented in the Draft EIR clearly demonstrate that the 
diverted operations are too few in number relative to existing operations of 
similar noisiness to identify a significant impact at BUR or any of the 
diversion airports.  This issue is discussed in greater detail in the response to 
comment 6-11. 

With regard to the analysis’s use of percentages and averages, the single 
event analysis summarized in Section 4.2.4.3 of the Draft EIR and presented 
in its entirety in Appendix B.8 also provides full detail on the specific 
number of day, evening, and night operations projected to be diverted on a 
daily basis to each diversion airport.  The information is presented in graphic 
and tabular form.  Furthermore, this information was also included Section 
4.2.3.3 (“Diversion Airports: Baseline and Forecast Aircraft Operations and 

                                                      
7 Berkeley Keep the Jets Over the Bay Committee v. Board of Port Commissioners of the City of Oakland, 
[2001] 91 Cal. App. 4th at 1344. 
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Noise”).  For purposes of clarification, baseline information regarding the 
frequency of nighttime operations, which appears in various tables in Section 
4.2 of the Draft EIR, has been added to the beginning of each diversion 
airports “Berkeley Jets Impacts” impact analysis in Section 4.2.4.3 of the 
Final EIR. 

With regard to how the noise associated with diverted operations compares to 
that associated with existing conditions, the tables and graphics in Appendix 
B.8 further break down the projected numbers of diverted of day, evening, 
and night operations into five-decibel (dB) Sound Exposure Level (SEL) 
intervals, and compare them to the existing day, evening, and night 
operations in those bands. 

With regard to this comment’s recommended use of other noise metrics, such 
as Lmax, Time-Above, or Events Above, the graphics and tables presenting 
information in five-dB SEL intervals represent a form of “Events Above” 
analysis; by presenting the information in bands, the analysis is even more 
informative than simply providing a total count of “events above” a single 
SEL threshold. 

Response to Comment 4-17 

The referenced sections of the CEQA statutes and guidelines state that an 
EIR shall include “Mitigation measures proposed to minimize the significant 
effects on the environment…”  (PRC Section 21100[b][3], emphasis added) 
and that “An EIR shall describe feasible measures which could minimize 
significant adverse impacts…”  (CCR Title 14, Chapter 3, Section 15126.4, 
emphasis added).  As stated in Section 4.2 of the Draft EIR, the project is not 
anticipated to result in any significant noise impacts; therefore, the EIR is not 
required to list mitigation measures that would minimize the project’s noise 
effects.  Comments received during the public review period for the EIR 
have not led to the need to identify significant noise impacts and, 
accordingly, no additional mitigation measures have been incorporated into 
the Final EIR. 

Response to Comment 4-18 

See the responses to comments 4-4 through 4-11 above for responses 
regarding this comment’s suggestion that project-related diversions were 
underestimated and, as a result, that noise impacts were underestimated.  As 
discussed above in the response to comment 4-17, the project would not 
result in significant noise impacts.  Because the project would not result in 
any significant noise impacts, mitigation is not necessary to minimize the 
project’s noise impacts. 

Response to Comment 4-19 

LAWA will comply with ANCA to the extent required by law.  This 
comment will be forwarded to the project decision makers for their 
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consideration; however, no further response is necessary as this comment 
does not address significant environmental issues related to the adequacy of 
this EIR. 

Response to Comment 4-20 

See the response to comment 4-5 above. 

Response to Comment 4-21 

See the response to comment 4-6 above. 

Response to Comment 4-22 

See the responses to comments 4-7 and 4-8 above. 

Response to Comment 4-23 

See the response to comment 4-9 above. 

Response to Comment 4-24 

See the response to comment 4-11 above. 

Response to Comment 4-25 

See the response to comments 4-11 above.   

Response to Comment 4-26 

See the response to comment 4-12 above. 

Response to Comment 4-27 

See the response to comment 4-13 above. 

Response to Comment 4-28 

See the response to comment 4-14 above. 

Response to Comment 4-29 

See the response to comment 4-15 above. 

Response to Comment 4-30 

See the response to comment 4-16 above. 
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Response to Comment 4-31 

See the response to comment 4-17 and 4-18 above. 

Response to Comment 4-32 

See the response to comment 4-19 above. 
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 Comment Letter 5, City of Chino 
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 Comment Letter 5 
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Response to Comment Letter 5, City of Chino 

Response to Comment 5-1 

This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the project decision makers 
for their consideration.  Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR presents analysis of the 
environmental impacts resulting from the proposed project at the identified 
diversion airports, including CNO.  This includes analysis of impacts on 
residences of the City of Chino located in proximity to CNO; all project 
impacts at CNO were determined to be less than significant. 

Response to Comment 5-2 

Because of its general location within the Southern California region, CNO 
was preliminarily included in the list of potential diversion airports for 
project-related general aviation aircraft diversions when the diversion 
analysis first began.  Further screening analysis found excessive driving time 
between VNY and CNO, and this was considered a primary factor for 
eliminating CNO as a recipient of project-related diversion, other than the 
operations of former military aircraft in 2016.  (See Draft EIR Sections 
2.1.4.3 and 2.2.5, and Appendix B Sections 7.2 and 7.3 for diversion 
analysis.)  Driving time from VNY to CNO was estimated at 1 hour and 
10 minutes under uncongested traffic conditions, and was estimated to 
increase to 3 hours and 10 minutes with congestion—conditions that 
frequently exist.  These times led to the conclusion that it would be unlikely 
that general aviation aircraft operators would choose CNO as an alternative 
to VNY.   

The calculations and assumptions provided in the Draft EIR are based on 
work performed by qualified professionals utilizing the best available data.  
Accordingly, the estimates of diversions to CNO included in the Draft EIR 
were conducted with proper methodology, are appropriate for use in 
environmental analysis, and presented sufficient information to conclude that 
impacts at CNO would be less than significant.  Therefore, the analysis of 
impacts on the City of Chino is accurate and valid, and no additional analysis 
is necessary.   

Response to Comment 5-3 

LAWA appreciates the City of Chino’s participation in the environmental 
review process for this project.  As discussed in response to comments 5-1 
and 5-2, the calculations and assumptions provided in the Draft EIR are 
based on work performed by qualified professionals utilizing the best 
available data, and enable adequate analysis of the project’s impacts at CNO.  
This analysis was adequately presented in the Draft EIR, and no revisions to 
the EIR are necessary to address this comment.  
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Response to Comment Letter 6, City of El Segundo 

Response to Comment 6-1 

This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the project decision makers 
for their consideration.  Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR presents a reasonable and 
complete analysis of the environmental impacts resulting from the proposed 
project at the identified diversion airports, including LAX.  This includes 
analysis of impacts on residences of the City of El Segundo located in 
proximity to LAX.  As stated in Table 2-5, the Final EIR concludes that the 
proposed project would result in a total of 62 annual operations to LAX in 
2014, the year of the greatest project-related impact at LAX.  Averaged per 
day, this equates to 0.17 operations per day (this figure was rounded up to 0.2 
operations per day, as presented in Table 2-5 and elsewhere in the EIR).  All 
impacts at LAX were determined to be less than significant.  Responses 
below address specific comments from the City of El Segundo on the 
methodology, analysis, and conclusions of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment 6-2 

This comment is correct in noting the Draft EIR’s conclusion that the project 
would result in noise and air quality impacts at LAX.  These impacts, which 
include impacts that would affect the City of El Segundo, were analyzed in 
the Draft EIR and determined to be less than significant.  The portion of this 
comment suggesting that LAWA should follow a regional solution to airport-
related impacts is directed at LAWA’s airport policies.  The comment will be 
forwarded to the project decision makers for their consideration; however, no 
further response is necessary as this comment does not address significant 
environmental issues related to the adequacy of this EIR.   

Response to Comment 6-3 

The Draft EIR presents a reasonable and complete analysis of the 
environmental impacts resulting from the proposed project at the identified 
diversion airports, including at LAX.  Section 4.2 of the Draft EIR includes a 
comprehensive analysis of noise impacts (see Appendix B for greater detail), 
including single-event noise impacts (see Appendix B.8 for greater detail), at 
all of the diversion airports.  Section 4.2 of the Draft EIR concludes that 
there would be no significant noise impacts at any of the identified diversion 
airports, including LAX; therefore, the EIR is not required to identify 
mitigation or project alternatives to minimize the project impacts at LAX.  
Also, see the responses to comments 6-10 through 6-14 below regarding the 
sufficiency of the EIR’s single-event impact analysis. 

Response to Comment 6-4 

The Part 161 process takes into account economic considerations (49 U.S.C. 
Sections 47523(b) and 47524(b)(4)) which are not typically a factor under 
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CEQA (See State CEQA Guidelines Section 15131(a)).  Accordingly, these 
economic considerations are not examined in the EIR.  The comment is noted 
and will be forwarded to the project decision makers for their consideration; 
however, no further response is necessary as this comment does not 
specifically address the project’s significant environmental issues or the 
adequacy of the EIR.   

Response to Comment 6-5 

As stated in the responses to comments 3-9 and 4-9 above, estimates of the 
number of aircraft that would be modified or replaced versus those that 
would divert to other airports incorporate information gathered during 
interviews with VNY operators and service providers potentially affected by 
the proposed phaseout.   

As discussed in State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15143 and 15151, “The 
significant effects should be discussed with emphasis in proportion to their 
severity and probability of occurrence.”  (State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15143.)  “An evaluation of the environmental effects of a proposed project 
need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in the 
light of what is reasonably feasible.”  (State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15151.)  The Final EIR identified that 0.2 operations per day would be 
diverted to LAX.  (See Table 2-5 in the Final EIR).  There are 342 general 
aviation jet aircraft (according to 2006 data) that would be affected by the 
proposed phaseout (see page 2-6 of the Draft EIR and page B-42 of 
Appendix B).  Interviewing each owner of these aircraft would be a 
considerable undertaking that would place an unnecessary burden on LAWA 
and its consultants.  For purposes of this project’s environmental review, it 
was determined that interviewing several potentially affected owners would 
provide information sufficient to reach reasonable assumptions regarding 
how owners would react.  As further discussed above in the response to 
comment 3-9 and in Section 2.1.4.2 of the EIR, “operators were not able to 
definitively specify how they would react to the future project-related 
restrictions.”  This led LAWA’s consultants to use their professional 
judgment to develop a reasonable assumption regarding how owners would 
react to the project’s noise restrictions.   

The methods, assumptions, and calculations provided in the Draft EIR are the 
result of work by qualified professionals utilizing the best available data, and 
they enable adequate analysis of the project’s environmental impacts.   

Response to Comment 6-6 

Please see the response to comment 6-5 above.  The basis for the assumption 
on hushkitting or replacing as opposed to diverting to another airport is based 
on the results of surveys of aircraft operators potentially affected by the 
proposed phaseout, as explained in the responses to comments 3-9, 4-9, and 
4-11.  Discussion of these interviews and the relationship between the 
interviews and the hushkitting and diversion assumptions have been added to 
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Section 2.1.4.2 of the Final EIR.  The interviews confirmed VNY’s 
popularity and attractiveness as a place to operate business jets, and allowed 
the environmental review team to make reasonable assumptions that led to 
appropriate analysis of the project’s impacts at the diversions airports.  While 
the interviewees were not able to definitively predict their future responses to 
the proposed phaseout, their stated preference to continue operating at VNY 
makes it reasonable to assume that those who operate frequently at VNY will 
respond in ways that make it possible for them to continue operating at VNY 
(i.e., by hushkitting their aircraft).  Had interviewees not expressed such high 
regard for VNY and such a strong preference to continue operating there, 
then LAWA’s consultants may have determined that a greater number of 
operators would elect to divert to other airports rather than assume the 
expense of hushkitting their aircraft and continue operating at VNY. 

Response to Comment 6-7 

LAWA acknowledges that—like VNY—LAX is recognized by state law as a 
“noise problem airport” and that surrounding residences are affected by 
aircraft noise from LAX.  This is stated in Section 2.2.3 of the Draft EIR.  
This does not necessarily mean that any addition of operational noise should 
be considered significant.  The noise analysis conducted for this EIR, as 
presented in 4.2.4.3 of the EIR, used significance criteria for noise impacts 
based on thresholds maintained by the City of Los Angeles and FAA and that 
were deemed appropriate for analyzing the proposed project’s noise impacts.  
Noise levels for the project-related addition of aircraft operational noise at 
LAX or any of the other diversion airports did not meet the established 
criteria for identifying a significant impact; therefore, no significant impact 
was identified. 

Response to Comment 6-8 

The LAX preferential runway use procedure is designed to minimize the use 
of the outboard runways for departures, thereby limiting noise received by 
adjacent neighborhoods.  It is a LAWA policy to not impose a requirement 
on FAA Air Traffic Control (ATC), which has total authority over runway 
utilization.  ATC occasionally authorizes aircraft to depart on Runway 25L in 
the interest of safety so as not to have aircraft cross active runways in order 
to depart Runway 25R.  Accordingly, some project-related operations may 
utilize this runway, in conflict with LAWA policy, but only when directed to 
do so by ATC for the sole purpose of maintaining safe conditions.  It should 
also be noted that the project would not result in diversions of cargo flights to 
LAX. 

As discussed in response to comment 6-7 and Section 4.2.4.3 of the EIR, 
noise impacts at LAX were determined to be less than significant. 
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Response to Comment 6-9 

The noise analysis conducted for this EIR established significance criteria for 
noise impacts based on thresholds maintained by the City of Los Angeles and 
FAA.  Noise levels for the project-related addition of aircraft operational 
noise at LAX or any of the other diversion airports did not meet the 
established criteria for identifying a significant impact; therefore, no 
significant noise impact was identified at LAX or any other diversion airport. 

Response to Comment 6-10 

As discussed on page 4.2-45 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project would 
result in one additional operation at LAX, on average, every 4 months 
between the hours of 10 p.m. and 7 a.m.  This is well below the Berkeley Jets 
(“single event”) significance threshold applied in this analysis; “result in a 
daily average of one additional flight during night hours (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.).”  
For purposes of clarification, additional information regarding the “single 
event” significance threshold, methodology, and level of detail has been 
added to the beginning of Section 4.2.4.1 of the Final EIR.   

The one night-operation threshold is an appropriate measure for determining 
whether a significant impact would occur from the interference with sleep for 
this project because it provides a conservative basis for concluding that 
project-related nighttime flights would occur so infrequently that their 
potential to awaken sleeping residents would be extremely low.  
Additionally, more detailed information is provided in Appendix B.8, which 
discusses the noise levels associated with these rare nighttime diversions.  As 
shown in Table B.8.4 of Appendix B.8, the proposed project would divert, 
between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m., 0.00009 aircraft operations per day at 95 dB 
SEL, 0.00002 aircraft operations per day at 100 dB SEL, and 0.0005 aircraft 
operations per day at 105 dB SEL.  This would result in one nighttime 
operation at 95 dB SEL every 11,234 days, one nighttime operation at 100 
dB SEL every 54,512 days, and one nighttime operation at 105 dB SEL 
every 1,825 days.  Tables B.8.2, B.8.3, B.8.4, B.8.6, B.8.7, B.8.8, B.8.10, 
B.8.11, B.8.12, B.8.14, B.8.15, B.8.16, and B.8.18 provide the same type of 
information for other time periods of the day and for the other diversion 
airports.  However, it should be noted that these SEL noise levels in the 
referenced tables do not directly correspond to indoor SEL noise levels at a 
specific sensitive receptor, as would potentially affect sleep.  As can be seen 
in the SEL noise contours provided in Figure B.8.1 of Appendix B.8, noise 
levels would attenuate with distance.  Figure B.2.2 in Appendix B.2 provides 
additional information on the relationship between indoor SEL levels and 
sleep. 

As further discussed in the responses to comments 4-16, as well as 6-11 
through 6-14 below, the single-event analysis incorporated into Section 
4.2.4.3 and Appendix B.8 of the Draft EIR is proper and adequate for CEQA 
environmental review purposes because it provides significantly more detail 
than required by case law cited in comment 6-11 on how loud the diverted 



Los Angeles World Airports  Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR

 

 
Van Nuys Airport Noisier Aircraft Phaseout 
Final Environmental Impact Report 

 
7-69 

March 2009

ICF J&S 057799.05

 

operations will be, the number of diverted operations, the frequency of 
occurrence of the diverted operations, and the time of day in which diverted 
operations will occur.  With regard to the manner in which residents will 
“experience” the diverted operations, the single event analysis in Section 
4.2.4.3 and Appendix B.8 of the Draft EIR provides tabular and graphical 
comparisons of the statistics and single event noise levels for the diverted 
operations to the same information for operations at the diversion airports, 
for both existing and future no-project conditions.  Those comparisons permit 
surrounding residents to place the changes associated with the diversions into 
the existing context with which they are personally familiar.  The response to 
comment 6-11 provides further technical information regarding how 
residents will experience the diverted operations during “the sensitive 
nighttime hours.”  As noted in that response, the detailed statistics presented 
in the Draft EIR clearly demonstrate that the diverted operations are too few 
in number, particularly relative to existing operations of similar noisiness, to 
identify a significant impact on nighttime sleep interference at LAX or any of 
the diversion airports.   

Response to Comment 6-11 

Section 4.2.4.3 and Appendix B.8 of the Draft EIR present detailed single-
event noise impact analyses that go well beyond the Berkeley Keep Jets case 
law requirement cited in the comment in several respects.  For example, 
rather than simply listing the number of diverted operations that will take 
place during the sensitive nighttime hours (which the comment cites as the 
requirement), the analysis presents information for the full 24-hour day.  The 
analysis goes even further by providing more detail than requested in the 
comment by breaking this information down into the CNEL day-, evening-, 
and night-time intervals.  In addition, the analysis presents the diversions (by 
time interval) in five-decibel SEL bands (see Appendix B.8 Tables B.8.2, 
B.8.3, B.8.4, B.8.6, B.8.7, B.8.8, B.8.10, B.8.11, B.8.12, B.8.14, B.8.15, 
B.8.16, and B.8.18), rather than simply as a total number, to permit an 
assessment of the variation in levels.  Finally, the analysis provides tabular 
and graphical comparisons of the statistics and single-event noise levels for 
the diverted operations to the same information for operations at the 
diversion airports, for both existing and future no-project conditions.  This 
multidimensional analysis provides a far more detailed and nuanced 
description of the single-event noise characteristics of the diverted operations 
than the cited requirement, and permits reviewers to consider it in the context 
of existing and no-project conditions.   

To the extent that the Berkeley Keep Jets decision requires the use of 
supplemental noise metrics beyond CNEL, SEL is the appropriate metric to 
use.  As noted in footnote 9 on page 4.2-41 of the Draft EIR (footnote 10 in 
the Final EIR), that decision focused on nighttime noise, specifically the 
failure of CNEL to provide “the most fundamental information about the 
project’s noise impacts which specifically included the number of additional 
nighttime flights that would occur under the project, the frequency of those 
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flights, and their effect on sleep.”8  SEL is formally recognized as the 
appropriate noise metric to use in sleep-related assessments.  The American 
National Standards Institute (ANSI) recently published a standard for 
estimating the likelihood of awakenings in ANSI S12.9-2008, Quantities and 
Procedures for Description and Measurement of Environmental Sound—
Part 6: Methods for Estimation of Awakenings Associated with Outdoor 
Noise Events Heard in Homes.  The Federal Interagency Committee on 
Aviation Noise announced in December 2008 that it recommended use of 
this procedure, which uses SEL for estimation of awakenings. 

The ANSI standard presents a formula that relates indoor SEL to “the 
probability that a person of average sensitivity to awakening will be 
awakened by a single noise event.”  As documented in Appendix B.8 of the 
Draft EIR, the loudest diverted operations could result in outdoor SEL values 
of approximately 105 dB at limited areas close to some of the diversion 
airports.  With windows partially open, the indoor SEL from these worst-case 
events would be approximately 90 dB at these same areas.  Even at this 
conservatively high level, the ANSI standard projects only a five percent 
probability that a person of average sensitivity would be awakened.  Diverted 
operations this loud would occur very infrequently.  At Chino Airport, the 
airport forecast to receive the most diverted nighttime 105 dB SEL 
operations, nighttime operations this loud are forecast to occur approximately 
once every 92 days.  Therefore, a limited number of residents living very 
close to the airport, and very close to or directly under a flight path, would 
face a five percent probability of awakening once every 92 days.  Put another 
way, the ANSI standard suggests that a person of average sensitivity in very 
limited areas would be awakened by project-related operations once every 
1,840 days.   

The detailed statistics presented in the Draft EIR clearly demonstrate that the 
diverted operations are too few in number relative to existing operations of 
similar noisiness to identify a significant impact at LAX or any of the 
diversion airports.  This further supports the Area Equivalent Method (AEM) 
-based conclusion that the changes in noise exposure are not significant.  
Neither the AEM analysis nor the single event analysis suggests the need for 
more detailed review. 

Response to Comment 6-12 

As discussed in the responses to comments 6-10 and 6-11, the single event 
analysis provides far more information than averages.  Some parts of Section 
4.2.4.3 and Appendix B.8 of the Draft EIR provide this information in the 
form of averages.  However, to the largest extent Section 4.2 and Appendix 
B of the Draft EIR provides full detail on the specific numbers—not just 
averages—of day, evening, and night operations projected to be diverted on a 
daily basis to each diversion airport, further broken down into 5-dB SEL 

                                                      
8 Berkeley Keep the Jets Over the Bay Committee v. Board of Port Commissioners of the City of Oakland, 
[2001] 91 Cal. App. 4th at 1344. 
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intervals, and also compared to the detailed numbers of existing and forecast 
operations in these categories for no-project conditions.  Furthermore, the 
averages and absolute numbers are presented in both graphical and tabular 
format.  As discussed previously, the intent is to provide far more 
information than required by the Berkeley Keep Jets precedent, permitting 
reviewers to understand the insignificance of the single event impacts. 

Response to Comment 6-13 

The Draft EIR determined that noise impacts at all the diversion airports 
would be less than significant (See Section 4.2.4).  As discussed in State 
CEQA Guidelines Sections 15143 and 15151, “The significant effects should 
be discussed with emphasis in proportion to their severity and probability of 
occurrence.”  (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15143.)  “An evaluation of 
the environmental effects of a proposed project need not be exhaustive, but 
the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in the light of what is reasonably 
feasible.”  (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15151.)  The Final EIR identified 
that 0.2 operations per day would be diverted to LAX from the proposed 
project in 2014, the year of the greatest project-related impact at LAX.  (See 
Table 2-5 in the Final EIR).  Furthermore, as discussed in response to 
comment 6-10, the Berkeley Jets analysis in the Draft EIR determined that 
the proposed project would result in a nighttime diversion of one aircraft 
every 4 months, on average, which is well below the significance threshold 
utilized in the analysis for this EIR.  (See Draft EIR page 4.2-45).  As 
discussed in the revisions to Section 4.2.4.1 of the Final EIR, the level of 
detail provided in the Draft EIR was appropriate for the less-than-significant 
noise impacts identified for the project. 

Furthermore, there is no requirement or guidance in CEQA (or in federal 
environmental assessment standards) for conducting an event-by-event noise 
contour analysis, nor do such studies typically present such contours for each 
individual takeoff and landing operation shifted from an airport.  Given the 
lack of a state or federal requirement for such an event-by-event analysis, 
conducting and presenting an event-by-event analysis for project-related 
flight diversions would represent a truly unreasonable burden on LAWA and 
its consultants.  Figure B.8.1 presents single event contours for a takeoff and 
landing cycle of representative aircraft types, for reference when considering 
the single event level statistics presented in Appendix B.8.  While not a 
requirement, this type of comparative graphical presentation is an often-used 
practice.  As discussed in the response to comment 4-13, the City of Los 
Angeles CEQA Guidelines, on which this EIR’s significance criteria for 
noise impacts were based, provides very specific guidance regarding 
determination of the need to conduct CNEL contour analysis—which 
considers cumulative exposure associated with annual operations—as 
opposed to a single event noise level analysis.  As discussed in response to 
comment 4-13, application of that guidance in the Draft EIR indicated that 
the change in exposure at the diversion airports fell far short of the threshold 
for identifying significant impacts and requiring preparation of CNEL 
contours for the affected areas.  There is no justification for LAWA to 
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conduct a far more complex single event noise contour analysis, when the 
threshold was not met for preparing a CNEL analysis.  Additionally, the 
noise analysis presented in the EIR also includes a multi-dimensional single 
event noise analysis that exceeds accepted requirements—as discussed in the 
response to comments 4-16, 6-11, and 6-12—and found these impacts to be 
less than significant.   

Response to Comment 6-14 

This comment suggests that the Berkeley Jets analysis should be “impact 
based not frequency-based.”  The Berkeley Jets significance threshold, listed 
on page 4.2-30 of the Draft EIR, was deemed appropriate for determining the 
significance of impacts related to nighttime sleep disturbance and 
conversation for this project because it provides a conservative basis for 
concluding that project-related nighttime flights would occur so infrequently 
that their potential to awaken sleeping residents or interfere with sleep would 
be extremely low.  The frequency of nighttime flights was discussed 
throughout the Berkeley Keep Jets case and is an appropriate measure for 
determining the significance of impacts on sleep.  (See Berkeley Keep Jets v. 
Board of Port Commissioners of the City of Oakland (2001) 91 Cal.App.4th 
1344, 1376, 1377, 1382.)  See revisions to Section 4.2.4.1 of the Final EIR 
regarding the significance threshold and the methodology used in the impact 
analysis. 

As discussed in the response to Comments 4-16, 6-10, 6-11, and 6-12, the 
Berkeley Jets analysis presented in the Draft EIR provides detailed 
information which allows for a significance determination under the “single 
event” significance threshold provided on page 4.2-30 of the Draft EIR.  
More detailed information on these impacts is provided in Appendix B.8.  
This analysis goes well beyond impacts pursuant to the selected threshold of 
one additional nighttime operation, by considering the number of operations 
diverted to each airport in the day, evening, and night time periods over an 
entire year.  (See Tables B.8.1, B.8.2, B.8.3 , and B.8.4 in Appendix B.8 for 
information on impacts at LAX—the specific focus of this comment.)   

Appendix B.8 of the Draft EIR compares the number of diverted operations 
to the existing operation in each time period.  This comparison further 
illustrates the relative insignificance of the diverted activity.  For example, at 
LAX (the focus of this comment), the diverted operations represent only a 
0.0003% increase in nighttime operations.  As discussed in the Draft EIR, 
this corresponds to one nighttime operation every 4 months (Draft EIR page 
4.2-45).  The significance threshold selected by the lead agency for analyzing 
single-event noise impacts allows a reasonable assessment of whether such 
noise impacts are significant or not, and does not require reassessment in the 
Final EIR.  Similarly, the conclusion that the project’s single event noise 
impacts would be less than significant is sufficient and does not need to be 
revisited in the Final EIR.   
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Response to Comment 6-15 

Section 15130(b)(1) of the State CEQA Guidelines states that an EIR’s 
cumulative analysis should be based either on “a list of past, present, and 
probably future projects” or on “a summary of projections contained in an 
adopted general plan or related planning document.”  This comment asks 
LAWA to examine the cumulative impacts of one project under a “list of 
projects” approach.  As stated in Section 5.2.1 of the Draft EIR, cumulative 
analysis was conducted with the “projections” method, using a combination 
of airport operational forecasts published by the FAA and growth projections 
published by SCAG.  Using this projections method provides a reasonable 
image of both the growth in operational activity at the affected airports and 
the general population growth that would occur throughout the region.  
Therefore, no revision of the EIR is necessary to address this comment.   

Response to Comment 6-16 

As discussed in the response to comment 6-15 above, cumulative analysis 
was properly conducted in the EIR using the projections method rather than 
the list method.    

Response to Comment 6-17 

As discussed in the response to comment 6-15 above, cumulative analysis 
was properly conducted in the EIR using the projections method rather than 
the list method. 

Response to Comment 6-18 

As discussed in the response to comment 6-15 above, cumulative analysis 
was properly conducted in the EIR using the projections method rather than 
the list method. 

Response to Comment 6-19 

This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the project decision makers 
for their consideration.  This is a comment directed at LAWA’s airport 
policies, and it does not specifically address the project’s significant 
environmental issues or the adequacy of the EIR.  It should also be noted that 
implementing noise restrictions throughout LAWA-operated airports, as 
suggested in this comment, would not reduce or avoid impacts of the 
proposed project because it would not reduce air pollutant emissions at CMA 
or WJF.  It is likely that implementing noise restrictions at other LAWA 
airports would divert additional aircraft to CMA and WJF.  A phaseout, as 
suggested in the comment, would therefore not reduce or avoid air quality 
impacts at CMA and WJF and, therefore, is not appropriate for analysis as a 
project alternative pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6.  
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Response to Comment 6-20 

The comment is noted.  LAWA will comply with ANCA to the extent 
required by law.  No further response is necessary as this comment does not 
address the project’s significant environmental issues or the adequacy or 
conclusions of the EIR. 

See also response to comment 6-4 regarding the suggested Part 161 analysis. 

Response to Comment 6-21 

The project would not result in a material increase in general aviation 
operations at LAX (0.2 operations per day shifted to LAX as a result of the 
proposed project), and would not compromise or hinder the ability of LAX to 
accommodate international travel.  Additionally, the anticipated increase of 
0.2 operations per day at LAX would not result in the need for physically 
expanded facilities at that airport.  Therefore, the project would not conflict 
with the LAX Master Plan. 

Response to Comment 6-22 

The project does not conflict with the aircraft operations decentralization 
policy set forth in the SCAG Regional Transportation Plan because it does 
not propose a considerable shift in aircraft operations to any one airport 
within the region (see Draft EIR Tables 2-5 and 2-6).  The project would 
divert a small amount of general aviation operations to certain airports, as 
estimated by the diversion analysis.  This would not considerably increase 
the concentration of aircraft operations at any of the diversion airports, nor 
would it create the need for physically expanded facilities.  Also, as indicated 
above in response to comment 6-22, the anticipated project-related increase 
of 0.2 operations per day at LAX would not cause a material change in the 
existing and future role of LAX within the regional airport system.  

Response to Comment 6-23 

LAWA will honor this request. 
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 Comment Letter 7, County of San Bernardino Department of 
Airports 
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 Comment Letter 7 
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Response to Comment Letter 7, County of San 
Bernardino Department of Airports 

Response to Comment 7-1 

As summarized in response to comment 4-11 and stated on page 2-8 of the 
Draft EIR, estimates of how aircraft diverted by the proposed ordinance 
would behave were based on a combination of operational trends, available 
facilities, highway distances, and driving times.  (See Appendix B Sections 
7.2 and 7.3 for greater detail regarding methodology used to determine the 
diversion airports.)  In preliminary identification of diversion airports, CNO 
was included in the initial list of airports with potential to receive diverted 
general aviation operations due to its general location in the Southern 
California region.  However, when subjected to further screening analysis, 
the excessive driving time between VNY and CNO (1 hour and 10 minutes 
under uncongested traffic conditions, 3 hours and 10 minutes with 
congestion) was identified as a primary factor for eliminating CNO as a 
recipient of diverted operations (other than the operations of former military 
aircraft).  Chapters 4 and 5 of the EIR present discussion of the project’s 
impacts due to diverted operations of former military aircraft to CNO.  As 
discussed in Section 2.1.4.3 of the Draft EIR operations are not anticipated to 
divert to CNO prior to the former-military exemption expiration in 2016.  
The project’s impacts on CNO and the surrounding area were not understated 
and are based upon diversion estimates performed by qualified professionals 
utilizing the best data available.   

Response to Comment 7-2 

Please see the response to comment 7-1 above.  Please also note that project-
related diversions of former military aircraft to CNO are not anticipated to 
occur until 2016 with the expiration of the exemption for those aircraft.  The 
environmental analysis presented in the EIR assumes this diversion of former 
military aircraft to CNO.  All project-level and cumulative impacts were 
found to be less than significant at CNO.  The comment also notes that other 
aircraft, aside from the former-military aircraft, could relocate to VNY 
“whether or not VNY continues to accommodate them.”  These diversions, if 
they were to occur, would not be a result of the proposed project and would 
therefore not be an impact of the proposed project. 

Response to Comment 7-3 

LAWA acknowledges the fact that CNO has excellent facilities and 
expansion potential.  The full extent of CNO’s facilities were taken into 
consideration when identifying potential diversion airports for the project-
related operations.  However, as stated in the response to comment 7-1 
above, CNO’s location and the resultant driving distance from VNY limits its 
ability to serve as an alternative to VNY for project-related diversions, and it 
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was concluded that only the former military aircraft (beginning in 2016) 
would divert from VNY to CNO as a result of the project. 

Response to Comment 7-4 

The project is anticipated to result in a very small number of additional 
operations at the diversion airports (see Tables 2-5 and 2-6 of the Draft EIR.)  
LAX and BUR have facilities that are adequate to accommodate the addition 
of project-related diversions, estimated at an average of less than 1 diverted 
operation daily at each airport referenced in this comment (0.2/day at LAX 
and 0.5/day at BUR in the peak year of 2014, as shown in Table 2-5 of the 
Draft EIR), and these diversions would not cause any problems with safe and 
efficient operations at either LAX or BUR. 

Response to Comment 7-5 

The prohibition of takeoffs at CMA between 12:00 a.m. and 5:00 a.m. is 
acknowledged in Section 3.2.3 of the Draft EIR and noise restrictions are 
further acknowledged as a factor in the diversion analysis in Appendix B 
Sections 7.2 and 7.3 (see also response to comment 4-11).  As stated in 
Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR, VNY also has a night-time curfew for certain 
aircraft that is variably in effect from 10 p.m. to 7 a.m.  (Please note that the 
referenced text has been revised in the Final EIR to clarify which aircraft are 
subject to this curfew.)  Because of this curfew, aircraft that would be 
affected by the proposed phaseout generally do not operate during the hours 
in which the referenced CMA curfew is in place.  Therefore, the existence of 
the CMA curfew is not likely to affect the decision to operate there, and the 
curfew wouldn’t be considered a “significant limiting factor” to project-
related diversions to CMA, as suggested in this comment. 

Response to Comment 7-6 

The volume of project-related operations anticipated to divert to WJF when 
the maintenance exemption expires in 2016 is small—estimated at 260 
annual operations, as noted in Table 2-6 of the Draft EIR—and WJF is 
anticipated to be able to accommodate these operations.  While it is true that 
WJF is located near Edwards AFB, the restriction in airspace that 
accompanies the presence of this nearby military facility would not serve to 
significantly limit the project-related diversions, as WJF currently functions 
within this airspace and is anticipated to continue to grow in the future within 
this setting.  The suitability of an airport to support maintenance activity such 
as would be diverted from VNY when the maintenance exemption expires in 
2016 depends largely on the availability of land and access to a trained 
workforce.  WJF has land suitable to accommodate expanded maintenance 
activity, and the presence of Edwards AFB could represent a potential source 
of trained labor, making it a suitable location for maintenance-related 
diversions.  Therefore, WJF is suited to accommodate the maintenance-
related diversions in 2016. 
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Response to Comment 7-7 

LAWA appreciates the County of San Bernardino’s participation in the 
environmental review process for this project.  The Draft EIR presents a 
reasonable and complete analysis of the project’s environmental impacts at 
the diversion airports, including CNO. 
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 Comment Letter 8, Ventura County Air Pollution Control District 
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 Comment Letter 8 
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Response to Comment Letter 8, Ventura County Air 
Pollution Control District 

Response to Comment 8-1 

This is an accurate interpretation of the project’s estimated air quality 
impacts at CMA published in the Draft EIR, and of the discussion of the lack 
of feasible mitigation to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level.  
Please note that the air quality impact analysis presented in the Draft EIR 
contained an error related to diversion assumptions that led to the 
overestimation of emissions at CMA.  The Final EIR has been revised to 
correct this error, and project-related emissions are no longer anticipated to 
exceed the VCAPCD threshold for volatile organic compounds (VOC).  The 
threshold for NOx would still be exceeded, though by a much smaller margin 
than initially indicated in the Draft EIR.  Results of these changes are shown 
in Table 4.3-27 of the Final EIR and the succeeding discussion.   

Response to Comment 8-2 

The comment letter references a TDM fund on “Page 7-15 of the Ventura 
County Air Quality Assessment Guidelines.”  LAWA is aware of the 
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) fund discussed in the 
Assessment Guidelines.  Contributing to this fund is not a feasible mitigation 
measure.  The referenced section in the guidelines does not provide an actual 
TDM fund currently in existence, but rather, the Guidelines provide 
directions for the creation of a fund.  The referenced Guidelines are non-
specific and state, “The lead agency should determine the basis for collection 
and how the funds are to be spent.”  (VCAPCD Assessment Guidelines page 
7-15.)  The comment does not provide any specific improvements which 
would result in the reduction of the project’s air quality impacts which would 
be part of such a program. 

Simply contributing funds toward an unspecified future improvement would 
not constitute mitigation under CEQA, since there is no mechanism to ensure 
that any specific improvements addressing the specific impacts are made.  
Furthermore, LAWA does not have authority in Ventura County to 
implement such measures or to ensure they would be enforced.  As discussed 
in the Anderson and Carson cases, without an actual plan and a commitment 
by a responsible agency, a fair-share fee is not an adequate mitigation 
measure.  (See Anderson First Coalition v. City of Anderson [2005] 130 
Cal.App. 4th 1173, and Carson Coalition for Healthy Families v. City of 
Carson [2007] 2007 WL 3408624 at page 18 [unpublished].) 

In addition, according to the VCAPCD’s Air Quality Assessment Guidelines, 
§7.5.3, contribution to the TDM fund is intended to mitigate for impacts due 
to development-related projects, and not for the impacts related to the 
unusual air quality circumstances presented by the project.  The Guidelines 
state that “Funds should be used for mitigation projects or programs in areas 
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that are directly or indirectly impacted by the development project…”  
(Ventura County Air Quality Assessment Guidelines, p. 7-16)  For the 
reasons discussed, this mitigation measure is infeasible. 

Furthermore, please also note that the ordinance at issue in this EIR does not 
explicitly propose to divert aircraft to CMA or any other airport.  The EIR’s 
conclusion that project-related aircraft operations would divert to CMA is the 
result of assumptions by qualified professionals based on driving times 
between CMA and VNY, CMA runway length and width, and operating 
convenience (potential for flight delays) at CMA.  While LAWA stands 
behind the analysis presented in the EIR, including the conclusion that 
project-related aircraft would divert to CMA, it should be noted that there is 
no explicit guarantee that project-related aircraft would do so.  Accordingly, 
payment of fees to VCAPCD for these impacts is not appropriate mitigation. 
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 Comment Letter 9, County of Ventura Department of Airports 
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 Comment Letter 9 
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Response to Comment Letter 9, County of Ventura 
Department of Airports 

Response to Comment 9-1 

The Draft EIR presents a reasonable and complete analysis of the project’s 
environmental impacts at the diversion airports, including the noise impacts 
at CMA.  As this comment notes, the project’s noise impacts are analyzed in 
terms of significance criteria identified in Section 4.2.4.1, which are based on 
FAA and City of Los Angeles policy.  These thresholds allow an adequate 
assessment of whether the project’s noise impacts would be considered 
significant pursuant to CEQA.  Noise impacts at CMA were determined to be 
less than significant. 

Response to Comment 9-2 

In preparation for conducting the diversion analysis at CMA, LAWA’s 
consultants contacted the Ventura County Director of Airports for the most 
current available information.  The most recent Master Plan information that 
the Director provided was from the 1996 report.  This comment indicates that 
the County is preparing a Master Plan Update that forecasts more 
conservative growth than assumed in the Draft EIR.  The Master Plan Update 
has not yet been adopted, and the Director did not provide information from 
the update for use in the project-related diversion analysis, nor did the 
comment letter provide revised forecast levels; accordingly, the referenced 
forecast information has not been incorporated into the analysis presented in 
the EIR.  However, the CMA growth projections provided by the Director of 
Airports and incorporated into the EIR provide a depiction of future activity 
at CMA that serves as a reasonable baseline from which to analyze the 
project’s environmental effects.   

Please note that the focus of the EIR is on the project’s impact or 
contribution to cumulative impacts, and not necessarily on the total level of 
activity at the affected airports.  The EIR compares project impacts to a 
reasonable baseline and, in this respect, the Draft EIR presents sufficient 
information to conclude that the diverted operations will not create a 
significant noise impact.  This conclusion is supported by the Area 
Equivalent Method (AEM) analysis in Table 4.2-60 of the Draft EIR, which 
shows that the CNEL projected for the with-project conditions in 2014 is 
only 1.1 dB higher than the 2007 CMA Baseline, even with the so-called 
“overly aggressive” 2014 forecasts used in the EIR.  This does not exceed the 
1.5 dBA significance threshold utilized in the EIR analysis.  If more 
conservative estimates were used for non-project-related operations at CMA, 
the 2014 noise level would be even less than 1.1 dB higher than the 2007 
CMA Baseline.  Therefore, even if the County’s Master Plan Update were to 
forecast no growth in activity at the airport, the proposed project would not 
result in a significant noise impact.   
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Response to Comment 9-3 

Although the referenced areas surrounding CMA may not be shown in Figure 
4.3-5, the project’s impacts on these areas are accounted for in the noise 
impact analysis presented in Section 4.2.4.2 of the Draft EIR.  The AEM 
analysis takes into account both approach and departure operations.  As 
discussed in the response to Comment 9-2, even an extremely conservative 
interpretation of the AEM analysis for CMA indicates that the diverted 
operations will not result in a change in CNEL that exceeds the 1.5 dB 
threshold of significance in any area.   

Response to Comment 9-4 

As stated in the response to comment 8-1 above, the air quality impact 
analysis presented in the Draft EIR contained an error related to diversion 
assumptions that led to the overestimation of emissions at CMA.  The Final 
EIR has been revised accordingly.  The VCAPCD threshold for NOx is still 
exceeded by project emissions, but the threshold for VOC is not exceeded.  
The comment regarding the “no project” alternative is noted. 

Response to Comment 9-5 

The County of Ventura’s opposition to the project is noted, and this comment 
will be forwarded to the project decision makers for their consideration.  
LAWA appreciates the County of Ventura’s participation in the 
environmental review process for this project.   
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 Comment Letter 10, Aircraft Owners and Pilots 
Association 
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 Comment Letter 10 
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Response to Comment Letter 10, Aircraft Owners and 
Pilots Association 

Response to Comment 10-1 

The AOPA’s opposition to the project and opinion regarding FAA denial of 
the project is noted, and this comment will be forwarded to the project 
decision makers for their consideration.  This comment does not specifically 
address the project’s significant environmental issues or the adequacy of the 
EIR.  Therefore, no additional response is required. 

Response to Comment 10-2 

The AOPA’s opinion regarding the project’s economic impacts is noted, and 
this comment will be forwarded to the project decision makers for their 
consideration.  Please note that CEQA generally does not require the analysis 
of a project’s economic impacts (see State CEQA Guidelines Section 15131), 
and the issues raised in this comment do not address significant 
environmental issues or the adequacy of the EIR.  Therefore, no additional 
response is required. 

Response to Comment 10-3 

The project’s contribution to cumulative air quality impacts at the diversion 
airports is discussed in Section 5.2.3 of the Draft EIR.  As this comment 
correctly points out, the project was identified as having a cumulatively 
considerable contribution to air quality impacts at CMA and WJF due to the 
fact that it would be transferring emissions from the South Coast Air Basin to 
the South Central Coast Air Basin and the Mojave Desert Air Basin—both of 
which have non-attainment status for ozone and particulate matter.  As also 
noted in Section 5.2.3, there is no mitigation that would reduce these 
cumulative contributions to less-than-significant impact.  The project’s 
contributions to cumulative impacts are fully disclosed in the Draft EIR. 

Comment Letter 10-4 

The commenter’s preference for the “no-action” alternative, which is 
analyzed as Alternative 1 in the EIR, is noted.  This comment will be 
forwarded to the project decision makers for their consideration 

Comment Letter 10-5 

The AOPA’s concern for the project’s impacts, which are properly analyzed 
and presented in Chapters 4 and 5 of the EIR, is noted.  This comment will 
be forwarded to the project decision makers for their consideration 
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 Comment Letter 11, Encino Neighborhood Council 
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Response to Comment Letter 11, Encino Neighborhood 
Council 

Response to Comment 11-1 

The Encino Neighborhood Council’s support for the proposed project is 
noted.  It is also noted that the comment urges LAWA not to adopt the Stage 
3 and 4 exemptions which are part of Alternative 2.  This comment will be 
forwarded to the project decision makers for their consideration. 
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 Comment Letter 12, Los Angeles International Airport Advisory 
Committee 
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 Comment Letter 12 
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 Comment Letter 12 
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Response to Comment Letter 12, Los Angeles 
International Airport Advisory Committee 

Response to Comment 12-1 

The LAXAAC’s concern for the project’s impacts is noted, and this 
comment will be forwarded to the project decision makers for their 
consideration.  Chapters 4 and 5 of the Draft EIR present analysis of the 
environmental impacts resulting from the proposed project at the identified 
diversion airports, including LAX.  Impacts at LAX were determined to be 
less than significant. 

Response to Comment 12-2 

Please note that Section 4.2.4.3 of the Draft EIR concludes that noise impacts 
at LAX would be less than significant due to the limited number of project-
related operations that would occur at the identified diversion airports (0.2 
operations per day would be shifted to LAX in the peak diversion year; see 
Tables 2-5 and 2-6 in the Draft EIR).  Therefore, no mitigation is necessary 
to reduce these impacts. 

Response to Comment 12-3 

The comment’s stated opinion regarding a regional solution to aircraft 
operational noise is noted.  This comment is directed at LAWA’s airport 
policies, and it does not specifically address the project’s significant 
environmental issues or the adequacy of the EIR.  Furthermore, the EIR did 
not identify any “transportation” or “security problems” that would result 
from the proposed project.  The comment will be forwarded to the project 
decision makers for their consideration.   

Please also note that the regional approach discussed in this comment is not a 
feasible alternative to the project, as defined by Section 15364 of the State 
CEQA Guidelines.  Such an alternative could not be accomplished “within a 
reasonable period of time” and would be economically infeasible.  The 
reason for this is the extensive cross-jurisdictional coordination it would 
entail, with all affected local airport regulators contributing money, time, and 
resources for extensive impact and feasibility studies, which is not likely to 
occur. 

Response to Comment 12-4 

The LAXAAC’s opposition to the project is noted.  LAWA appreciates the 
LAX Advisory Committee’s participation in the environmental review 
process for this project. 
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 Comment Letter 13, National Business Aviation Association, Inc. 
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 Comment Letter 13 
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 Comment Letter 13 
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 Comment Letter 13 
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 Comment Letter 13 
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 Comment Letter 13 
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 Comment Letter 13 
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 Comment Letter 13 
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 Comment Letter 13 
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Los Angeles World Airports  Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR

 

 
Van Nuys Airport Noisier Aircraft Phaseout 
Final Environmental Impact Report 

 
7-108 

March 2009

ICF J&S 057799.05

 

 Comment Letter 13 
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 Comment Letter 13 
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 Comment Letter 13 
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Response to Comment Letter 13, National Business 
Aviation Association, Inc. 

Response to Comment 13-1 

The NBAA’s concern for the project’s economic impacts is noted, and this 
comment will be forwarded to the project decision makers for their 
consideration.  The Draft EIR presents a reasonable and complete analysis of 
the impacts on the physical environment resulting from the proposed project.  
Please note that CEQA generally does not require the analysis of a project’s 
economic impacts, and the economic issues raised in this comment do not 
warrant discussion in the EIR (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15131(a)). 

Response to Comment 13-2 

This comment correctly summarizes the areas of controversy that arose 
during the Notice of Preparation scoping process for this project, as 
presented in Section S.3 of the Draft EIR.  This comment’s assertion that the 
Draft EIR “hides” the issue of the project’s environmental impacts is 
incorrect.  As noted above in the response to comment 13-1, the Draft EIR 
presents proper analysis of the project’s environmental impacts as required 
by CEQA (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(a)).  The comment’s 
suggestion that the EIR “ignores” the project’s relationship to federal laws is 
also incorrect, as Section 1.1.1 explains the project’s relationship to FAA 
noise regulations.  LAWA will comply with ANCA to the extent required by 
law.   

As to the statement that the EIR “ignores” the project’s economic impacts, 
see the response to comment 13-1 above.   

Response to Comment 13-3 

LAWA will comply with ANCA to the extent required by law.  The 
comment will be sent to the project decision makers for their consideration; 
however, no further response is necessary as this comment does not address 
the project’s significant environmental issues or the adequacy of this EIR. 

Response to Comment 13-4 

LAWA will comply with ANCA to the extent required by law.  Please also 
note that the EIR analyzes the project’s environmental impacts at other 
airports, as required by CEQA, but does not include a “benefit-cost analysis” 
that is part of the requirements of the Part 161 process as this is not a 
requirement of the CEQA environmental review process.  “Neither CEQA 
nor the State CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR include studies 
comparing the project’s environmental costs with its benefits…the only 
direct comparison required in an EIR is the comparison of the project 
alternatives…, and a cost benefit analysis is not required in making that 
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comparison.”  (Kostka & Zischke, Practice Under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (2d ed Cal CEB, 2008), p. 643-644, § 13.34.) 

The comment will be forwarded to the project decision makers for their 
consideration; however, no further response is necessary as this comment 
does not address the project’s significant environmental issues or the 
adequacy of this EIR.   

Response to Comment 13-5 

As discussed above in the response to comment 13-4, CEQA requires 
LAWA to analyze potentially significant environmental impacts of the 
proposed project, not to calculate projected benefits of the project.  
Nevertheless, the projected benefits within the 65 dB CNEL contour at VNY 
are presented for informational purposes in Tables 4.2-49, 4.2-50, and 4.2-
51, and associated discussion, of the Draft EIR.  As discussed in the Draft 
EIR pages 4.2-36 and 4.2-37, with the implementation of the proposed 
project, the area within the 65 dB CNEL at VNY is expected to increase by 
6.6% in 2014, and the noise levels within the 65 dB CNEL contour are 
expected to increase by 0.4 dB CNEL, in comparison to baseline.  While the 
project noise exposure in 2014 would be greater than the 2007 baseline noise 
exposure (Figure 4.2-2), the increase is the result of projected growth in 
airport activity that would occur independent of the project.  Without the 
implementation of the proposed project (Alternative 1), the area within the 
65 dB CNEL at VNY is expected to increase by 13.3%, and noise levels are 
expected to increase by 0.8 dB. 

Response to Comment 13-6 

As stated above, the Draft EIR presents a reasonable and complete analysis 
of the project’s environmental impacts, including impacts at all diversion 
airports.  Consistent with CEQA requirements, the Draft EIR included 
detailed analysis of impacts in communities surrounding other airports in the 
Los Angeles region to permit those communities to assess the effect of the 
proposed project. 

Response to Comment 13-7 

LAWA will comply with ANCA to the extent required by law.  It should also 
be noted that this comment misquotes the recommendations by the City 
Administrative officer that were adopted by Mayor Bradley.  The 
Administrative Officer made two similar statements relating to the noise 
regulations: 

“request the Board to rescind all actions related to the adoption of the 
proposed noise regulation.”  (Attachment A of the Comment letter page 
3), and 
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“rescind its actions related to the approval of the ordinance.”  
(Attachment A of the Comment letter page 9.) 

The NBAA’s interpretation of ANCA is noted and will be forwarded to the 
project decision makers for their consideration.  However, no further 
response is necessary as this comment does not address the project’s 
significant environmental issues or the adequacy of this EIR. 

Response to Comment 13-8 

This is a comment directed at LAWA’s airport policies and the merits of the 
proposed project.  Stage 2 aircraft still operate at VNY, which has been 
clarified in Section 1.1.1 of the Final EIR (see footnote 2).  In response to 
ongoing community concern, LAWA has identified the need to implement 
the proposed phaseout in order to reduce noise from VNY aircraft operations 
that is received in the airport’s vicinity.  This need is reflected in the initial 
project objective listed in Section 2.3 of the Draft EIR.  The comment is 
noted and will be forwarded to the project decision makers for their 
consideration.  However, the comment does not specifically address the 
adequacy of the EIR.  Therefore, no additional response is required. 

Response to Comment 13-9 

See the response to comment 13-4, 13-5, and 13-8 above. 

Response to Comment 13-10 

The comment refers to the contour comparison in Figure 4 of Appendix B of 
the Draft EIR, which compares 2014 forecast conditions with and without the 
proposed project.  While the contours are very similar in shape and size, the 
proposed project contours are slightly smaller and fall entirely within the 
“Alternative 1, No-Project” contours.  The 65 dB CNEL contours north, 
southeast, and southwest of the airport fall within densely developed areas.  
To the southeast and southwest, the contours run through many particularly 
high-density multifamily areas, as shown in the figure.  The estimated 
158-unit reduction in encompassed dwelling units is based on careful 
geographic information system (GIS) area analyses applied to field-verified, 
parcel-by-parcel dwelling unit data.  The estimate is slightly conservative 
because it follows LAWA and FAA practice of counting entire parcels, even 
if a contour only encompasses a portion of their area.  Please also see 
response to comment 13-5 for additional discussion of the proposed projects 
benefits. 

The comment is noted and will be forwarded to the project decision makers 
for their consideration.  However, the comment does not specifically address 
the adequacy of the EIR.  Therefore, no additional response is required. 
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Response to Comment 13-11 

As discussed above in the response to comment 13-10, the 158-unit reduction 
is accurate, based on noise-contour analysis and examination of GIS data.  
CEQA requires LAWA to analyze potentially significant environmental 
impacts of the proposed project, not to calculate projected environmental or 
monetary benefits, such as is suggested in this comment.  As discussed in the 
CEQA CEB treatise “a discussion of the project’s potential benefits is not 
required by CEQA or the State CEQA Guidelines.”  (Kostka & Zischke, 
Practice Under the California Environmental Quality Act (2d ed Cal CEB, 
2008), p. 643-644, § 13.34.)  Additionally, economic considerations are not 
typically considered under CEQA.  (See State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15131.)  Therefore, such an analysis was not incorporated into the Draft EIR.  
However a comparison of the proposed project to the No Project Alternative 
is discussed in response to comment 13-5. 

Response to Comment 13-12 

Section 4.2.4.3 of the Draft EIR and Section 10 of Appendix B discuss the 
noise impact at other (e.g. “diversion”) airports; impacts were determined to 
be less than significant.  This comment suggests considering how the 
project’s benefits may be “offset” by impacts at other airports.  Please note 
that, as discussed in the response to comment 13-4, a specific benefit-cost 
analysis is not required for inclusion in the EIR for the project. 

Response to Comment 13-13 

This comment correctly notes that the project’s air quality impacts at VNY 
would be less than significant (as stated in Section 4.3.5.1 of the EIR), 
meaning that project-related changes would not increase emissions within the 
South Coast Air Basin beyond significance thresholds maintained by the 
South Coast Air Pollution Control District.  This comment is also correct in 
noting that the Draft EIR identified a significant air quality impact at CMA 
due to project-related emissions at that airport exceeding thresholds 
established by the Ventura County Air Pollution Control District (see Section 
4.3.5.1 of the EIR).  However, as noted in the response to comment 8-1 
above, the Final EIR has been corrected to remove an error in the diversion 
assumptions used to quantify air quality impacts.  The project is no longer 
anticipated to exceed the VCAPCD threshold for VOC, though the NOx 
threshold would still be exceeded. 

Response to Comment 13-14 

The Draft EIR properly analyzes the environmental impacts associated with 
the project, and comes to valid conclusions regarding the less-than-
significant and significant impacts that would occur at the diversion airports.  
The environmental analysis presented in the EIR includes a comparison of 
the proposed project to Alternative 1—the “No Project” Alternative.  As 
stated in Section 5.1.2.1 of the EIR, Alternative 1 would result in greater 
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impacts at VNY than the proposed project, but lesser impacts at the diversion 
airports.  As discussed above in response to comment 13-1, discussion of 
economic impacts in the EIR is not warranted. 
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 Comment Letter 14, Valley Industry & Commerce Association 
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 Comment Letter 14 
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 Comment Letter 14 
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 Comment Letter 14 
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 Comment Letter 14 
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 Comment Letter 14 
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 Comment Letter 14 
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Response to Comment Letter 14, Valley Industry & 
Commerce Association 

Response to Comment 14-1 

Comparisons between forecasts of future activity and past levels of activity at 
VNY do not support the opinion stated in this comment that VNY has 
insufficient space to accommodate the projected growth.  The forecast used 
in environmental review of this project shows operations increasing without 
project implementation from approximately 314,000 in 2007 to 
approximately 386,000 in 2014 (see Tables 4.2-3 and 4.2-6 of the Draft EIR 
and Tables 4 and 17 of Appendix B).  The number of operations forecast for 
2014 is only slightly higher than the 2004 level (380,000 operations) and is 
well below the number of operations that VNY handled during the late 1990s 
(for example, operations exceeded 598,000 in 1999).  Because VNY has 
handled a greater level of operational traffic in the past, there is no reason to 
assume that the airport cannot handle the lesser level of traffic suggested in 
the EIR’s forecasts. 

Response to Comment 14-2 

LAWA will comply with ANCA to the extent required by law.  This 
comment will be forwarded to the project decision makers for their 
consideration; however, no further response is necessary as this comment 
does not address the project’s significant environmental issues or the 
adequacy of this EIR. 

Response to Comment 14-3 

The VICA’s opposition to the project is noted, and this comment will be 
forwarded to the project decision makers for their consideration. 
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 Comment Letter 15: Jonathan Bilski
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Response to Comment Letter 15:  Jonathan Bilski 

Response to Comment 15-1 

This comment’s opposition to the project is noted.  The Draft EIR presents a 
reasonable and complete analysis of the environmental impacts resulting 
from the proposed project at the identified diversion airports.  Though the 
EIR does acknowledge that the project would result in slightly higher noise 
levels and additional single-event noise occurrences at BUR, these impacts 
are determined to be less than significant.  Section 4.1.6 of the Draft EIR 
discusses the hazards-related impact due to the slight increase in number of 
operations at the diversion airports.  Because of the limited number of flights 
and the extremely low potential for accidents due to these shifted operations, 
this impact is considered less than significant.  

Furthermore, please also note that the ordinance at issue in this EIR does not 
explicitly propose to divert aircraft to BUR or any other airport.  The EIR’s 
conclusion that project-related aircraft operations would divert to BUR is the 
result of assumptions by qualified professionals based on driving times 
between BUR and VNY, BUR runway length and width, and operating 
convenience (potential for flight delays) at BUR.  While LAWA stands 
behind the analysis presented in the EIR, including the conclusion that 
project-related aircraft would divert to BUR, it should be noted that there is 
no explicit guarantee that project-related aircraft would do so. 
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 Comment Letter 16:  David Howell
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Response to Comment Letter 16:  David Howell 

Response to Comment 16-1 

This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the project decision makers 
for their consideration.  This is a comment directed at LAWA’s airport 
policies, and it does not specifically address the project’s significant 
environmental issues or the adequacy of the EIR.  Therefore, no response is 
required.   

Response to Comment 16-2 

This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the project decision makers 
for their consideration.  This does not specifically address the project’s 
significant environmental issues or adequacy of the EIR, nor would the 
suggestions in the comment letter reduce or avoid significant air quality 
impacts at CMA and WJF.  Please note that, as discussed in Section B.5.3.1 
of Appendix B, LAWA has established an Airport Noise Mitigation Program 
at VNY to install sound insulation on existing incompatible land uses within 
the 65 dB CNEL contour.  Section 4.2.4 of the Draft EIR discusses the 
estimated area within which sound installation measures are required, and 
how the project would affect the projected increase in that area (see Table 
4.2-50 and preceding text).   

Response to Comment 16-3 

This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the project decision makers 
for their consideration.  This comment does not specifically address the 
project’s significant environmental issues or the adequacy of the EIR.  
Therefore, no response is required.   
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 Comment Letter 17:  Brenda Karczag
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Response to Comment Letter 17:  Brenda Karczag 

Response to Comment 17-1 

This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the project decision makers 
for their consideration.  This is a comment directed at LAWA’s airport 
policies, and it does not specifically address the project’s significant 
environmental issues or the adequacy of the EIR.  Please note that the project 
does not propose a curfew but a phased-in round-the-clock ban on noisier jets 
at VNY that is intended to reduce noise levels in the vicinity of the airport. 
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 Comment Letter 18:  Richard & Toni Olivarez
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Response to Comment Letter 18:  Richard & Toni Olivarez 

Response to Comment 18-1 

This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the project decision makers 
for their consideration.  The project proposes a phased-in ban on noisier 
aircraft at VNY that is intended to reduce noise levels in the vicinity of the 
airport. 

Response to Comment 18-2 

As discussed in Section B.5.3.1 of Appendix B, LAWA has established an 
Airport Noise Mitigation Program at VNY to install sound insulation on 
existing incompatible land uses within the 65 dB CNEL contour, including 
residences.  Section 4.2.4 of the Draft EIR discusses the estimated area 
within which sound installation measures are required, and how the project 
would affect the projected increase in that area (see Table 4.2-50 and 
preceding text). 
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 Comment Letter 19:  Daniel Prisk
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Response to Comment Letter 19:  Daniel Prisk 

Response to Comment 19-1 

This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the project decision makers 
for their consideration.  The project proposes a phased-in ban on noisier jets 
at VNY that is intended to reduce noise levels in the vicinity of the airport. 
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 Comment Letter 20:  Ernie Scarcelli
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Response to Comment Letter 20:  Ernie Scarcelli 

Response to Comment 20-1 

This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the project decision makers 
for their consideration.  This is a comment directed at LAWA’s airport 
policies, and it does not specifically address the project’s significant 
environmental issues or adequacy of the EIR.  Please note that the project 
does not propose a curfew but a phased-in ban on noisier jets at VNY that is 
intended to reduce noise levels in the vicinity of the airport.  The project’s 
noise impacts at the identified diversion airports, including BUR, are 
discussed in Section 4.2.4 of the Draft EIR, and noise impacts were 
determined to be less than significant. 
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 Comment Letter 21:  Phil Sheeran
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Response to Comment Letter 21:  Phil Sheeran 

Response to Comment 21-1 

The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted.  The project’s noise 
impacts at the identified diversion airports, including BUR, are discussed in 
Section 4.2.4 of the Draft EIR, and noise impacts were determined to be less 
than significant.  Please also note that, as shown in Table 2-5 of the Draft 
EIR, the proposed project would divert an estimated 0.5 aircraft per day to 
BUR in the peak diversion year of 2014.    
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 Comment Letter 22:  Rita Zlotorynski
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Response to Comment Letter 22:  Rita Zlotorynski 

Response to Comment 22-1 

This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the project decision makers 
for their consideration.  The project proposes a phased-in, round-the-clock 
ban on noisier jets at VNY that is intended to reduce noise levels in the 
vicinity of the airport.  The project does not propose a curfew at VNY, but 
LAWA will continue to consider the merits of instituting such a program 
separate from the consideration of approval for the proposed project at issue 
in this EIR.  Please also note that the project would not result in aircraft 
operations shifting from BUR to VNY.   
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 Comment Letter 23:  [No Signature] 
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Response to Comment Letter 23:  [No Signature] 

Response to Comment 23-1 

This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the project decision makers 
for their consideration.  The project proposes a phased-in, round-the-clock 
ban on noisier jets at VNY that is intended to reduce noise levels in the 
vicinity of the airport.  The project does not propose a curfew at VNY, but 
LAWA will continue to consider the merits of instituting such a program.   



 




