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South Coast
Air Quality Management District
21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4182
(909) 396-2000 � www.aqmd.gov   

E-mailed:  October 25, 2012 October 25, 2012 
dalvarez@lawa.org
spaseircomments@lawa.org 

Mr. Diego Alvarez 
Los Angeles World Airports 
Facilities Planning Division 
1 World Way 
Los Angeles, CA 90045-5803

Review of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) for the
Los Angeles International Airport (LAX) Specific Plan Amendment Study Project

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (AQMD) staff appreciates the 
opportunity to comment on the above-mentioned document and the lead agency’s 
consideration of the enclosed comments beyond the comment period.  The following 
comments are intended to provide guidance to the lead agency and should be 
incorporated into the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) as appropriate. 

Based on a review of the Draft EIR the proposed project will generate significant regional 
and local air quality impacts during operations. The project’s significant air quality 
impacts are predominantly from aircraft emissions generated by a significant increase of 
air passenger capacity at the project site. For example, the project could result in an 
additional 11,000 lbs/day of NOx emissions from future aircraft activity, resulting in 
significant localized impacts. Therefore, it is imperative that the lead agency provide 
additional mitigation measures that address these significant project emissions pursuant 
to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4.  Because of the high baseline and future emissions 
from the project site, the lead agency should also ensure that any approved build 
alternatives minimize exposures wherever feasible, including through providing the
largest possible buffer between emission sources (such as runways) and sensitive 
receptors. 

Further, the Draft EIR lacks necessary specificity in several areas, including how 
mitigation will be implemented, what other air quality work has been recently completed 
for LAX and the surrounding community, and in many of the air quality analysis 
methodologies.  Without presenting the details of the analysis, AQMD staff is unable to 
confirm whether the air quality analysis is consistent with our guidance.  Further, by 
omitting this information, the decision makers and the public are not afforded the 
opportunity to review all of the pertinent information prior to determining the 
environmental impacts of this project.  As a result, AQMD staff has suggested revisions 
to this analysis (included in the attachment).   
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Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21092.5, please provide the AQMD with 
written responses to all comments contained herein prior to the adoption of the Final EIR.  
Staff is available to work with the lead agency to address these issues and recommends 
that the lead agency coordinate with our staff prior to releasing the Final EIR.  If you 
have any questions regarding the enclosed comments please contact Dan Garcia at (909) 
396-3304.

    Sincerely, 

      
    Ian MacMillan 
    Program Supervisor, CEQA Inter-Governmental Review 
    Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources 

Attachment 

IM:DG 
LAC120731-06
Control Number 
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Operational Emissions Mitigation

1. Given that the lead agency’s operational air quality analysis demonstrates significant 
regional air quality impacts from PM10 and PM2.5 and localized air quality impacts 
from NO2, SO2, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions the AQMD staff recommends that the 
lead agency provide additional mitigation measures pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.4. Because of these significant current and future air quality impacts, 
the lead agency should ensure that any approved build alternative looks to minimize 
exposures wherever possible.  This can include providing the maximum buffer 
between emission sources (such as runways, major travel routes, parking lot 
entrances, etc.) and sensitive receptors. 

2. In addition, the AQMD staff recommends that the lead agency minimize or eliminate 
significant adverse air quality impacts by adding the mitigation measures provided 
below.

Aircraft Emissions 
a) Encourage or incentivize airlines to route the cleanest aircraft engines to serve the 

South Coast Air Basin. 

Energy Efficiency Mitigation Measures 
b) Maximize use of solar energy including solar panels; specifically, the lead agency 

should review, estimate and commit to a minimum installation based on the total 
available space at the project site.  The lead agency should provide a brief 
justification for any areas found to be infeasible for solar panel installation. 

c) Require all lighting fixtures, including signage, to be energy efficient, and require 
that new traffic signals have light-emitting diode (LED) bulbs and require that 
light fixtures be energy efficient compact fluorescent and/or LED light bulbs. 
Where feasible use solar powered lighting. 

d) Use light colored paving and roofing materials. 

e) Use passive heating, natural cooling, and solar hot water systems for buildings, 
and reduced pavement for non-roadway areas where possible. 

f) Utilize only Energy Star heating, cooling, and lighting devices, and appliances. 

g) Limit the hours of operation of outdoor lighting where possible. 

h) Install energy efficient heating and cooling systems, appliances and equipment, 
and control systems. 

Transportation Mitigation Measures 
i) Set specific goals for service levels applicable to LAX Flyaway Service that will 

provide direct shuttle service between the site and off-site locations. 

j) Set goals for the introduction of zero/near zero emission shuttles serving LAX. 

k) Ensure that LAX Flyaway Services provide adequate seating capacity for 
employees. 
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l) Implement a home dispatching system where employees receive routing 
schedules by phone. 

m) Provide incentives to encourage public transportation and carpooling (e.g., 
through internal retail and restaurant discounts). 

n) Provide incentives for employees and the public to use public transportation such 
as discounted transit passes, reduced ticket prices, and/or other incentives. 

o) Implement and/or enhance a rideshare program for employees. 

p) Require the use of 2010 diesel, or alternatively fueled, delivery trucks (e.g., food, 
retail and vendor supply delivery trucks) as soon as feasible and prior to the 2023 
CARB compliance deadline.

q) Provide electric infrastructure (wiring, panel upgrades, etc.) for truck loading 
areas to allow future charging station installation. 

r) Provide a direct connection between the MTA Green Line/Crenshaw Line and
any constructed Automated People Mover (APM). 

s) Require the APM to operate with zero emissions technology. 

t) Provide zero/near-zero emissions and alternative fueled technologies to transport 
passengers from nearby locations such as rental car centers. 

Parking Mitigation Measures 
u) Provide parking system for quick entry and exit that will reduce vehicle idling 

time. A system should also be installed that provides sufficient signage or 
communication for available parking, parking locations, and parking fee.  

v) Provide real time information on parking availability in the parking structures to
minimize the time it takes to find available parking. 

w) Install electrical hookups at docks for any TRU’s.

Other Mitigation Measures 
x) Require diesel particulate filters on all diesel-fueled emergency generators. 

y) Require use of electric lawn mowers and leaf blowers. 

z) Require use of electric or alternatively fueled sweepers with HEPA filters.  

Further, given that the lead agency incorporates MMAQ-4 from the Final EIR for the 
LAX Master Plan in the proposed project the AQMD staff recommends that the lead 
agency provide an updated inventory in the Final EIR that demonstrates the lead 
agency’s progress toward achieving a zero/near zero (low emission) fleet of ground 
support equipment.  The aforementioned inventory should provide an overview of the 
existing ground support equipment fleet and near future milestones toward achieving 
a low emission fleet. 
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Construction Emissions Mitigation

3. The lead agency determined that the proposed project will exceed the CEQA regional 
construction significance thresholds for NOx, VOC, CO, PM10, and PM2.5; 
therefore, beyond MMAQ-1 and MMAQ-2 and the requirements of the applicable 
settlement agreement the AQMD staff recommends that the lead agency provide the 
following additional mitigation measures pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.4.

� Require the use of 2010 and newer diesel haul trucks (e.g., material delivery 
trucks and soil import/export) and if the lead agency determines that 2010 model 
year or newer diesel trucks cannot be obtained the lead agency shall use trucks 
that meet EPA 2007 model year NOx emissions requirements, 

� Consistent with measures that other lead agencies in the region (including Port of 
Los Angeles, Port of Long Beach, Metro and City of Los Angeles)1 have enacted, 
require all on-site construction equipment to meet EPA Tier 3 or higher emissions 
standards according to the following:  

� Project start, to December 31, 2014: All offroad diesel-powered construction 
equipment greater than 50 hp shall meet Tier 3 offroad emissions standards.  
In addition, all construction equipment shall be outfitted with BACT devices 
certified by CARB. Any emissions control device used by the contractor shall 
achieve emissions reductions that are no less than what could be achieved by a 
Level 3 diesel emissions control strategy for a similarly sized engine as 
defined by CARB regulations. 

� Post-January 1, 2015: All offroad diesel-powered construction equipment 
greater than 50 hp shall meet the Tier 4 emission standards, where available.  
In addition, all construction equipment shall be outfitted with BACT devices 
certified by CARB. Any emissions control device used by the contractor shall 
achieve emissions reductions that are no less than what could be achieved by a 
Level 3 diesel emissions control strategy for a similarly sized engine as 
defined by CARB regulations.  

� A copy of each unit’s certified tier specification, BACT documentation, and 
CARB or SCAQMD operating permit shall be provided at the time of 
mobilization of each applicable unit of equipment. 

� Encourage construction contractors to apply for AQMD “SOON” funds.  
Incentives could be provided for those construction contractors who apply for 
AQMD “SOON” funds.  The “SOON” program provides funds to accelerate 
clean up of off-road diesel vehicles, such as heavy duty construction 
equipment.  More information on this program can be found at the following 
website:  http://www.aqmd.gov/tao/Implementation/SOONProgram.htm

                                                
1 For example see the Metro Green Construction Policy at: 
http://www.metro.net/projects_studies/sustainability/images/Green_Construction_Policy.pdf
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Additional measures to reduce off-road construction equipment can be found at the
following website: www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/mitigation/MM_intro.html.   

Specificity of Mitigation Measures

4. Many of the mitigation measures from the LAX Master Plan that are carried forward 
into the LAX SPAS Draft EIR are vague and need further clarification in the Final 
EIR.  Without this added specificity, it is unclear how effectively the proposed 
measures from Table 4.2-9 of the Draft EIR may mitigate air quality impacts.  The 
Final EIR should include additional discussion of the following items: 

� It is unclear how many charging stations will be provided by implementing this 
project.  The currently installed electric vehicle charging stations are commonly 
overcrowded, thus not allowing electric vehicles the ability to charge while onsite.  
At a minimum, enough Level 1 charging capacity should be added to 
accommodate demand. 

� It is unclear how promoting “best engine” technologies at rental car fleets will be 
implemented.  The types of technologies that will be promoted and the incentives 
provided should be detailed in the Final EIR. 

� It is unclear how the lead agency will promote SULEV/ZEV technology for 
commercial vehicles using terminal areas.  The Final EIR should specify the types 
of incentives that will be offered, as well as the applicability of these incentives 
(e.g., how will it apply to heavy duty delivery trucks, shuttle buses, etc?) 

Electrification of Passenger Gates

5. Page 4-107 of the Draft EIR states that newly constructed passenger gates will be 
electrified (Measure X.A).  Because of the significant air quality impacts of this 
project, the lead agency should investigate the feasibility of electrifying all gates at 
LAX.  The Final EIR should include a discussion of the feasibility of this additional 
mitigation, as well as the time frame that would be needed to implement it. 

CEQA Baseline

6. Establishing a proper baseline is fundamental to accurately assessing a project‘s 
impacts. The function of the baseline is to set conditions against which project 
impacts are compared to determine whether an environmental impact is significant. 
As such, the baseline should not be established in a way that understates project 
impacts. The baseline emissions in this Draft EIR are from 2010. While conditions at 
the time the NOP is released normally constitutes the baseline for analysis of project 
impacts, a future conditions baseline is the more appropriate baseline to evaluate the 
impacts from this proposed project. This is because use of a current conditions 
baseline underestimates project impacts by taking credit for projected improvements 
to air quality that are unrelated to the proposed project. These improvements include 
the future air quality benefits from currently adopted and enforceable vehicle 
emission standards. Crediting the project with such benefits does not disclose the 
impacts of the project. Therefore, in order to ensure that the impacts of this project 
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are accurately described, the AQMD staff believes the impacts of the proposed 
Project should be measured against future conditions without the proposed Project.  
In other words, a baseline should be presented that includes current activity levels 
along with project build-out emission standards. 

Air Quality Analysis Interim Milestone Years Needed in Air Quality Analysis

7. The analysis years for the Draft EIR includes only two analysis years: baseline year 
2009/2010 and build out year 2025.  It is not clear that 2025 captures the peak daily 
emissions.  By 2025, the project will be at full build and vehicle and truck fleets will 
meet the most stringent emission standards currently required.  Although the 
proposed project may not be at peak capacity in earlier years, it is possible that due to 
higher emission rates of vehicles and trucks in earlier years that peak daily emissions 
may occur before 2025.  The overall emission rates of vehicles and trucks are higher 
in earlier years as more stringent emission standards have not been fully implemented 
and fleets have not fully turned over.  The Final EIR must provide additional 
information to demonstrate that 2025 is the peak year, and if it is found that an earlier 
year is the peak year, that year should be presented in the air quality analysis. 

Diesel Idling

8. Page 4-108 of the Draft EIR describes a ten minute idling limitation for vehicles 
onsite (Measure X.M).  This measure should be revisited and made consistent with 
the most recent CARB rule on diesel idling, including no more than five minutes of 
idling for trucks. 

Monitoring Studies Evaluating Black Carbon and Ultrafine Particles

9. LAX is currently undertaking a monitoring study to evaluate the community impacts 
of air pollution from the existing facility.2 According to the LAWA website, the 
study will be complete by Spring of 2013.  This study will evaluate a diverse suite of 
pollutants, including two pollutants commonly associated with health impacts, 
ultrafine particles and black carbon.  Another recent study that investigated pollutant 
concentrations near LAX found that black carbon and ultrafine particles are 
substantially elevated during aircraft takeoffs and landings.3 However AQMD staff 
was unable to identify any discussion of either study in the Draft EIR.  As both of 
these studies were conducted to help the public and decision makers for this project 
evaluate potential air quality impacts from this facility, a robust description should be 
included in the Final EIR. 

Receptors Used in Dispersion Modeling

10. The dispersion modeling used to determine criteria and toxic air pollutant 
concentrations uses a set of receptors along the boundary of the project site.  As 
shown in Table 4.2-15 of the Draft EIR, most of the pollutants exceed significance 
thresholds, some by a large margin.  However, because receptors were not included 

                                                
2 http://www.lawa.org/welcome_LAX.aspx?id=1066  
3 http://arb.ca.gov/research/apr/past/04-325.pdf  
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farther out in the community, it is impossible to determine the extent of these impacts.  
While knowing whether predicted concentrations exceed the Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (AAQS) is important, the public and decision makers also need to know if 
this impact is strictly at the fenceline or if it impacts a substantial number of people in 
the surrounding community.  The Final EIR should include results of the dispersion 
model, including contour maps, showing the extent of criteria pollutant impacts 
offsite.  Guidance regarding receptor placement for dispersion modeling can be found 
at the website below: 
http://www.aqmd.gov/smog/metdata/AERMOD_ModelingGuidance.html.  

Dispersion Modeling Source Treatment

11. The Draft EIR does not contain any description of how emission sources were treated 
in the dispersion model.  Without this key description of the modeling exercise, 
neither AQMD staff, nor the public, is able to confirm the validity of the dispersion 
modeling analysis.  Key parameters that require additional clarification include 
source type, placement, strength, dispersion parameters, etc.  The Final EIR should 
include a copy of the dispersion modeling input and output files as a separate 
appendix.  AQMD staff also requests that the input and output files be provided to us 
in their native format (consistent with our request from our comment letter on the 
project’s NOP) when available.

Meteorological Data Used in Dispersion Model

12. Page 4-88 of the Draft EIR states that one year of meteorological data was used to 
complete the dispersion modeling analysis.  While one year of meteorological data is 
appropriate if collected onsite for most modeling purposes, it is not clear how the 
NO2 and SO2 modeling analysis comparing against the federal standards were 
completed.  The federal NO2 and SO2 standards are based on the three year average
of the 98th and 99th percentile (respectively) of the daily maximum hourly 
concentration.  Three years of meteorological data is available from the LAX met 
station4 and should be used to determine these potential impacts. 

Emissions Inventory Calculations for Vehicles

13. It is unclear how the emission inventories were calculated for vehicles accessing the 
project site.  For example, Table 56 of Attachment 2 of Appendix of the Draft EIR 
presents estimates of Vehicle Miles Travelled (VMT) for different speed bins and 
different vehicle types for the baseline scenario.  This VMT estimate is then 
presumably multiplied by the emission factors from Table 61 of the same appendix to 
determine the total emission inventory from this source.  However, there are several 
parameters that are not clear from Table 56 including 1) how the VMT was 
apportioned to each speed bin (it does not correlate with EMFAC 2011 for example); 
2) how the different vehicles classes (at least 6 classes of vehicles likely travel to 
LAX) were weighted down to the two classes presented in Table 56; 3) how the VMT 
per trip value was determined; and 4) how the number of trips presented in Table 56 
correlates with Tables 4.12.1-2 and 4.12.1-5 from the transportation analysis in the 
Draft EIR.  The Final EIR should include a more thorough explanation of how the 

                                                
4 http://www.aqmd.gov/smog/metdata/AERMOD.html  
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emission calculations were performed, including providing additional calculation 
sheets if necessary. 

Emissions Inventory Calculations for Aircraft

14. The Draft EIR and its appendices only contain summary results for the emission 
inventory for aircraft emissions.  AQMD staff could not find any backup calculations, 
including spreadsheets or EDMS input or output files in any of the project files.  
Without these emission calculations, neither AQMD staff, nor the public, is able to 
confirm the validity of the aircraft emission calculations.  The Final EIR should 
include all of the calculation sheets and model files used to determine air quality 
impacts from aircraft emissions. 

Consistency with the AQMP

15. The Draft EIR does not address how the project is consistent with the AQMP.  
Although the capped number of passengers (78.9 million annually) appears to be 
consistent with assumptions in the Regional Transportation Plan / Sustainable 
Community Strategy (RTP/SCS), it is not clear if the assumptions about on-road 
vehicular travel are consistent with the RTP.  The AQMP relies on the assumptions 
contained within the RTP/SCS.  Given the volume of vehicles travelling to LAX, it is 
important to understand if the analysis contained within this EIR is consistent with 
regional planning assumptions.  The Final EIR should include a discussion of the 
consistency between this project’s traffic analysis and the RTP/SCS and the AQMP in 
general. 

Greenhouse Gas Calculations for Aircraft

16. Page 4-389 of the Draft EIR describes how the GHG emissions were calculated from 
aircraft.  Consistent with the criteria pollutant analysis, emissions were only included 
below the average mixing height of 1,806 feet above sea level.  While using the 
mixing height is an appropriate method for a criteria pollutant analysis, it is not clear 
why this is appropriate for a GHG analysis.  Aircraft travel the vast majority of their 
trip above the mixing height, and hence emit the bulk of their GHG’s above this level.  
The Final EIR should include further clarification about why this is an appropriate 
method.  The lead agency should also describe why other methods are not more 
appropriate (e.g., calculating aircraft GHG’s based on the amount of fuel dispensed 
from LAX).  

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Mitigation

17. Based on a review of the Draft EIR the lead agency has determined that the proposed 
project will not achieve a greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction target of 16% per 
passenger below 2009 levels by 2025. However, the lead agency indicates that, at a 
minimum, the project will achieve a 13.05% reduction in GHG emissions per capita.  
Therefore, the AQMD staff recommends that the lead agency provide the following 
additional mitigation measures pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4. 

SPAS-AR00002

Mr. Diego Alvarez 10 October 25, 2012 

� Incorporate mitigation measures (b) through (x) in comment #2 and all mitigation 
measures in comment #3 identified above. 

� Develop a monitoring and reporting plan that ensures the implementation of the 
applicable mitigation measures and requires future updates of the project’s GHG
emissions inventory.  At a minimum, the inventory should demonstrate that the 
project achieves 13.05% reduction per capita consistent with the lead agency’s 
GHG emissions analysis in the Draft EIR. 
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Tell us what you think. 

Tell us what you think. 

Once you have reviewed the study information, submit a comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
by using the form below:  

Name: Rudolph Whitcomb 

Organization:  

Address: 2264 Estribo Drive 

City: Rolling Hills Estates 

State: CA 

Zip: 90274 

Phone:  

E-mail: rudy@whitcombins.com 

Comment:  
How on earth could anyone pretend that the operation of a major airport is GOOD for the 
environment 

Note: Only comments submitted between July 27, 2012 to October 10, 2012 will be considered in the official 
environmental record. 
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Tell us what you think. 

Tell us what you think. 

Once you have reviewed the study information, submit a comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
by using the form below:  

Name: Rendric Williams 

Organization:  

Address: 1699 east washington street apt #1281 

City: Colton 

State: CA 

Zip: 92324 

Phone:  

E-mail: aryahnyaneth@yahoo.com 

Comment:  
Alternative 1 is the best choice both for the people and city of Los Angeles. The northern 
runways need a taxiway for safe operations of new age jetliners. As well as LAX is the first 
piece of land most visitors see  when they arrive and leave. It is important we keep it updated 
so we don't lose business to other cities with brand new facilities. International Airlines want to 
spend thier big dollars at a state of the art facility. We can turn LAX into an even better aviation 
center with alternative 1. 

Note: Only comments submitted between July 27, 2012 to October 10, 2012 will be considered in the official 
environmental record. 
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Tell us what you think. 

Tell us what you think. 

Once you have reviewed the study information, submit a comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
by using the form below:  

Name: Robert L. Rodine 

Organization:  

Address: 14649 Tustin Street 

City: Sherman Oaks 

State: CA 

Zip: 91403 

Phone:  

E-mail: polarisrlr@sbcglobal.net 

Comment:  
I was part of the Stakeholder Group - Business Interests at the outset.  I am dismayed that at 
some point in time communications ceased coming.  I look forward to being included. Thank 
you.

Note: Only comments submitted between July 27, 2012 to October 10, 2012 will be considered in the official 
environmental record. 
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Tell us what you think. 

Tell us what you think. 

Once you have reviewed the study information, submit a comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
by using the form below:  

Name: Debra Lynch 

Organization:  

Address: 7536 W. 80th. St. 

City: los Angeles 

State: cA 

Zip: 90045 

Phone:  

E-mail: dkl4re@aol.com 

Comment:  
Please send me all LAX updates 

Note: Only comments submitted between July 27, 2012 to October 10, 2012 will be considered in the official 
environmental record. 
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Tell us what you think. 

Tell us what you think. 

Once you have reviewed the study information, submit a comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
by using the form below:  

Name: Richard Teplitz 

Organization:  

Address: 7525 Midfield Ave. 

City: Los Angeles 

State: ca 

Zip: 90045 

Phone:  

E-mail: rteplitz@earthlink.net 

Comment:  
NASA has shown that there is virtually no benefit to moving the north runway. Why destroy a 
community for virtually no benefit? Because the unions and Chamber of Commerce  all located 
elsewhere  want to? We can hire lawyers too. 

Note: Only comments submitted between July 27, 2012 to October 10, 2012 will be considered in the official 
environmental record. 
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Tell us what you think. 

Tell us what you think. 

Once you have reviewed the study information, submit a comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
by using the form below:  

Name: Andre Parvenu 

Organization:  

Address: 200 North Spring Street  Room 667 

City: City Hall 

State:

Zip:

Phone:  

E-mail:

Comment:  
Excellent set of maps. Good use of information technology to display the various alternatives. 

Note: Only comments submitted between July 27, 2012 to October 10, 2012 will be considered in the official 
environmental record. 
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Tell us what you think. 

Tell us what you think. 

Once you have reviewed the study information, submit a comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
by using the form below:  

Name: Jeffrey Rothman 

Organization:  

Address: 5844 Abernathy Drive 

City: Los Angeles 

State: CA 

Zip: 90045 

Phone:  

E-mail: cabra_bom_da_peste@yahoo.com 

Comment:  
E-mail is cabra_bom_da_peste@yahoo.com I have been a Westchester resident for 29 years.  
During this time I am concerned re additional development in the airport owned and airport 
adjacent area along Westchester Parkway.  Currently run or ride a bicycle.  Building of 
additional parking areas and transport facilities will increase traffic.  Building of additional airport 
related business facilities in the area will also increase traffic.  My concern is that a significant 
increase in traffic along Westchester Parkway will make this corridor no longer the pleasant and 
safe place it is to walk  run and bike. Jeffrey Rothman 

Note: Only comments submitted between July 27, 2012 to October 10, 2012 will be considered in the official 
environmental record. 
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Tell us what you think. 

Tell us what you think. 

Once you have reviewed the study information, submit a comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
by using the form below:  

Name: Richard Whittman 

Organization:  

Address: 849 S. Broadway 

City: Los Angeles 

State: CA 

Zip: 90014 

Phone:  

E-mail: rkwittman@gmail.com 

Comment:  
It is essential that there be some kind of Metro/light rail connection that brings passengers from 
around the city either a) directly to the terminals OR b) directly to a fast and efficient APM 
service that brings passengers directly to the terminals.  This should dramatically reduce the 
automobile circus in the Central Terminal Area 

Note: Only comments submitted between July 27, 2012 to October 10, 2012 will be considered in the official 
environmental record. 
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Tell us what you think. 

Tell us what you think. 

Once you have reviewed the study information, submit a comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
by using the form below:  

Name: Howard Siegel 

Organization:  

Address: 27539 Pamplico drive 

City: Valencia 

State: CA 

Zip: 91354 

Phone:  

E-mail:

Comment:  
As usual there is no direct connection of any public MetroRail or any other type of rail 
connection into the airport. Having to get off one public transportation system and then having 
to get on another is simply stupid.  I think Heathrow Express  and there is a great system 

Note: Only comments submitted between July 27, 2012 to October 10, 2012 will be considered in the official 
environmental record. 
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Tell us what you think. 

Tell us what you think. 

Once you have reviewed the study information, submit a comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
by using the form below:  

Name: Kurt Haukohl 

Organization:  

Address: 2612 S Denison Ave 

City: San Pedro 

State: CA 

Zip: 90731 

Phone:  

E-mail: khaukohl@gmail.com 

Comment:  
Several of the Alternative taxiway layout schemes are problematic specifically recommended 
against in the FAA Engineering Brief #75 and in newer versions of the FAA AC 150-5300-13 
change 17.  Direct high speed crossing of a second parallel runway are high incursion points 
nationally. 

Note: Only comments submitted between July 27, 2012 to October 10, 2012 will be considered in the official 
environmental record. 
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Tell us what you think. 

Tell us what you think. 

Once you have reviewed the study information, submit a comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
by using the form below:  

Name: James Fujita 

Organization:  

Address: 4734 W. Caldwell Ave.  Apt. D 

City: Visalia 

State: CA 

Zip: 93277 

Phone:  

E-mail:

Comment:  
LAX needs a peoplemover which would link the central terminal area with the Green Line and 
the Crenshaw Line. LAX needs to work with Metro to make sure that the transfer is simple and 
painless. A cross-platform transfer would work best. People don't care about bureaucratic 
jurisdictions but they do want rail to the airport. 

Note: Only comments submitted between July 27, 2012 to October 10, 2012 will be considered in the official 
environmental record. 
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Tell us what you think. 

Tell us what you think. 

Once you have reviewed the study information, submit a comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
by using the form below:  

Name: Donna Parks 

Organization:  

Address: 302 w g st  unit 30 

City: Ontario 

State: CA 

Zip: 91762 

Phone:  

E-mail: reddnup @msn.com 

Comment:  
I have friends and relatives who fly into John Wayne or Burbank to avoid the high costs of 
Ontario airport. Why ??? the airport was built to serve it serves no one- politics at its worst . 
Someone or LAWA should be accountable for the fact they have there residents and taxpayers 
going miles out of their way in order to get a "deal ". You can fly from Burbank to Vegas for 
$49.00 - out of Ontario  a joke . Blatant disregard for public -  need to revamp the whole LAWA 
system - starting at the top with the officials  who seem to have their heads in the "clouds" 

Note: Only comments submitted between July 27, 2012 to October 10, 2012 will be considered in the official 
environmental record. 
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Tell us what you think. 

Tell us what you think. 

Once you have reviewed the study information, submit a comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
by using the form below:  

Name: Tim  

Organization:  

Address: 4067 hardwick st #408 

City: Lakewood 

State: CA 

Zip: 90712 

Phone:  

E-mail: tim.m.rusch@aexp.com 

Comment:  
update me please 

Note: Only comments submitted between July 27, 2012 to October 10, 2012 will be considered in the official 
environmental record. 
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Tell us what you think. 

Tell us what you think. 

Once you have reviewed the study information, submit a comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
by using the form below:  

Name: Michael S. Mitchell 

Organization:  

Address: p.o. box 8903 

City: anaheim 

State: CA 

Zip: 92812 

Phone: 714 642 5399 

E-mail: mickeysss@me.com 

Comment:  
Problems. The central terminal area design does not meet current airport security needs 
associated with vehicular access to airport facilities. The curb-front and access road system 
used for drop-off and pick-up of passengers in the terminal area was not built for today's level 
of traffic. best solution: Access remains the same as it is today The best design is right now for 
all it's services fly away congestion. Any normal company design knows this. The ITF should 
not be used much more dangerous than at 8 terminals. It is safe now and the the city is going 
broke and cannot carry more money going to bonds. the bond market is a bubble now. Note all 
the cities going bankrupt next door to lax. The ITF is not fair to the local scheduled service 
companies  about 8 of them. This is a way of allowing the off shore monopolies company 
contracts to push the local companies out of the way and stop competition that keeps the public 
prices in check. The puc is against monopolies and so is the FAA. %10 of businesses must be 
small local business is an FAA rule. The local companies like Mickey's Space Ship Shuttle have 
taken hundreds of thousands of public passengers and they love us. Please do not put us out 
of business for this terrible design to stop the Clifton Moore design that works so well now. If 
you want to take only prime time and super shuttle out to the ITF do that but leave the 
scheduled service at the inter curb. Do not throw the baby out with the bath water on this. You 
have made a great mistake just designing the fly away bus company the local companies did 
this for free for 32 years and the way you are doing it is losing 40 million dollars and taking 60 
million from local companies that would have made that money if it were not for this terrible 
design the fly away. Leave the valley schedule and maybe the down town but you have taken 
all this money over seas for the fly away company is over seas owned and bankrupt. Please 
have meetings with the local companies for we are left out of the whole planning and this is 
discrimination. thank you Michael S. Mitchell 

Note: Only comments submitted between July 27, 2012 to October 10, 2012 will be considered in the official 
environmental record. 
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Tell us what you think. 

Tell us what you think. 

Once you have reviewed the study information, submit a comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
by using the form below:  

Name: James Earl McKinley Jr. 

Organization:  

Address: 23317 JENNINGS RD. 

City: CLEVELAND 

State: OH 

Zip: 44128 

Phone: (216)(581-0191) 

E-mail: HARD OF HEARING THAT CALL  ME 

Comment:  
ONE TIME TRIP FOR VOCATION ON WHEN! 

Note: Only comments submitted between July 27, 2012 to October 10, 2012 will be considered in the official 
environmental record. 
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Tell us what you think. 

Tell us what you think. 

Once you have reviewed the study information, submit a comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
by using the form below:  

Name: Rick Teplitz 

Organization:  

Address: 7525 Midfield Ave 

City: Los Angeles 

State: CA 

Zip: 90045 

Phone:  

E-mail: rteplitz@earthlink.net 

Comment:  
The NASA study showed that there is virtually no safety impact by moving the runway north. 
LAWA has a long-standiing agreement with the residents and stakeholders in the area not to 
expand north. Don't even think about it. 

Note: Only comments submitted between July 27, 2012 to October 10, 2012 will be considered in the official 
environmental record. 
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Tell us what you think. 

Tell us what you think. 

Once you have reviewed the study information, submit a comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
by using the form below:  

Name: Gregory Dina 

Organization:  

Address: 6550 W 84th Place 

City: Los Angeles 

State: CA 

Zip: 90045 

Phone:  

E-mail: gregdina@gmail.com 

Comment:  
I have lived in the communities north of LAX since I arrived in Los Angeles in 2000 to attend 
LMU. I recently chose to become a homeowner in this area and firmly support the alternatives 
that DO NOT move runways further north towards Westchester and Playa del Rey and increase 
the airport's footprint. I am a firm supporter of modernizing LAX and connecting the airport to 
the region's growing Metro rail network and understand the vital and important role that it plays 
in the local and regional economy. The recent efforts to upgrade the terminals and improve 
safety on the runways are long overdue and should be applauded by all resident and visitors of 
Los Angeles. 

Note: Only comments submitted between July 27, 2012 to October 10, 2012 will be considered in the official 
environmental record. 
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Tell us what you think. 

Tell us what you think. 

Once you have reviewed the study information, submit a comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
by using the form below:  

Name: Stan Rosen 

Organization:  

Address: 8004 Kentwood Ave 

City: Los Angeles 

State: CA 

Zip: 90045 

Phone:  

E-mail: srosen6@aol.com 

Comment:  
The effects of the impacts of these changes should be assessed over time. That is  the 
developmental path to achieve each alternative will be different depending on the sequence of 
the implementation. For example  busses could be used first on existing streets  then on new 
roadways. This consideration will significantly affect the environmental impacts of each 
alternative. 

Note: Only comments submitted between July 27, 2012 to October 10, 2012 will be considered in the official 
environmental record. 
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Tell us what you think. 

Tell us what you think. 

Once you have reviewed the study information, submit a comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
by using the form below:  

Name: Mark R. Johnston 

Organization:  

Address: 4185 VAN BUREN STREET 

City: CHINO 

State: CA 

Zip: 91710 

Phone:  

E-mail: CANAMMJ@YAHOO.COM 

Comment:  
MY MIX OF IMPROVEMENTS ARE AS FOLLOWS;   #1 SAFETY- MOVE THE NORTH 
RUNWAY TO ADVOID OPERATION ISSUES. #2 REPLACE SOME OF CTA PARKING WITH 
CHECK IN TERMINALS- A TRUELY GRAND ENTRANCE TO LAX. #3  THIS CTA CENTRAL 
FACILITY NEED TO HAVE THE NORTH/SOUTH LIGHT RAIL STATION SERVING BOTH 
THE CRENSHAW GRENN LIGHT AND COAST LINES TO SANTA MONICA AND SOUTH TO 
TORRNACE. #4 A CONSOLIDATED RENTAL CAR FACILITY PLEASE ! (LIKE THE REST OF 
THE WORLD) #5 PEOPLE MOVER TO CONECT TERMINALS PARKING AND RENTAL CAR 
CENER. GET RID OF ALL THOSE SHUTTLE BUSES.  #6 BUILD BRADLEY 3 TO THE 
WESTOF THE CURRENT TERMINAL - ALSO CONECTED BY PEOPLE MOVER. 

Note: Only comments submitted between July 27, 2012 to October 10, 2012 will be considered in the official 
environmental record. 
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From: Lynne Shapiro [liro2323@gmail.com] 
Sent: Friday, September 28, 2012 3:18 PM 
To: SPASEIR Comments 
Subject: Airplane Noise

I attended the Westchester Neighborhood Council community meeting last night.  I hope that your DEIR and subsequent 
EIR’s include the environmental impact
of airplanes in the sky over the Marina Peninsula.  I have lived here for twenty-five years.  This summer LAX flights are 
not going out to sea but rather going north
over Ballona, the Main Channel and the Marina Peninsula.  Thousands of us live here in apartments, condos and single 
family homes.  The noise degradation is
measurable and increasing.  This has an impact on birds and humans.  I have twenty minutes or so of peace, and then 
the flights start in and are constant for
some thirty to forty minutes.  The planes fly low and are close to our homes, and their noise is insufferable.  Although I 
have always appreciated LAX, I oppose
your three mile expansion plan and feel it will be extremely detrimental to Westchester, Playa del Rey and, with respect to 
flight noise, Marina del Rey.

Yours truly,

Lynne Shapiro
5100 Via Dolce #312
Marina del Rey CA 90292 
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From: steady3 [steady3@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Friday, September 28, 2012 2:16 PM 
To: Madeline Wright 
Cc: SPASEIR Comments 
Subject: Re: Airport Expansion Town Hall

Hi�Madeline,�
The�general�consensus�is�to�adopt�alternative�2�&/or�9.�
Modernize�–�No�Expansion�
There�is�another�meeting�on�Monday�October�1�–�7�9pm�
@�LA�TIJERA�United�Methodist�Church�
7400�Osage�Ave,�in�Westchester.�
You�can�see�the�different�alternatives�online�at�http://www.laxspas.org/LAX_Solutions.aspx�
You�can�submit�comments�until�October�10th�at�spaseircomments@lawa.org�
There�were�two�cameras�recording;�but,�I�didn’t�get�which�websites�they�would�posted�at.�
I�just�looked�thru�youtube�and�didn’t�find�anything;�but,�it�does�take�a�long�while�to�record�a�long�2�hour�video�
like�that.��Probably�a�couple�of�days.�
Ciao,�
Marco�
��

From: Madeline Wright
Sent: Friday, September 28, 2012 11:57 AM 
To: steady3
Subject: Re: Airport Expansion Town Hall 
��
Thanks for invite. I was not able to attend.  Is anyone available to put out an e-mail summary of the meeting? 
Madeline Wright 

From: steady3 <steady3@sbcglobal.net>
To: Bob Flores <info@BobFloresforCongress.com>
Sent: Tue, September 25, 2012 10:21:15 PM 
Subject: Airport Expansion Town Hall

Don’t�forget!�
Airport�Expansion�Town�Hall�
Thursday,�September�27th�between�7�&�9�PM,�at�Westchester�High�School.�
Councilman�Bill�Rosendahl�&�Congress�Woman�Maxine�Waters�are�going�to�be�there.�
Plus,�I�have�invited�Congressional�Candidate�Bob�Flores�to�be�there!�
��
��
Some�of�you�know�that�I�majored�in�Airport�Planning�&�Management;�and,�I’d�like�to�share�with�you�some�of�
my�thoughts�and�suggestions�for�the�Airport�“Modernization”:�
��
First�Problem�
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Inside�Terminal�Congestion�–�The�terminals�are�too�small�and�aren’t�big�enough.��They�are�no�match�against�
the�ever�larger�aircraft�being�used.��They�were�built�and�designed�during�the�707�&�DC�8�Days.��They’ve�been�
too�small�ever�since�747’s�came�out.���
Real�Estate�is�at�a�premium.��We�won’t�be�getting�any�more�of�it.�
Solution:��Create�multi�level�terminals.��
Separate�arrival�passengers�from�departure�passengers,�possibly�even�add�a�business�class�&�first�class�levels?
��
Second�Problem�
Outside�Terminal�&�Traffic�Congestion�–�In�some�of�my�airport�planning�classes,�the�general�consensus�was�to�
adopt�the�Orlando�Airport�model,�for�vehicle�traffic;�which�consists�of�4�levels;�but,�their�passenger�levels�are�
much�lower�than�LAX;�and�highly�dependent�on�rental�car�traffic.���
LAX�currently�has�2�levels�for�vehicles�–�arrival�&�departures;�and�that’s�it.��How�can�anyone�say�it’s�adequate�
with�a�straight�face?��I�actually�heard�the�head�of�the�taxi�cabs�say�so.�
The�Orlando�MCO�Airport�divides�vehicle�traffic�into�4�levels,�and�to�add�to�that,�I�was�thinking�of�possibly�even�
exploring�5�levels,�by�combining�the�Orlando�Model�WITH�the�LAX�Model.�
a)�Level�for�taxis�&�limousines�–�possibly�directly�serving�a�first�class�&�business�class�level?�
b)�Level�for�busses�&�vans�
c)�Level�for�rental�cars�
d)�Level�for�arrival�passengers�being�picked�up�by�private�cars�
e)�Level�for�departure�passengers�being�picked�up�by�private�cars�
��
Third�Problem�
Connecting�Flights�&�Terminal�Transfers�–�Right�now,�if�you�land�at�LAX�on�a�Southwest�Airlines�Flight�and�then�
need�to�transfer�to�the�Tom�Bradley�Terminal�for�an�international�flight,�all�anyone�can�say�is�“Good�Luck”.�
If�we�adopt�an�“Arrival�Level”,�in�the�terminals,�I�was�thinking�that�this�level�should�be�equipped�with�moving�
walk�ways;�and,�then�moving�walk�ways�should�connect�all�of�the�terminals.��This�way,�it�would�much�easier�
for�passengers�to�go�from�Terminal�1�to�Terminal�6�or�vice�versa.�
��
Hope�to�see�you�there�and�submit�your�comments.�
Marco�

SPAS-PC00102 SPAS-PC00103

SPAS-PC00104 SPAS-PC00105

118



SPAS-PC00106 SPAS-PC00107

SPAS-PC00108 SPAS-PC00108

119



SPAS-PC00109 SPAS-PC00110

SPAS-PC00111 SPAS-PC00111

120



SPAS-PC00112 SPAS-PC00113

SPAS-PC00113 SPAS-PC00113

121



SPAS-PC00114 SPAS-PC00115

SPAS-PC00115 SPAS-PC00116

122



SPAS-PC00116 SPAS-PC00116

SPAS-PC00116 SPAS-PC00118

123



SPAS-PC00119 SPAS-PC00120

SPAS-PC00121 SPAS-PC00122

124



SPAS-PC00123 SPAS-PC00123

SPAS-PC00123 SPAS-PC00124

125



SPAS-PC00124 SPAS-PC00125

SPAS-PC00128 SPAS-PC00128

126



SPAS-PC00128 SPAS-PC00128

SPAS-PC00128 SPAS-PC00128

127



SPAS-PC00129 SPAS-PC00129

SPAS-PC00129 SPAS-PC00130

128



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

129



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

130



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

131



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

132



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

133



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

134



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

135



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

136



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

137



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

138



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

139



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

140



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

141



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

142



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

143



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

144



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

145



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

146



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

147



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

148



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

149



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

150



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

151



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

152



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

153



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

154



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

155



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

156



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

157



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

158



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

159



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

160



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

161



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

162



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

163



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

164



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

165



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

166



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

167



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

168



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

169



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

170



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

171



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

172



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

173



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

174



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

175



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

176



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

177



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

178



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

179



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

180



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

181



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

182



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

183



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

184



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

185



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

186



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

187



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

188



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

189



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

190



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

191



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

192



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

193



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

194



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

195



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

196



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

197



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

198



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

199



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

200



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

201



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

202



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

203



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

204



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

205



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

206



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

207



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

208



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

209



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

210



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

211



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

212



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

213



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

214



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

215



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

216



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

217



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

218



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

219



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

220



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

221



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

222



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

223



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

224



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

225



SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00130

SPAS-PC00130 SPAS-PC00131

226



SPAS-PC00131 SPAS-PC00132

SPAS-PC00132 SPAS-PC00132

227



SPAS-PC00132 SPAS-PC00132

SPAS-PC00132 SPAS-PC00132

228



SPAS-PC00133 SPAS-PC00134

SPAS-PC00135 SPAS-PC00136

229



SPAS-PC00137 SPAS-PC00138

SPAS-PC00138 SPAS-PC00139

230



SPAS-PC00140 SPAS-PC00141

SPAS-PC00142 SPAS-PC00143

231



SPAS-PC00143 SPAS-PC00144

SPAS-PC00144 SPAS-PC00144

232



SPAS-PC00145 SPAS-PC00146

SPAS-PC00147 SPAS-PC00147

233



SPAS-PC00147 SPAS-PC00147

SPAS-PC00147 SPAS-PC00147

234



SPAS-PC00147 SPAS-PC00147

SPAS-PC00147 SPAS-PC00147

235



SPAS-PC00147 SPAS-PC00147

SPAS-PC00147 SPAS-PC00147

236



SPAS-PC00147 SPAS-PC00147

SPAS-PC00147 SPAS-PC00147

237



SPAS-PC00147 SPAS-PC00148

SPAS-PC00148 SPAS-PC00148

238



SPAS-PC00149 SPAS-PC00149

However, there is one single project we cannot support - the reconfiguration and relocation
of the north airfield runways both because the proposals having nothing to do with
economic competitiveness and there is no factual basis for moving the north runways on
the basis of safety either today or at any time between now and 2028.

The question must be where and when is it best to invest finite airport dollars to most
effectively ensure that LAX is competitive in the 21st century?  As business people we
must prioritize our spending on capital improvements and so must our airport.  It no more
makes sense to focus our time and resources on runway configuration than it does to put
a cast on your arm when it was your leg that was broken.  The “landside” projects which
the Chamber supports directly address LAX’ deficiencies as identified by J.D. Power.  But,
not once in the sixty plus page report by J.D. Power did it ever even mention runway
configuration as a factor in improving LAX’ position at the bottom of airports worldwide.

Why are Runways Even on the Drawing Board?
At the outset of these comments we feel compelled to put into perspective how we have
come to be here today.  The general public and policy makers alike were both told that
there was a compelling safety reason that necessitated reconfiguring the North runways at
LAX.  Dissatisfied with the “highly suspect”1 peer reviews that were produced many in
the same weekend, the LA City Council took the unprecedented step of delaying this DEIR
for two years so that we could get a true unbiased and thorough study done to determine
whether safety was truly an issue.  Without a safety need, runways would not move.  The
NASA Study definitively concluded there was simply no safety reason for moving the
runways. 

It is a universally accepted fact that it is impossible to move these runways further North
and make them longer without having an unavoidable environmental impact on the
communities to the North - most significantly in the form of increased noise and as a
consequence of growth, traffic.

Yet, a Coalition has been formed to ignore the facts and press forward anyway.  But
without safety as a reason for moving the runway, no policy maker can reasonably
conclude that is makes good public policy to subject its population to severe environmental
impacts.

Amazingly, of the 1800+ pages of the DEIR only 6 pages are given to summarizing what
are described as seven independent assessments.  Of these, the only actual comprehensive
study done over a period of two years and at an expense of two million dollars and at the
express behest of the Los Angeles City Council is given nothing more than a summary
(inaccurate at that) and a total of two paragraphs and 16 lines of text.

For the policy maker reviewing this document, this should be a giant red flag as it

1 Los Angeles City Council Resolution number 07-1782 Adopted on June 20, 2007
(attached as Exhibit C).
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amounts to a massive and intentional failure to disclose relevant information critical to the
core reason that the policy maker is being asked to consider alternative with substantial
impacts many of which cannot be mitigated.  And to the extent the policy maker reading
this is a member of the Los Angeles City Council, the DEIR flies right in the face of
what the City Council asked for in demanding the NASA Study take place; to wit, the
complete NASA Study and it’s Addendum are nowhere to be found in the DEIR.

Ironically, scant days before the findings of the NASA Study were released, most of the
key players now pushing for the runways to move North (including the Los Angeles Area
Chamber of Commerce, Los Angeles Economic Development Corporation (LAEDC), Central
City Association (CCA) and Valley Industry and Commerce Association (VICA)) released
a joint communique to the press2 insisting that this study was the one we should all accept
as the dispositive final word on the subject.  We call on all the signatories to the
February 17, 2010 communique to honor their word.  They said that the NASA Study
“should be the final study that LAWA and the City of Los Angeles conducts to
ascertain how to maximize passenger safety at the LAX North Airfield” and that we
should all “embrace the results of the study.” We agree.

We also call on Mayor Villaraigosa to stand by the statements in his letter dated February
19, 2010 after the NASA Study came out.3  He wrote that:

“Barring other findings that would indicate safety issues, we are not
moving the runway.”  

There have been no “other findings.”  As the Coalition members above suggested, the
NASA Study was the final study.  There has been NO STUDY which has contradicted the
NASA Study findings that the North runways are safe since it’s completion in February
2010 - in fact there have been no further safety studies at all.  As Mayor Villaraigosa
added: 

“the report concludes definitively that the north runways are ‘extremely
safe under the current configuration’ and that is very good news for the
millions of travelers who use LAX every year.”

Since there is no present safety rationale, the LAX Coastal Area Chamber of Commerce
logically declines to support any runway reconfiguration proposal until such time as there
is a simple proven need to move the runways.  That day has not yet arrived.

Very truly yours,

Christina Davis,
President 

2 See attached Exhibit “A”.

3 See attached Exhibit “B”.
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CRITICAL PROBLEMS WITH THE DEIR

I) The Proposals in the DEIR Violate the Settlement Agreement
II) There is No Justification for Moving Any Runway Before 2028 at the Earliest
III) NASA Study Addendum Not Even Referenced
IV) NASA Study is the Only Comprehensive Safety Study 
V) Failure to Comply with City Council Motion 
VI) Other DEIR Deficiencies (Traffic Mitigation/ARGO Ditch/Scoping relocation of Lincoln/
VII) Support for the Consolidated Rental Car Facility (CONRAC)

I. The Proposals in the DEIR Violate the Settlement Agreement

We share the view of Los Angeles County Supervisor Don Knabe who observed that the
proposals for study " ... goes against the spirit of the settlement agreement."  

Likewise, the Los Angeles City Council has stated that expanding LAX for reasons other
than safety 

“...would be a clear violation of the 2005 Stipulated Settlement Agreement
between LAWA and its neighbors.”4

More specifically, we note that the SPAS Study was supposed to provide that Alternative
Projects "...provide a comparable level of mitigation to that described for the Yellow Light
Projects..."5 Indeed, the Stipulated Settlement also expressly requires "minimizing
environmental impacts on the surrounding communities"6 as part of its terms.

During the public outreach process, LAWA itself told the public that the LAX Specific
Plan Amendment Study called for by the Settlement Agreement requires that: 

"Potential environmental impacts that could result from replacement of the
Yellow Light projects with the Alternative Projects, and potential mitigation
measures that could provide a comparable level of mitigation to that
described for the Yellow Light Projects in the LAX Master Plan Program
EIR."7

4 Los Angeles City Council Resolution number 07-1782 Adopted on June 20, 2007. 
Attached hereto as Exhibit “C”. 

5 Stipulated Settlement Section V.D.3. @ p.9

6 Stipulated Settlement Section V.C. @ p.9

7 See http://www.laxmasterplan.org/pdf/N_Airfield_-_Land_Use_112206.pdf p.6 PowerPoint
slide attached as Exhibit “D”. (Emphasis in original)
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In summary, LAWA has said one thing while doing another.  LAWA has represented to
the public that the only allowable alternatives which can even be considered are those
which would have no more impact that the Yellow Light Projects.  By contrast, LAWA
has treated the SPAS process as though it calls for an completely unconstrained blank sheet
or de novo review. Most egregiously this now includes the addition of a proposal for
runway separation far in excess of the south movement and extension of 24L approved by
the Master Plan. We submit that the all of the proposals to move Runway 24R both north
and west violate these express provisions of the Stipulated Settlement and therefore exceed
the scope of what should properly be considered by the NOP and the DEIR.  Their
inclusion renders the document fatally flawed.

II. There is no Safety8 Justification for Moving any Runway Before 2028 at the
Earliest

The NASA safety study9 concludes with this sentence:
“All things considered, the Panel cannot construct a compelling argument
for reconfiguring the North Airfield on safety grounds alone.” P .164

“After much analysis, the AP [Academic Panel] unanimously concluded that the existing
North Airfield will be extremely safe even under traffic levels projected for 2020,
estimating that: 

...at 2020 traffic levels, fatal runway collisions on the existing North Airfield
would occur on average approximately once every 200 years.” Study P157

...according to the current FAA Terminal Area Forecast (TAF) projections

8 As a side note, as business organizations it would be unfair to ignore the data provided
in the study showing that there is a $5.7 million dollar annual projected savings to the airlines
stemming from a 17 second average reduction in taxi times. (Final Report, p.122)  But of course
at $500 million and up it would take a hundred years to recoup the investment.

This isn’t to say that the day will not come when we need to improve the operational efficiency of
LAX, but based on the addendum to the NASA Study, we will not even reach the number of flights
they assumed until 2028!  And, looking at capacity, the study noted that:

“It is noteworthy that, in 2000, when daily operations at LAX were only about 5%
below the level projected for 2020, the airport fared quite well.”

Furthermore, the DEIR unequivocally states that "Based on the activity level selected for the
analysis, none of the alternatives is expected to result in significant operating efficiency gains." 
Appendix F-2, p.107 

9 The entire NASA Study and its Addendum answering and rebutting questions raised by
the FAA letter dated April 2, 2010 are attached hereto as Exhibits “E” and “F”.
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LAX will not reach the level of daily operations projected in the LAWA year
2020 demand scenario until the year 2028.10

It is important to note that these findings were based on the projected flight mix at LAX
which will be reached in 2028.  There is no study which addresses runway safety at a
date later than this or at any increased utilization of LAX in the future. Therefore, the
conclusion that the north runways need not be reconfigured can only be said to apply up
to that date.

Despite these clear and unequivocal findings, the DEIR misleads the reader with respect
to both the relative significance of the “independent assessments” completed to date and
the conclusions of the most important one of these - the NASA Study.  It purports to
summarize the findings of the two years of research, simulations and innumerable meetings
with stakeholders as directed by the City Council Resolution to a grand total of five bullet
points.  As a result there are those who have either failed to actually review the source
materials or who choose to recklessly cherry pick facts out of context to say moving the
runway makes us 55% safer11 and that if we don’t do something “there will be blood on
our hands.”  What the 55% advocates didn’t tell you when using this percentage number
is that the chances are so small to begin with that the number is statistically irrelevant!12 

The NASA Study Addendum directly addressed the notion of percentage improvements by
saying that: 

“As noted earlier, we believe that this “fact” is not informative, and neither
does FAA. We never suggested that a centerline taxiway would have no safety
benefits: we assume that the 40% reduction in relevant incursions observed
at LAX-South would also occur on LAX-North. The issue is: what is the
baseline level of risk that would be reduced by 40%?”13

10 Addendum to Final Report, May 15, 2010, p.13.

11 The study uses alternately refers to the risk reduction as 50% and 55% in its findings. 
The NASA Study concluded that “Compared to the Baseline case, the risk of a fatal runway collision
would drop approximately 50% if the existing North Airfield were replaced by the 340’ North
configuration with a centerline taxiway.” p.110.

12 We note also that according to the NASA Study, 40% improvement comes from moving
only 100 feet - and that creates just as many jobs. Comparing a runway movement of only 100 feet
to 340 feet, the NASA Study found a statistical reduction of 0.5 lives per decade:

“Thus, instead of five lives lost per decade, the estimated number would drop to an
average of 2.5. (Compared to 100’ North, deaths per decade would drop from three
to 2.5.)” p.110.

13 Addendum to Final Report, May 15, 2010, Paragraph 7, p.19.
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“The AP [academic panel] estimates that, at 2020 traffic levels, fatal runway
collisions would occur on the North Airfield at an expected rate of one
every 200 years, and that such fatal collisions would cause approximately
one death for every 150 million LAX passengers.”

Cutting in half the risk means simply that the chances of a fatal runway collision drop
from once every 200 years to once every 300 years.  Odds are we may not even be using
planes at all 200 or 300 years from now!  “That number [1/150,000,000] is small
compared to the risks that citizens face every day.”

“We would summarize our conclusions about mortality risk in the
baseline case [i.e no change in runway configuration] as follows:
• The runway-collision risk to LAX air travelers would be extremely low
in absolute terms, even at 2020 traffic levels.
• The risk would be very low relative to the other mortality risks that
face residents of Los Angeles.”

What are the other mortality risks we face every day?  The risk of dying on the north runways
at LAX is so small it wouldn’t even make a dot on the attached chart prepared by the National
Safety Council.14  By comparison, it is already 700 times more likely you’ll die from being stuck
by lightning than because of an accident at LAX.   And the odds are 150,000 times more likely
someone will die by committing suicide than to die in a runway accident at LAX. 

By comparison, the odds are:
1 in 126 of dying by poisoning.
1 in 6609 of being shot to death
1 in 29,196 of dying from a cataclysmic storm
1 in 79,842 of dying from a bee sting!
1 in 97,807 of dying in an earthquake
1 in 111,779 of being executed
1 in 134,000 of being struck by lightning
1 in 150,000,000 chance of dying on the runway at LAX even if we don’t move the
runways at all.

As the NASA Study concludes: 
“The statistic “one in 150 million” is obviously small in absolute terms. It is also
extremely small relative to other accident risks that Los Angeles residents and
others face: for example, an American baby born today has approximately a 1
in 100 chance of eventually dying  in an automobile accident.”

14 Attached as Exhibit “G”.
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III. NASA Study Addendum Not Even Referenced

The DEIR also presents an FAA letter written without any simulation or empirical study
but then completely omitted reference to the Addendum to the NASA Study that addressed
and completely debunked the FAA and other comments.  This again misleads the reader
of the DEIR by omitting information which impacts the ability of the policy maker to
evaluate the choices presented.

In addition to directly refuting claims raised, new and important information presented in
the Addendum focused also on the myth that the centerline taxiway built for the south
runways at LAX was inherently safer than not having one as on the north.  The
Addendum noted the following:

– Air Traffic Controllers “judged the existing north configuration without a centerline
taxiway as about equally safe as the south airfield with such a taxiway.”15

– The south airfield still has more incursions than the north even with the centerline
taxiway and additional runway separation! “Indeed, since the centerline taxiway was
opened on June 24, 2008, the LAX incursion pattern [was 12 south and 6 north].”

In fact since the Addendum came out, the statistics taken from the DEIR itself show that
since the south airfield was reconfigured, for calendar years 2009, 2010 and 2011 combined
there have been 25 incursions on the south runways and 11 on the north. In the last three
years of data there has been not one single incursion on runway 24R - which is the
very runway it is proposed be moved and lengthened.  And none of the north runway
incursions have been graded as categories A or B meaning that they were all minor
incidents that did not rise to a significant safety risk.16

The Addendum put it this way: 
“We do not mean to be critical, but the critique suffers an inconsistency. It
cannot depict the new LAX South airfield as a paragon of safety and yet claim
that the North—which appears just as safe as the South now—poses an
unacceptable risk to LAX passengers. If LAX North is really “not good
enough,” then it follows that neither is LAX South.” p.9

15 “It is also instructive to consider the responses of air traffic controllers who took part in
the NASA-Ames simulation. The controllers were asked to compare the LAX-North baseline
configuration with the new South Airfield with its centerline taxiway. On a scale from 1 to 7, in which
1 meant “LAX North much safer” and 7 meant “LAX South much safer,” the controllers gave an
average response of 4.2. In short, they judged the existing north configuration without a centerline
taxiway as about equally safe as the south airfield with such a taxiway.”
Addendum p.9.

16 Appendix G2 Safety c p.19.
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It went on to the following conclusions:
“...we would suggest that it is time to stop describing LAX as a high-
risk airport. Both the North and South airfields more than “hold their
own” against other major US airports.”
“If the FAA critique had presented valid criticisms of our analysis, then
we would have hastened to make full corrections: never would concerns
about “saving face” have meant anything to us compared to the
imperative of saving lives. But we were charged with the task of
estimating the absolute level of risk for the LAX North Airfield, and
were encouraged by all parties to do nothing but tell the truth. This we
have done, and this we will continue to do.”

IV. NASA Study is the Only Comprehensive Safety Study

The NASA Study was so important in comparison to all the other “independent
assessments” that preceded it that the Los Angeles City Council voted unanimously to
halt the EIR process in its tracks for two entire years so that we would have the
benefit of its findings before choosing to move forward with any north runway
reconfiguration.

But, the DEIR misleads the reader by suggesting that there were “seven independent
assessments” and presents them in merely six pages with the clear implication that they
should all be given equal weight by the policy maker assessing the risks affecting the
alternatives presented.  Of these seven, only one - the NASA Study - was an actual
complete study worthy of use to evaluate the alternatives.  Mayor Villaraigosa who wrote
that:

“I would like to thank the academic panel and NASA-Ames for conducting
the most comprehensive airfield safety study ever done for Los Angeles
International Airport (LAX).  By dedicating approximately 21 months to
extensive computer simulation and analysis, these experts have carefully
considered all aspects of runway safety on the north Airfield in an
unprecedented level of detail.” 2/19/10 Statement on Release of North
Airfield Safety Study.

Historical perspective is in order to understand that the NASA Study came to fruition
because the prior five “independent assessments” as they are referred to by the DEIR were
considered, 

“highly suspect peer review studies. The studies, conducted in a cursory
manner by airline insiders, came to no clear conclusions, and strayed from
safety issues to focus on "operational efficiency," which many consider to be
code for ‘expansion.’ LAWA's efforts have convinced practically none of the
airport neighbors, who consider the studies to be biased, skewed, focused on
the wrong issues, and therefore inconclusive. Additionally, it is concluded in
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the Motion that objective and thorough analysis, conducted by an independent
agency that has credibility with airport neighbors and their elected officials,
is imperative.”

That language is taken from the Los Angeles City Council’s own resolution calling for an
“objective and thorough analysis, conducted by an independent agency.”

In 2008, the Board of Airport Commissioners voted to move forward with a DEIR for the
North Runways.  In an unprecedented act, the City Council put the EIR on hold requesting
that: “...BOAC direct that the study be conducted, completed and reviewed before the
release of the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the LAX Master Plan Restudy; and that
the study's findings be incorporated into the NOP and environmental documents.”17

By comparison, of the first five “independent assessments” preceding the NASA Study most
of them were done on the same weekend in May of 2007 when industry insiders gathered
to produce a few quickly slapped together papers without any simulation or oversight
whatever. These papers were so completely discredited that the City Council directed
BOAC to do a real study of the same type done before deciding on configuration of LAX’
South Runways - run by NASA and involving real pilots, air traffic controllers and using
the state of the art NASA Ames FutureFlight simulation facility to evaluate each proposed
design.

The bottom line is the NASA Study represents the gold standard and the DEIR fails to
either adequately disclose its findings or provide accurate context for the reader to
understand its relative significance to the other “independent assessments” which it is
lumped in with even though it is the only actual study completed by any group on the
subject.

V. Failure to Comply with City Council Motion 

We object to the NOP on the grounds that LAWA has failed to comply with the mandate
of the Los Angeles City Council when it created the North Runway Safety Advisory
Committee; to wit, "the study's findings be incorporated into the NOP and environmental
documents." The conclusions of that study are critical to the policy makers having a true
understanding of the need or lack thereof of reconfiguring the north airfield. Put simply,
failure to include this critical document as explicitly required by the Los Angeles City
Council resolution renders the document defective on its face.

17 Los Angeles City Council Resolution number 07-1782 Adopted on June 20, 2007.
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VI) Other DEIR Deficiencies

Scoping/Timing: The DEIR fails to adequately disclose the timing and sequencing of the
various construction projects anticipated at LAX.18  Admitting that the proposal simply lacks
sufficient specificity is not an excuse under CEQA.  As such environmental impacts during
construction cannot be adequately reviewed and may materially understate the cumulative
impact of multiple projects proceeding concurrently.  We also disagree with the premise
that it would require a doubling or tripling of traffic to constitute a “threshold of
significance.”19  Additionally, the timing of projects designed to increase passenger capacity
of LAX (runway movement) are not provided relative to the construction of those projects
that would by design handle the anticipated extra passengers commensurate with the
increased capacity.  Put simply, any project increasing capacity should be delayed until all
mitigation projects are first completed.  Landside projects must be finished first.

Property Condemnation: The DEIR is silent on this issue.  It is our understanding that
without certain waivers by the FAA relating to the Runway Protection Zone (RPZ) and
other property setbacks, that there may be a substantial impact on the Westchester business
district including the potential for inverse condemnation proceedings.

18 The DEIR admits to the deficiency; to wit: “There is not sufficient information at this
conceptual level of planning to estimate the construction schedules, construction traffic trip
generation, or trip distribution associated with the various development projects, including the SPAS
alternatives. Notwithstanding, it is considered unlikely that the nature, location, and timing of the
various construction projects would coincide such that traffic volumes on the nearby arterial
roadways and highways would double or triple, thereby resulting in significant construction traffic
noise impacts. Even using very conservative assumptions regarding construction-related traffic
generation and distribution for a recent major development project at LAX (i.e., the Bradley West
Project), the traffic volumes on nearby arterial roadways and freeways did not double or triple. It
would be speculative at this conceptual level of planning to estimate the nature, timing, and
construction traffic characteristics of major improvements projects particular to each of the SPAS
alternatives along with the nature, timing, and construction traffic characteristics of other
development projects that may occur between now and 2025, such that a specific combination of
projects would result in a doubling or tripling of traffic on specific roadways in the airport vicinity.
Regarding increases in road traffic noise associated with regional growth anticipated to occur by
2025, please see the discussion under the heading of Road Traffic Noise above.
As described in detail in Section 5.5.10.3 in Chapter 5, Cumulative Impacts, significant cumulative
construction noise impacts from cumulative projects combined with SPAS improvements could
occur under all of the SPAS alternatives and the contribution of the SPAS alternatives to the
significant cumulative impacts would be cumulatively considerable.”
DEIR p.1-94.

19  “...construction-related traffic would not result in a doubling or tripling of traffic volumes
on nearby roadways, as would be needed to occur in order to exceed the threshold of significance;
therefore, these impacts would be less than significant.”  
DEIR p.4-964.
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Aircraft Noise: “Significant and unavoidable.”  Every single proposal has this label and
no wonder given that more than 14,000 individuals and over 4000 homes will be directly
impacted by noise in excess of 65 CNEL - reducing property values for their owners and
quality of life for those who live in the community.20

Traffic Mitigation: The entire DEIR is deficient in failing to provide alternatives for
mitigation of substantial traffic impacts described in the report.  It is no surprise that
traffic on the West side of Los Angeles is generally speaking a disaster.  Many of the
major intersections in a radius of several miles surrounding LAX are already significantly
degraded.  While the DEIR discloses that no mater which proposal is adopted, more than
40 major intersections will suffer significant impact relative to future conditions “with no
feasible mitigation available.”21

ARGO Drainage Channel: The DEIR fundamentally fails to address or analyze the impact
of relocating  runway 24R northward on this significant storm water collector system. 
Plans currently call for the community to have the benefit of soccer fields and a recreation
park as part of the Northside sanitation project which is directly fed by this system.  No
analysis is presented nor contact made with the United States Corps of Engineers who have
oversight of this project.22

Relocation of Lincoln Boulevard: Again the DEIR provides inadequate information for the
evaluation of the impact of the runway on the location of Lincoln Blvd. and also for the
environmental impacts caused during construction of this heavily used north/south commuter
artery in forcing the relocation of traffic onto alternative routes in the local community.

20 DEIR p.1-84.

21 DEIR p.1-49.

22 DEIR pp.44 and 98.
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CONCLUSION

We would remind the reader that it was the FAA itself who in 2005 proclaimed that it
“considers the airport safe to use today.”23 Since then two million dollars and two years
were spent on a comprehensive study looking out into the future on 2028 and finding that:

“All things considered, the Panel cannot construct a compelling argument
for reconfiguring the North Airfield on safety grounds alone.” 

As such, the LAX Coastal Area Chamber of Commerce cannot endorse any proposed plan
for the realignment or extension of runways on the north airfield at LAX and expresses
it’s substantial concern that the Draft Environmental Impact Report presented in compliance
with CEQA requirements fails to meet the standards set forth therein as a matter of law.

23 FAA Record of Decision for LAX Master Plan Improvements, May 20, 2005, p.41
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-MORE-

Office of the Mayor 
City of Los Angeles 

ANTONIO R. VILLARAIGOSA

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE   Contact: Lisa Hansen 
February 19, 2010       213-978-0658 
         or 213-978-0741 

MAYOR VILLARAIGOSA ISSUES STATEMENT ON 
RELEASE OF LAX NORTH AIRFIELD SAFETY STUDY 

Configuration of North runways deemed “extremely safe” by expert panel. 

LOS ANGELES – Mayor Antonio Villaraigosa today issued the following 
statement regarding the release of the “Los Angeles International Airport North 
Airfield Safety Study” performed by the LAX Academic Panel in conjunction with 
NASA-Ames.

“I would like to thank the academic panel and NASA-Ames for conducting the 
most comprehensive airfield safety study ever done for Los Angeles International 
Airport (LAX).  By dedicating approximately 21 months to extensive computer 
simulation and analysis, these experts have carefully considered all aspects of 
runway safety on the North Airfield in an unprecedented level of detail.

I have always said that I oppose a reconfiguration of the north airfield at LAX 
absent a clear demonstration that such a change is necessary to ensure the 
safety of passengers, workers, and the surrounding community. 

Although my office has not yet received the full report, we will be carefully
reviewing its findings and methodology.  Barring other findings that would 
indicate safety issues, we are not moving the runway. 

The executive summary of the report concludes definitively that the north 
runways are ‘extremely safe under the current configuration’ and that is very 
good news for the millions of travelers who use LAX every year.

EXHIBIT B
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Mayor Villaraigosa North Airfield Safety Study 2

Airfield safety has always been my top priority at LAX and I am grateful to the 
academic panel and NASA-Ames for confirming that the North Airfield is safe.
We will continue to make safety at LAX a focus.  We have already installed 
runway status lights and will be expanding their use at LAX through a continuing 
partnership with the Federal Aviation Administration.” 

LAX has a total of four runways, with two on the North Airfield and two on the 
South Airfield.  The LAX Academic Panel/NASA-Ames study exclusively focused 
on the safety of the North Airfield.  Mayor Villaraigosa previously reconfigured the 
South Airfield in 2006-2008 based on safety concerns, and dangerous runway 
incursions there have been reduced significantly (from 8 in 2006 and 17 in 2007; 
to 4 in 2008 and 6 in 2009). 

# # # 
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Los Angeles International 
Airport North Airfield Safety 
Study

Final Report
Prepared by:

Dr. Arnold Barnett (Chairman)
Dr. Michael Ball
Dr. George Donohue
Dr. Mark Hansen
Dr. Amedeo Odoni
Dr. Antonio Trani

May 11, 2010�
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Executive Summary

The North Airfield Safety Study was undertaken by an Academic Panel comprised of 

the six professors listed above, with very substantial participation by colleagues at 

NASA-Ames. The primary aim of the study was to estimate as specifically as 

possible the level of future safety of several alternate configurations of the LAX North 

Airfield.  An auxiliary goal was to provide useful information about the capacity 

implications of the various configurations, in light of projections about LAX traffic 

levels in 2020.  

A central component of the study was a human-in-the-loop simulation exercise, 

conducted during August 2009 at the NASA-Ames FutureFlight Central facility in 

Mountain View, California. But the study also relied heavily on empirical evidence 

about runway safety and capacity, based on historical experience at LAX and 

elsewhere. The Panel took careful note of the changes completed in 2008 on the LAX 

South Airfield, which moved the two parallel runways 100 feet further apart and 

created a centerline taxiway between the runways. 

As is explained in the report, the Panel concluded that the North Airfield of LAX is 

extremely safe under the current configuration. Changes to the configuration could 

create even greater safety, but they would be expected to reduce only slightly the 

overall risk that LAX air travelers face in the journeys. (That overall risk level is itself 

minuscule because air travel is exceedingly safe.) Considerations of capacity appear

to make some alterations to the North Airfield less attractive, and others—particularly 

the option of moving Runway 24R 340 feet North—significantly more so.  But the 

Panel believes that it would be difficult to argue for reconfiguring the North Airfield 

on safety grounds alone. 

The Alternative Configurations

The study focused on five possible configurations of the North Airfield, including 

two variants of the existing layout: 
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(1A) The existing configuration, in which runways 24L and 24R are separated by 

700 feet, with no centerline taxiway between them. 

(1B) The existing configuration, but with changes to the taxiways leading from 

runway 24R so that planes landing on 24R would cross runway 24L closer to 

its west end.  

(2) The 100-North Option, which would create on the North Airfield essentially a 

mirror image of the new arrangement on the South Airfield. Runway 24R 

would be moved North by 100 feet, and a centerline taxiway placed between 

runways 24L and 24R. 

(3) The 340-North Option, which would move runway 24R 340 feet to the North 

and create a centerline taxiway between runways 24L and 24R. 

(4) The 340-South Option, which would move runway 24L 340 feet to the South 

and create a centerline taxiway between runways 24L and 24R. This option 

would entail the demolition of existing terminals 1-3 and the construction of a 

new “linear” terminal. 

(5) The Three-Runway Option, which would replace runways 24L and 24R with a 

single runway 24 and would handle most of the airport’s Group V aircraft 

(e.g, 777class) and Group VI aircraft (e.g. Airbus 380 class), with other flight 

operations concentrated on the South Airfield. 

The Available Data

The Panel was fortunate to have a wealth of information generated by the simulations 

at NASA-Ames. Experienced controllers worked simulated traffic at LAX--on both 

the North and South Airfields--expected during busy hours based on 2020 forecasts 

prepared by Ricondo Associates with modifications by the Panel. Three visibility 

conditions were simulated:  Daytime Visual, Daytime Instrument, and Night Visual.  

Across the simulation hours, the number of operations by Group VI aircraft—the 

grouping with the largest planes, namely, the Airbus 380-800 and the Boeing 747-8—

varied from two to six. Some of the landings were performed by actual pilots in a
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Boeing 747-400 flight simulator, while other aircraft were landed by “pseudo-pilots” 

using a computer-based interface.

Several types of information and data were collected in the simulations. After the 

sessions, intensive oral and written interviews were conducted with both pilots and 

controllers. Moreover, some “anomalies” were introduced into the simulation to 

provide an alternate perspective on how well the controllers were coping with heavy 

and diverse traffic. For example, some pseudo-pilots were asked deliberately to read 

back controller instructions incorrectly, to see whether the controller noticed and 

corrected the error.  In addition, data were available about the number and duration of 

transmitted messages between pilots and controllers. This information offers some 

insight about controller workload. 

The Panel also thought it important to scrutinize information from several other 

sources, including: 

• FAA projections about the national risk of fatal runway collisions in 2020 

• FAA assessments about the accident-reduction potential of new 

technologies, such as the ASDE-X radar and Runway Status Lights 

• The history of runway incursions on both the South and North Airfields of 

LAX

• The runway incursion history at other US airports besides LAX 

• Worldwide historical data about casualty patterns in fatal runway 

collisions

• Worldwide historical data about runway excursions, in which a single 

aircraft deviates sharply and suddenly from its intended path 

• Data about easterly arrivals at LAX, which were not included in the 

NASA simulation 
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Findings about Safety

The Baseline Case

After much analysis, the Panel unanimously concluded that the existing North 

Airfield will be extremely safe even under traffic levels projected for 2020. More 

specifically:

The Panel estimates that, at 2020 traffic levels, fatal runway collisions on 

the existing North Airfield would occur on average approximately once 

every 200 years. 

The Panel’s reasoning is explained in detail in the report, but a quick synopsis would 

be:

• Various FAA studies imply that, at 2020 traffic levels, fatal runway collisions

would occur at some towered US airport once every eight years. 

• This estimate assumes high effectiveness for new technologies like AMASS 

(Airport Movement Area Safety System) ASDE-X radar and Runway Status 

Lights. (LAX South is one of the very few US airports that have all three 

technologies.)  Thus far, the FAA’s prediction has been justified by events: 

major runway incursions in the US dropped 80% between Fiscal 2000 and 

Fiscal 2009 (from 67 to 12). Furthermore, there have been no fatal runway 

collisions anywhere in the US since March 2000, and the accident on 2/2/91 at 

the LAX North Airfield—nineteen years ago – was the last collision at a 

towered US airport that caused deaths to scheduled airline passengers. 

• To be conservative, the Panel estimated that fatal runway collisions would 

occur at 2020 traffic levels once every four years rather than every eight.   In 

effect, the Panel was assuming twice the level of collision risk estimated by 

FAA.

• But if a fatal runway collision occurred at 2020 traffic levels at one of the US 

towered airports, what is the chance it would take place on the LAX North 
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Airfield rather than elsewhere? The Panel made eight different estimates of 

this probability, based on: 

o The runway incursion history at LAX-North relative to that for the 

entire US 

o The LAX-North share of squared traffic levels in the US, a key metric 

because FAA airport surface risk models assume that risk varies in 

proportion to the square of traffic levels. 

o Safety levels at other US airports that pilots in the NASA-Ames

simulation considered equally safe with LAX-North  (the “peer 

airports”). These peer airports included Atlanta, San Francisco, Miami, 

and New York-JFK.

•  The eight estimates of the chance that a fatal runway collision that took place 

in the US would occur at LAX-North ranged from a low of 1 in 140 to a high 

of 1 in 60.  To be conservative, however, the Panel estimated to be 1 in 50 

(2%) the probability that the venue would be LAX-North. In other words, the 

Panel used a risk estimate for LAX-North that was higher than any that arose 

under its diverse estimation methods. 

• The Panel explored whether the growing frequency of Group VI aircraft on 

the North Airfield might pose incremental collision risk, and concluded that it 

would not. A major reason for this conclusion is that Group V aircraft (the 

largest planes for which there is historical data) have not been involved in 

incursions at LAX to a disproportionate extent. 

•  The Panel then combined its numerical risk estimates.  If: 

o  fatal runway collisions occurred once every four years at some 

towered US airport and

o 1 in 50 of these collisions took place at LAX-North

Then it follows that fatal runway collisions at LAX-North collisions would 

occur every 4x50=200 years. 
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Using the “one in every 200 years estimate,” plus estimates about the casualties in a 

fatal runway collision at LAX North, and data about LAX passenger traffic around 

2020, the Panel reached a further approximation: 

At 2020 traffic levels, the Panel estimates that fatal runway collisions at LAX-

North would claim approximately five lives per decade. Because of the margin of 

error associated with this estimate, a range estimate for the actual rate extends from a 

low of one death per decade to a high of eight deaths per decade. Given that roughly 

750 million passengers would use LAX each decade at 2020 traffic levels, the 

figure “five death per decade” works out to one death per 150 million 

passengers.

The statistic “one in 150 million” is obviously small in absolute terms. It is also 

extremely small relative to other accident risks that US residents face: an American 

baby born today, for example, has approximately a 1 in 100 chance of eventually 

dying in an auto accident. Moreover, the risk is small even relative to the exceedingly 

low risks of passenger air travel: the death risk per flight for US air travelers is 

approximately 1 in 10 million, which is fifteen times the risk that the LAX-North 

runways would present in the baseline case.

The Interim Improvements to the North Airfield (IRSIP)

The Panel explored evidence about whether IRSIP would improve North Airfield 

safety by requiring planes landing on Runway 24R heading towards terminals to cross 

Runway 24L further down the runway. The Panel estimates that the plan could 

increase from 33% to 51% the chance that a departing aircraft on 24L would already 

be airborne at the point where a landing plane blundered onto the takeoff runway. But 

the probability that a landing plane blunders onto 24L might not decrease 

significantly if the new runway exits proposed in IRSIP induce the high runway 

incursion rates associated with taxiways Zulu and AA. Indeed, for planes that now 

use Taxiway Yankee, the data suggest that the risk of incursion might well go up.  

Thus, it is possible that closing Taxiway Yankee would do more harm than good, and 

the matter warrants further study.
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Moving Runway 24R 100 Feet North

Because such a proposal would essentially replicate on the North Airfield what has 

already been done on the South Airfield, the Panel put considerable weight on 

evidence about whether incursions have dropped on the South since its 

reconfiguration.  While only about 18 months of data are at hand about safety under 

the new arrangements, they suggest that the changes have reduced incursion risk on 

the South by about 40%. The apparent reason for the improvement is the new 

centerline taxiway, which causes landing planes to slow down before crossing the 

takeoff runway and which gives controllers greater flexibility in deciding when 

planes landing on Runway 25L should cross Runway 25R. 

The Panel also considered a good deal of other evidence about the effectiveness of a 

100-North configuration. From the NASA-Ames simulation, there were data about 

anomalies and radio communications between tower and pilot, as well as survey 

reactions from pilots and controllers.   There were incursions data from airports other 

than LAX that have configurations similar to 100-North, and there were indications 

that Runway Status Lights might be especially effective when accompanied by a 

centerline taxiway. Some of this evidence suggested that the benefits of 100-North 

would exceed the 40% suggested by South Airfield data, while other evidence 

suggested a benefit less than 40%. The Panel concluded that, on balance:

40% is a reasonable estimate of the reduction in the risk of a fatal runway 

collision on the North Airfield if the existing runways were replaced by a 

100-North configuration. 

Moving Runway 24R 340 Feet North

The Panel considered various data about this option, which has the distinguishing 

feature that its centerline taxiway is far enough from the active runways that Group 

VI aircraft need not require special treatment.   The reconfiguration would also allow 

landing pilots crossing Runway 24L to get a better view than otherwise of departing 

traffic.
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After various analyses, the Panel concluded that 340-North reduces collision risk 

relative to 100-North, but not by an enormous factor (perhaps 25%). Much of the 

benefit of introducing a centerline taxiway would already be achieved with the 100-

North configuration. The Panel estimates that: 

55% is a reasonable estimate of the reduction in the risk of a fatal runway 

collision on the North Airfield if the existing runways were replaced by a 

340-North configuration. 

Moving Runway 24L 340 Feet South

Operationally, this arrangement is similar to 340-North.  But the Panel concluded that 

the safety benefits would be slightly smaller, largely because the NASA simulations 

suggest that ground arrangements associated with revamping the terminals could get 

more complex and demanding for controllers. The Panel estimates that: 

50% is a reasonable estimate of the reduction in the risk of a fatal runway 

collision on the North Airfield if the existing runways were replaced by a 

340’ South configuration.

Moving to a Three-Runway Airport

If there were only one runway on the North Airfield, then planes landing there would 

have no takeoff runways to cross en route to terminals. On the other hand, the North 

Airfield would be perpetually involved in mixed operations, in which landings and 

takeoffs occur on the same runway.   (Mixed operations on the North Airfield would 

occur even under other configurations, but to a much lesser extent.)  Results from the 

NASA simulations and data about other US airports that extensively conduct mixed 

operations suggest that a three-runway configuration would largely achieve the safety 

benefits for which its proponents hope. The Panel estimates that: 

50% is a reasonable estimate of the reduction in the risk of a fatal runway 

collision if the existing North Airfield were replaced by a single Runway 

24 under a three-runway configuration for LAX.
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Capacity Assessment      

The Panel was asked whether the limitations of airport capacity under individual 

configurations of the North Airfield would “unduly impact” the ability of LAX to 

handle the volume and mix of air traffic projected for 2020. Here the experiments at 

NASA-Ames provided quantitative data about how many departures that could be 

achieved under peak traffic conditions, as well as taxi-in and taxi-out times. Across 

the simulation hours, there were variations in weather and visibility conditions and in 

the number of Group VI aircraft, allowing a clearer picture of the sensitivity of 

capacity findings to the background assumptions. 

The Panel concluded that the baseline, 100-North, and 340’ South configurations 

could handle even peak traffic without “unduly” suffering stress and delay.

In the 340-North configuration, however, there was conspicuous improvement in 

capacity over the baseline and 100-North cases. The Panel estimates an annual cost 

savings of $15 million because of the reduction in taxiing times and runway blocking 

operations.  The gain in departure capacity would be modest (perhaps four additional 

operations per hour), but it would open the door to reduced arrival delays. (The study 

did not estimate this size of this benefit.)  Besides a capacity gain, having a centerline 

taxiway allows greater flexibility in handling aircraft and, in particular, Group VI 

aircraft.

The capacity results for the three-runway configuration were less encouraging: the 

reduction in departures observed at NASA could have adverse direct and indirect 

consequences. Given that mixed operations would occur on the North Airfield (i.e., 

landings and takeoffs on the same runway), arranging for departures in the face of 

frequent arrivals would be challenging.   It is also true that the temporary shutdown of 

a runway can cause considerably more disruption when there are only three runways 

rather than four. The Panel fears, therefore, that the capacity limitations in the three-

runway case would be unduly constraining in peak conditions, which would prevail 

for nine hours of the day under the 2020 forecast.
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Caveats

The Panel has never been under any illusion that it could provide exact results rather 

than plausible approximations. Among the reasons for caution are: 

• The 2020 forecasts about traffic levels at LAX, and about the fraction of 

traffic involving Group VI aircraft, are subject to considerable uncertainty. 

• The experiments at NASA-Ames were extremely sophisticated and well 

conducted, but they can only approximate what might happen under various 

configurations of the North Airfield. 

• Data about historical experience are valuable, but there are issues in 

generalizing from other airports to LAX, and from past patterns to those that 

might prevail in the future under new arrangements. Moreover, many of the 

data are subject to the high random variability associated with rare events, a 

circumstance that poses real challenges for statistical estimation. 

One might remember, however, the adage that the perfect is the enemy of the good. 

The Panel believes that the thrust of its conclusions is accurate, and that the 

experiment at NASA-Ames and the review of historical and other data serve to point 

in the right general direction if not at the exact angle. 
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Main Conclusions

The Panel is unanimous on all of the following points: 

• For projected 2020 traffic levels and traffic mix, the LAX North Airfield is 

extremely safe under the current configuration. 

 The Panel estimates that, at 2020 traffic levels, fatal runway collisions would 

occur on the North Airfield at an expected rate of one every 200 years, and 

that such fatal collisions would cause approximately one death for every 150 

million LAX passengers. That level of risk is low even relative to the 

exceptional safety of US passenger aviation.

• All the proposals to create new configurations on the North Airfield would 

reduce by a substantial percentage the risk of a runway collision.

More specifically, the evidence from the NASA-Ames simulation and 

numerous kinds of historical data suggest that: 

o Moving Runway 24R 100 feet North and creating a centerline taxiway 

could reduce collision risk on the North by about 40% relative to the 

baseline.

o  Moving Runway 24R 340 feet North and creating a centerline taxiway 

could reduce collision risk on the North by about 55% relative to the 

baseline.

o  Moving Runway 24L 340 feet South and creating a centerline taxiway 

could reduce collision risk on the North by about 50% relative to the 

baseline.

o Creating a single Runway 24 to replace 24L and 24R could reduce 

collision risk by about 50% relative to the baseline.

• However, because the baseline level of collision risk is so low, reducing that 

risk by a substantial percentage is of limited practical importance.

Aviation at LAX is exceedingly safe. Of the 750 million passengers who would 

use LAX per decade at 2020 traffic levels, only about 80 might be expected to 

SPAS-PC00149

xx

perish in air disasters in the baseline case. Of these 80 deaths, five might occur in 

runway collisions. Reconfiguration of the North runways might be expected to 

reduce total deaths to about 78. 

• In terms of capacity, changes in the configuration could have major effects. 

o Moving to a three-runway configuration could cause huge difficulties, 

even under visual flight conditions.

o Moving to the 340’-North configuration, on the other hand, might 

significantly reduce airport congestion during peak hours and could 

provide appreciable capacity benefits.

• A serious case could be made for building 340-North based on its capacity 

benefits, and it would improve safety. 

But it would be more useful to consider the safety benefits the “icing on the 

cake” rather than the cake itself.

• However, the North Airfield Safety Study was, as the name implies, primarily 

about safety. All things considered, the Panel cannot construct a compelling 

argument on safety grounds alone for reconfiguring the North Airfield.
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1. INTRODUCTION

In April, 2008, Los Angeles World Airports (LAWA) and the North Airfield Safety 

Advisory Committee (NORSAC) agreed to create an Academic Panel, which would conduct the 

North Airfield Safety Study with very substantial assistance from colleagues at NASA-Ames. 

The panel consists of six professors from various universities and various disciplines in Science 

and Engineering, but who have in common a longstanding interest in issues about aviation safety 

and efficiency. The Panel members are:

Arnold Barnett (Chair) MIT Sloan School of Management 

PhD in Mathematics

Michael Ball University of Maryland Smith School of Business

PhD in Operations Research

George Donohue George Mason University

Department of Systems Engineering and Operations Research 

PhD in Mechanical and Aerospace Engineering

Mark Hansen University of California, Berkeley,

Department of Civil and Environmental Engineering

PhD in Civil Engineering

Amedeo Odoni MIT Department of Aeronautics and Astronautics

Department of Civil and Environmental Engineering

PhD in Operations Research

Antonio Trani Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University 

Department of Civil and Environmental Engineering

PhD in Civil Engineering

  Over the past eighteen months, the Panel has considered a host of issues related to safety 

and capacity of the LAX North Airfield, under a variety of configurations that could be adopted 

in the future. A central aspect of its work was an experiment at NASA-Ames in August 2009, in 

which pilots and controllers took part in sophisticated simulations of what might happen on the 

North Airfield in a busy hour in 2020, assuming several different geometries for the runways and 

taxiways. The Panel also considered information about past runway incursions and accidents at 

LAX and elsewhere, about the effectiveness of new technologies meant to enhance runway 

safety, and about the characteristics of LAX operations now and in the past. The Panel recognized 
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from the beginning that it was engaged in an exercise in approximation, which might advance the 

discussion beyond a clash of conjectures about safety and capacity but fall short of exact 

predictions on either topic.

The main findings of the investigation are discussed in detail in this report.  As we will 

describe, the Panel believes that:

• Even at projected 2020 traffic levels, the North Airfield would be extremely safe under 
the existing runway configuration.

• Nearly all the changes to the configuration that the Panel considered would be expected 
to improve safety, and to reduce runway collision risk by an appreciable proportion.

• However, because the baseline level of risk is so low, even reducing it by a significant 
fraction is of limited practical importance.

• Capacity might increase and congestion substantially diminish on the North Airfield 
under certain changes of runway layout. 

In consequence of these assessments, the Panel believes that a case for changing the 

North Airfield might arise from capacity considerations, but that the case for doing so for safety 

reasons alone is not compelling.    A modest improvement in safety might be “the icing on the 

cake” of a reconfiguration undertaken for other reasons, but it would probably not be the cake 

itself.

We begin our work in the next chapter, where we summarize what the Panel was and was 

not asked to do. Then in Chapter 3 we specify the six configurations of the North Airfield that 

were studied  (including two variants of the baseline).   In Chapter 4, we offer an overview of the 

experiment at NASA-Ames; in the following section, we list the other kinds of information that 

the Panel studied. Estimates about the safety of operations at 2020 traffic levels start in Chapter 6 

and continue through Chapter 12, while Chapter 13 offers a detailed overview of findings about 

capacity.  Finally, Chapters 14 through 17 offer caveats, answers to some specific questions 

posed to the Panel, some general observations and suggestions about North Airfield safety, and an 

overview, summary, and conclusions. An Addendum presents nine commentaries about the 

preliminary draft of this study, along with the Panel’s responses to them.  Many specific details 

about the investigation and much background information are presented in the appendices.
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2. THE CHARGE TO THE PANEL 

The Panel proceeded with certain understandings about what was expected of it.    Here 

we articulate those understandings.

2.1. Safety First 

The very fact that the endeavor was called the North Airfield Safety Study (as opposed to 

(say) the North Airfield Safety and Capacity Study) seemed to us to say a great deal about its 

priorities.    We inferred that, above all, LAWA/NORSAC wanted to know whether certain 

configurations of the North Airfield could not guarantee at 2020 traffic levels an acceptably-high 

level of passenger safety.  LAWA/NORSAC also wanted to know whether other configurations 

could do better at meeting high safety standards.

But we also understood that we were not being asked for vague or platitudinous 

assessments.  It would not be enough to say that “X seems safer than Y”; we were asked to 

quantify “how much safer is X than Y?” as well as to specify “how safe was Y in the first place?”

We therefore strived for – and obtained – quantitative estimates of passenger mortality risk in 

various LAX-North runway configurations. We also brought supplementary information to bear 

to offer perspective on the risk estimates and make clearer what the statistics meant

• About absolute risk to LAX passengers

• About relative risk compared to other safety hazards that face Los Angeles residents

• About runway risk relative to other mortality risks that air travelers face

2.2. Capacity Too 

But we were also asked to consider capacity issues about the North Airfield.   We were 

charged with investigating whether the constraints associated with individual runway 

configurations might “unduly impact” the ability of LAX to handle the levels of traffic that were 

projected for 2020. We considered two aspects of capacity that are related but not identical:

(i) Will the airport be able to accommodate the number of landings and takeoffs that 

would be sought at a peak hour, under various plausible assumptions about the fleet 

mix (e.g., about the fraction of operations involving aircraft design group VI

aircraft)?
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(ii) Will the operations that do occur take place expeditiously, or might there be a high 

degree of queuing and other forms of congestion?   (For example, even if flight Z 

takes off as desired in the peak hour, did it do so rapidly or did it spend twenty 

minutes in taxi-out time before takeoff?)

Using information from the NASA Ames simulation and from other sources, we strived 

for specific answers to these questions for every configuration that we considered.

2.3. The Nine Questions 

At the outset, we were given a set of nine questions that it was hoped we would answer the study:

 (1)     What are the causes of past and ongoing runway incursions and surface incidents on the 
LAX North Airfield?

(2)  Are these incursions indicative of a current unacceptable level of risk by the FAA 
safety standards? 

(3) What role does the existing airline fleet of aircraft serving LAX play in the risk of 
runway incursions? 

(4) What roles do airfield marking, lighting, and signage play in the risk of runway 
incursions at LAX? 

(5)  What role does human error play in the risk of runway incursions? What role does 
air traffic control staffing play in the risk of runway incursions? 

(6) What other factors play a role in the risk of runway incursions? 

(7) Why has the South Airfield historically been subject to substantially more runway 
incursions than the North Airfield? 

(8)  Is there a relationship between the LAX North Airfield and South Airfield 
operations and the risk of incursions at the airport in general? If so, is this 
relationship a safety issue or problem? 

(9) Will the planned airline fleet of aircraft have an impact on the LAX North 
Airfield operations? If so, is this a safety issue or problem? 

In the body of our report, we address most of these questions directly or indirectly.   But 

we devote a section (Section 15) to offering succinct summaries of our responses to the 

nine questions. 
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What the Panel Was Not Asked

We understood from the beginning that our assignment was not open-ended. We were not 

asked to consider the environmental implications of operating the North Airfield under different 

configurations, or the potential consequences on communities that border LAX.   Nor were we 

asked to discuss how desires for a “balanced airfield” between North and South affect the 

attractiveness of particular configurations. And we were not expected to estimate the dollar cost 

of reconfiguring the North Airfield in various ways.    
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3. ALTERNATE CONFIGURATIONS FOR THE NORTH AIRFIELD 

This section presents a brief overview of alternative configurations considered in this 

study. Overall, six alternatives or configurations were studied and modeled using the NASA 

Ames Research Center FutureFlight Central (FFC) and a series of external computer models and 

analyses performed by the Academic Panel. NORSAC provided four configurations for analysis: 

1) Baseline, 2) moving runway 24L 340 South (340-South) with a center taxiway and a linear 

terminal configuration in the North airfield, 3) moving runway 24R 100 feet North (100-North) 

with a center taxiway, and 4) moving runway 24R North (340-North) with a center taxiway. 

Further description from NORSAC indicated the desirability to study all Group VI aircraft (ADG 

VI) operations in the South (called Baseline-S in this report). This effectively produced five 

alternatives. The Academic Panel also considered other options early on, including an End-

Around Taxiway design (EAT) with a 52-foot depressed end-around taxiway for runway 24R. 

This would have allowed ADG VI operations around the depressed taxiway without affecting 

departure operations on runway 24L. The idea was not investigated further. The Academic Panel 

considered a sixth alternative for the airport, which was suggested at one of the earlier meetings 

with NORSAC. This alternative replaces the North Airfield’s two runways with a single runway 

with well-designed supporting infrastructure, such as high-speed runway exits and parallel 

taxiways allowing expeditious service on the single runway for both departures and arrivals. 

3.1. Baseline

The baseline configuration is the existing configuration of the North Airfield with minor 

upgrades in terms of runway status lights. The Baseline alternative is shown graphically in Figure 

3-1. Runway 24R is the primary arrival runway with a runway length of 8,925 feet and 150 feet in 

width. The runway has 50 foot stabilized shoulders to accommodate ADG VI aircraft for both 

landings and departures. Due to its length, Runway 24R would not be expected to support ADG 

VI departure operations. Runway 24L would remain at 10,285 feet long and 150 feet wide. 

Shoulders are 50 feet wide allowing unrestricted ADG VI operations according to a modification 

of standards approved by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA). Figure 3-1 shows the 

locations of runway status lights in the North Airfield. Taxiways Echo-8 (E8) and Victor (V) 

leading to runway 24L would be protected with runway-entrance lights (RELs) if runway 24L is 

unsafe for entry or crossing. The Runway 24L threshold has Takeoff-Hold Lights (THLs) as 

indicated by the long red line starting at Runway 24L threshold in Figure 3-1. Runway exits 

Yankee (Y), Zulu (Z) and Alpha-Alpha (AA) have runway-entrance lights (RELs) to signal 
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aircraft if runway 24L is unsafe for entry or crossing. On the South airfield runways 25R and 25L 

remain unmodified at 12,091 x 150 feet and 11,095 x 200 feet, respectively. Runway 25L is 

compliant with ADG VI criteria in terms of the runway width and length. The South airfield has a 

75-foot center taxiway located 400 feet from both runways 25L and 25R. The separation of the 

center taxiway is compliant with ADG V only under visibility conditions at or above 3/4 mile 

according to FAA design standards (FAA, 2010). The center taxiway separation does not meet 

FAA design standards to handle ADG VI independently. The current FAA criteria for ADG VI 

requires 500 feet separation between runway centerline and parallel taxiways for runways with 

approaches down to ½ mile plus adjustment to clear the runway Obstacle Free Zone (OFZ) 

surface. If the approach minima are lower than ½ mile, the FAA requires 550 feet plus correction 

for OFZ surface clearance.

ADG VI landings in the South require special attention by the ATC local controllers. 

Once an ADG VI aircraft is on the center taxiway, it blocks departures on 25R until the aircraft 

has crossed runway 25R and cleared the runway Obstacle Free Area (OFA). The South offers an 

extra challenge for ATC ground controllers because the distance between taxiway Bravo (B) and 

runway 25R does not allow simultaneous taxiing of ADG VI on Bravo and a departure on 25R.

The distance between runway 25L and taxiway Bravo is 350 feet. Current work by LAWA on 

taxiway Charlie (C) should address some of these operational limitations. During the FFC 

simulations the Academic Panel asked NASA to locate runway-entrance lights (RELs) on the 

South at taxiway locations Mike (M), Papa (P), Tango (T), and Uniform (U) leading from center 

taxiway Hotel (H) to runway 25R. Similarly, FFC simulations had runway-entrance lights (RELs)

located at taxiways Foxtrot (F) and Bravo (B) leading to runway 25R from the North. Finally, the 

Baseline scenario has Takeoff-Hold Lights (THLs) on runway 25R.

The Baseline configuration has a total 153 gates in ten different terminal complexes. 

Figure 3-2 illustrates the gate configuration provided by LAWA simulating the gate configuration 

expected in the year 2020. The appendix lists the gate compatibility with various aircraft and 

provides the gate naming nomenclature used in the study. Terminals 1-8 exist today. The West-

side of the Tom Bradley International Terminal (TBIT) and the Midfield Terminal (MID) are new 

additions to the airport assumed to be in place in year 2020.
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Figure 3-1:  Los Angeles International Airport Baseline Alternative. Source: 
LAWA and HNTB (2009).

Figure 3-2:  Los Angeles International Airport Gate Layout for Alternatives 
Baseline, 340-North, 100-North, and 3R (source: LAWA, 2009).
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3.2. Baseline with Interim Runway Safety Improvement Project (IRSIP) 

This configuration is an adaptation of the Baseline alternative. The Academic Panel was 

asked to look at this alternative late in July 2009 when the FFC experiments were ready to start. 

This configuration was not modeled in NASA’s FutureFlight Central due to time constraints. The 

analysis presented in Section 7 of the report uses analytical techniques to examine the potential 

safety benefit of this alternative.

The basic idea of IRSIP is to move taxiway Zulu further downstream on runway 24R and 

create a new high-speed exit called AA1. The old Zulu and Yankee runway exits will be closed 

creating three similar high-speed runway exits on runway 24R. The change attempts to move 

possible runway incursions further downstream to the last one-third of runway 24L. Figure 3-3 

illustrates the new layout of IRSIP.  

Figure 3-3:  Proposed Interim Runway Safety Improvements in the North Airfield. 
Source: LAWA and HNTB (2009).

3.3. Runway 24R Moved 100 feet North with Centerline Taxiway (100-North) 

This configuration duplicates the current conditions of the South airfield in the North. 

Runway 24R is moved 100 feet to the North allowing a placement of a new center taxiway 

between runways 24R and 24L as shown in Figure 3-4. The layout shown in the figure predates 

the time when NASA and the Academic Panel became involved in this study. As originally 

proposed, runway 06L-24R would have a total of five runway exit locations for landings to the 

West. Runway exits Kilo-3 (K3) and Kilo-4 (K4) are high-speed exit locations leading to center 

taxiway Kilo (K). Runway exits Bravo-Bravo (BB), Charlie-Charlie (CC) and Delta-Delta (DD) 

are three right-angle runway exits further downstream on runway 24R. Runway 24R would be 

extended to 10,286 feet to protect landings from the East. A displaced threshold is provided for 

landings to the East on runway 06L. The length of the displaced threshold on 06L is 
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approximately 850 feet long. Three runway exits are provided for East arrivals to runway 06L-

24R. The study did not simulate East flow arrivals as they represent only 5% of the total 

operations at LAX. 

Runway 24L is extended to a total of 11,563 feet long (see Figure 3-4). The first 1,250 

feet of threshold 24L constitute a displaced threshold but are usable for departures. A new 

taxiway (Echo-7) is built as an extension to existing taxiway Echo. Echo-7 provides access to 

threshold 24L for departures. Both North runways retain their 150-foot width and 50-foot 

shoulders allowing ADG VI operations. Runway 24L has an 850-foot displaced threshold on 

runway end 06R. This provides protection for approaches from the East. A full center taxiway 

Kilo is present in this scenario. Kilo has a total of eight perpendicular taxiways to cross runway 

24L. For the purpose of the FFC simulation, the location and placement of runway status lights in 

the 100-North configuration at crossing taxiways W, Y, Z, AA, and BB.  These locations were 

selected based on our prediction models for runway exit use with landings on runway 24R. In 

FFC simulations runway exits CC and DD were never used. The South airfield follows the same 

configuration described in Section 3.1 for the Baseline alternative.

Figure 3-4:  Los Angeles International Airport Alternative 100-North. Source: 
LAWA and HNTB (2009).

Operationally, 100-North would mirror operations of the South airfield today with a few 

exceptions. Three operational issues in the 100-North are: 1) the staggered thresholds 24L and 

24R require ATC wake vortex separations between arrivals and departures; 2) the distance 

between inboard runway 24L and parallel taxiway Echo (i.e., 400 feet) provides more flexibility 

to ATC ground controllers compared to the South airfield; and 3) a restriction on the number of 

SPAS-PC00149
11

ADG VI aircraft in the first 3,000 feet of taxiway Echo if an inboard arrival is to be processed. 

The handling of ADG-VI on the centerline taxiway has similar restrictions as those described for 

the South in Section 13.1.

The 100-North configuration has a total of 153 gates in ten different terminal complexes. 

Figure 3-2 illustrates the gate configuration provided by LAWA for operations in the year 2020. 

The gate configuration is similar to that of the Baseline alternatives described in Section 3.1.

3.4. Runway 24R Moved 340 feet North with Centerline Taxiway (340-North) 

This configuration moves Runway 24R 340 feet to the North allowing a placement of a 

new center taxiway between runways 24R and 24L 520 feet from either runway. The layout of 

340-North is shown in Figure 3-5. The layout shown in the figure predates the time when NASA 

and the Academic Panel became involved in this study. As originally proposed by the HNTB and 

LAWA, runway 06L-24R would have a total of five runway exit locations for landings to the 

West. Runway exits Kilo-3 (K3) and Kilo-4 (K4) are high-speed exit locations leading to center 

taxiway Kilo (K). Runway exits Bravo-Bravo (BB), Charlie-Charlie (CC) and Delta-Delta (DD) 

are three right-angle runway exits further downstream on runway 24R. Runway 24R would be 

extended to 10,286 feet to protect landings from the East. A displaced threshold is provided for 

landings to the East on runway 06L. The length of the displaced threshold on 06L is 

approximately 850 feet long. Strangely for this configuration, only two runway exits are provided 

for East arrivals to runway 06L-24R. The study did not simulate East flow arrivals as they 

represent only 5% of the total operations at LAX. 

Runway 24L is extended to a total of 11,563 feet long (see Figure 3-5). Similar to 100-

North, the first 1,250 feet of runway 24L constitute a displaced threshold but are usable for 

departures. A new taxiway (Echo-7) is built as an extension to existing taxiway Echo. Echo-7

provides access to threshold 24L for departures. Both North runways have 150-foot widths and 

50-foot shoulders allowing ADG VI operations. Runway 24L has an 850-foot displaced threshold 

on runway end 06R. This provides protection for approaches from the East. A partial center 

taxiway Kilo is present in this scenario. This inconsistency compared to 100-North has no effect 

on the outcome of FFC simulations because only West-flow arrivals were modeled. Kilo has a 

total of nine perpendicular taxiways to cross runway 24L. For the purpose of the FFC simulation, 

the locations and placements of runway status lights in the 100-North configuration are crossing 

taxiways W, Y, Z, AA, and BB.  These locations were selected based on our prediction models 
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for runway exit use with landings on runway 24R. The South airfield follows the same 

configuration described in Section 3.1 for the Baseline alternative.

Operationally, 340-North allows ADG VI aircraft to taxi on the center taxiway (Kilo) 

without affecting departure operations on the inboard runway (24L) 99.55% of the time at LAX 

(FAA ASPM records, 2009). According to the current FAA airport design criteria, ADG VI 

aircraft require 500-foot separation between runway centerline and parallel taxiways for runways 

with approaches of no less than ½ mile plus adjustment to clear the runway Obstacle Free Zone 

(OFZ) surface (FAA, 2010). The OFZ adjustment for an Airbus A380-800 with a critical tail 

height of 80 feet is around 20 extra feet beyond the 500 feet minimum thus requiring a total of 

520 feet between runway and parallel taxiway centerline to satisfy the FAA design criteria. This 

alternative and 340-South (see Section 3.5) are the only alternatives that meet the FAA standard 

for ADG VI aircraft.

The 340-North configuration has a total of 153 gates in ten different terminal complexes. 

Figure 3-2 illustrates the gate configuration provided by LAWA for operations in the year 2020. 

The gate configuration is similar to that of the Baseline alternatives described in Section 3.1.

Figure 3-5:  Los Angeles International Airport Alternative 340-North. Source: 
LAWA and HNTB (2009).

3.5. Runway 24L Moved 340 feet South with Centerline Taxiway (340-South) 

This configuration moves Runway 24L 340 feet to the South and adds a new center 

taxiway between runways 24R and 24L that is 520 feet equidistant from both runways. The 

layout of 340-South shown in Figure 3-6, predates the time when NASA and the Academic Panel 

became involved in this study. As originally proposed by the HNTB and LAWA, runway 06L-
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24R would have a total five runway exit locations for landings to the West. Runway exits Kilo-3

(K3) and Kilo-4 (K4) are high-speed exit locations leading to center taxiway Kilo (K). Runway 

exits Bravo-Bravo (BB), Charlie-Charlie (CC) and Delta-Delta (DD) are three right-angle runway 

exits further downstream on runway 24R. Runway 24R would be extended to 10,286 feet to 

protect landings from the East. A displaced threshold is provided for landings to the East on 

runway 06L. The length of the displaced threshold on 06L is approximately 850 feet long. In this 

configuration, only two runway exits are provided for East arrivals to runway 06L-24R. The 

study did not simulate East flow arrivals as they represent only 5% of the total operations at LAX. 

Runway 24L is extended to a total of 11,563 feet (see Figure 3-6) similar to 100-North 

and 340-North. The first 1,250 feet of runway 24L constitute a displaced threshold usable for 

departures only. A new taxiway (Echo-7) is built as an extension to existing taxiway Echo. Echo-

7 provides access to threshold 24L for departures. Both North runways have 150-foot widths and 

50-foot shoulders allowing ADG VI operations. Runway 24L has an 850-foot displaced threshold 

on runway end 06R. This provides protection for approaches from the East. A partial center 

taxiway Kilo is present in this scenario. This inconsistency compared with 100-North has no 

effect on the outcome of FFC simulations because only West-flow arrivals were studied. Kilo has 

a total of eight perpendicular taxiways to cross runway 24L. For the purpose of the FFC 

simulation, the location and placement of runway status lights in the 100-North configuration are 

crossing taxiways W, Y, Z, AA, and BB.  These locations were selected based on our prediction 

models for runway exit use with landings on runway 24R. The South airfield follows the same 

configuration described in Section 3.1 for the Baseline alternative.

Operationally, 340-South has similar advantages with 340-North. This alternative allows 

ADG VI aircraft to taxi on the center taxiway (Kilo) without affecting departure operations on the 

inboard runway (24L) 99.55% of the time at LAX (FAA ASPM records, 2009). This alternative 

and 340-North (see Section 3.4) are the only alternatives that meet the FAA standard for ADG VI 

aircraft.

The 340-South configuration has a total of 153 gates in eight different terminal 

complexes. Terminals T1, T2 and T3 are replaced by a new linear terminal with 14 gates capable 

of handling ADG VI and ADG VI aircraft. Figure 3-7 shows the airport configuration for 340-

South. This the only configuration studied with the linear terminal (LIN) in the North. 
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Figure 3-6:  Los Angeles International Airport Alternative D (340’ South). Source: 
LAWA and HNTB (2009).

Figure 3-7: Los Angeles International Airport Gate Layout for Alternative Baseline, 
340-South (source: LAWA, 2009).

3.6. Single Runway 24 on the North Airfield 

This configuration keeps Runway 24R at its present location in the North. Runway 24L is 

converted to a parallel taxiway (700 feet separation from centerline of runway 24R to taxiway 

Kilo). Echo is retained as an additional parallel taxiway and is located 450 feet from taxiway Kilo. 

The layout of 3R is shown in Figure 3-8. The design of a single runway is optimized for the 

aircraft fleet mix expected at LAX in the year 2020. The Academic Panel used the Runway Exit 

Design Interactive Model (REDIM 3.0) (Trani et al, 2001) to locate three 30-degree, high-speed 
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runway exits that will minimize runway occupancy time for arrivals. The design is to reduce 

Runway Occupancy Time (ROT) and thus maximize the gaps between arrivals allowing a 

maximum number of departures from a single runway. These runway exists are labeled Yankee, 

Zulu and AA but they bear little resemblance to their predecessors. These are high-speed runway 

exits with a 1,400-foot spiral to accommodate ADG VI aircraft up to 60-knot exit speeds. A 

detailed design of the high-speed runway exits is shown in Figure 3-9. Three right-angle runway 

exits are retained from the previous configurations at the end of runway 24R (taxiways BB, CC 

and DD). High-speed runway exits are 100 feet wide to improve their utilization at higher speeds.

Taxiways Kilo and Echo are ADG VI compliant with 100-foot width. Ten crossing 

taxiways provide quick access to the gates from Kilo or Echo. In this alternative, Runway 24R 

would be extended to 10,286 feet to protect landings from the East. A displaced threshold is 

provided for landings to the East on runway 06L. The length of the displaced threshold on 06L is 

approximately 850 feet long. In this configuration, four runway exits (2 high-speed and 2 right-

angle) are provided for East arrivals to runway 06L-24R. Runway 24R is 200 feet wide and is 

fully compliant with ADG VI design criteria. Shoulders are 40 feet wide on each side. 

The 3R configuration has a total of 153 gates in ten different terminal complexes. Figure 

3-2 illustrates the gate configuration provided by LAWA for operations in the year 2020. The 

gate configuration is similar to that of the Baseline alternatives described in Section 3.1 of this 

report.
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Figure 3-8:  Los Angeles International Airport Alternative 3R. Source: Academic 
Panel Design, Drawing by HNTB (2009).

Figure 3-9:  Detail Design for High-Speed Runway Exits for Alternative 3R. Source: 
Academic Panel.
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4. EXPERIMENTS AT NASA AMES RESEARCH CENTER 

4.1. Introduction

An important component of the North Airfield study consisted of a series of experiments 

conducted at FutureFlight Central (FFC), a simulation facility located at NASA Ames Research 

Center. This chapter describes the FFC facility and the experimental design methodology used by 

the Academic Panel and NASA to carry out the experiments. Section 4.2 provides background on 

FFC its capabilities. This sets the stage for the description of the design and conduct of the 

experiments undertaken for the present study.

4.2. NASA Ames Simulation Facility

The FutureFlight Central is a complex tower simulator housed at NASA’s Ames 

Research Center. FutureFlight Central consists of a full 360-degree out-of-window view 

simulation facility that can simulate a control tower cab of any large airport in the U.S. (see 

Figure 4-1). The facility allows controllers and pilots to experience new airfield layouts, 

operating procedures, and technologies in order to assess their impacts on the safety and 

efficiency of airfield operations, as well as workload. The simulations employ a detailed and 

highly realistic 3-D airport visual model displayed on twelve projection screens, simulated radar 

displays similar to those used in the actual tower, 3-D models that closely replicate the 

appearance and performance of a wide range of aircraft types, and human pseudo-pilots who 

control these aircraft. Pseudo-pilots control several aircraft at once, using a plan view display. For 

this study the FFC was integrated with a NASA Ames Boeing 747-400 full motion simulator. The 

Boeing 747-400 simulator replicates all the functionality of a real aircraft (including a full motion 

based providing 3-degrees of freedom). The Boeing 747-400 simulator is certified at the highest 

level of realism (level D) and is housed at the nearby Crew-Vehicle Systems Research Facility, so 

that the same scenario can be experienced from the cockpit as well as the control tower.

As in a real control tower, the pilot and pseudo-pilot are given instructions by tower 

controllers, using a voice communication system that includes channels equivalent to the tower 

radio frequencies.

An extensive set of data is recorded throughout a simulation run. Detailed recordings of 

aircraft movements, radio communications and non-transmitted voice communication between 

controllers are made. In addition, simulation participants are typically debriefed at the end of each 

simulation run using a written questionnaire and an oral discussion. The Academic Panel 
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designed both pilot and air traffic control surveys in consultation with NASA to evaluate various 

safety aspects of each simulation run.

4.3. Past LAX Studies performed at FutureFlight Central 

Three previous studies concerning LAX were performed at FFC. The studies are termed 

Phase I, II, and III, and were performed between 2001 and 2003. The Phase I study (NASA, 

2001a) was conducted in February, 2001. Its purpose was to evaluate possible remedies for 

runway incursions, from changes in airfield geometry to new control techniques and pilot 

procedures. Phase I was specifically aimed at assessing “whether the FFC simulation was 

sufficiently representative of LAX operations, such that FFC could be used to study the impact of 

the alternatives proposed in Phase II on operations at LAX.” It was concluded that the FFC 

simulations were sufficiently realistic, based upon controllers’ direct assessments of the degree of 

realism, their assessments of workload relative to that at LAX, and comparisons of throughput, 

taxi times, runway occupancy times, and communications activity between LAX and FFC.

Phase II (NASA, 2001b) was the first of the LAX studies that, like the current one, 

evaluated possible measures to improve safety. Alternatives included swapping arrival and 

departure runways, having two local controllers on the south side, and several variants that

involved extending a taxiway (B16) to allow some or all departures on 25L to avoid crossing 25R. 

Assessment was based on controller subjective ratings of workload, efficiency, and runway 

incursion risk, as well as measured departure rates, taxi times, and frequency utilization. The 

simulations yielded two clear “winners,” both involving the taxiway extension. These alternatives 

had the most favorable ratings with regard to efficiency and incursion risk, as well as the highest 

peak departure rates. The taxiway extension idea was not implemented, because FAA declined to 

grant permission for departures on 25R to proceed while aircraft crossed in front of it on B16.

Phase III, conducted in 2003, evaluated a new centerline taxiway on the South Airfield 

(NASA, 2003). The aim of this study, like several others conducted at FutureFlight Central, was 

to confirm the acceptability of a planned airfield change, in this case the centerline taxiway. 

Controller surveys revealed that the reconfiguration increased workload and reduced rated 

efficiency for the ground controller, while having the opposite effects for the local controller. 

Controller assessments of the impact of the center taxiway on the potential for runway incursions 

were also mixed, with ground controllers perceiving a slight increase in potential and local 

controllers a slight decrease. Departure throughput was unaffected except under IFR, where it 

decreased by 8%, while taxi times generally increased.
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It is important to appreciate that these prior studies had different purposes than the one 

presented here. Phase I was a validation exercise. Phase II was intended to give preliminary 

assessments to several concepts, some of which would then be subject to extensive further review. 

Phase III was designed to confirm that a particular course of action that had already been virtually 

decided upon was acceptable. It is interesting to note that if the Phase III study had been the sole 

basis for deciding whether to build the centerline taxiway on the south, that option might well 

have been rejected. Given this background, it is understandable that, valuable as the FutureFlight 

Simulations were to the Academic Panel’s work, it was also necessary to tap other sources of 

information to fulfill the aims of the study. This is the subject of Chapter 5.

Figure 4-1:  NASA Ames Research Center FutureFlight Central. Source: A. A. 
Trani (2009).

4.4. FFC Experiments Performed for this Study 

Description of ATC Controller Positions 

A group of six LAX controllers each worked fourteen one-hour scenarios over a seven-

day period. The complete schedule of the scenarios scheduled in FFC is shown in Appendix G of 

the report. The FFC simulations required staff on both North and South Airfields similar to the 

actual LAX tower.  The following five positions were staffed by controllers during the simulation:

LC-1: Local Controller, South side (South Local)

LC-2: Local Controller, North side (North Local)
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GC-1: Ground Controller, South side (South Ground)

GC-2: Ground Controller, North side (North Ground)

GC-3: Ground Controller, Mid-field (Mid-field Ground)

Due to the complexity of the future airport midfield terminal and the added gate positions 

behind the Tom Bradley International terminal, a dedicated ground control position was created 

in each simulation (GC-3). A local assistant controller was also present on the North side of the 

field. A tower supervisor was also present during all runs. The tower supervisor and the local 

assistant controller acted as a neutral party in the simulation and their performance was not 

evaluated in this study. The supervisor position was staffed by two experienced LAX air traffic 

controllers with many years of experience. The frequencies assigned to each position are shown 

in Table 4-1.

Table 4-1: LAX Tower Frequencies and ATC Control Positions Assigned in the 
FFC Experiment.

Position Name Frequency (Mhz) Airfield Side

Ground Control GC-1 121.75 South

Local Control LC-1 120.95 South

Ground Control GC-2 121.65 North

Local Control LC-2 133.95 North

Ground Control GC-3 126.25 Midfield

The FFC tower simulator setup showing the staffed air traffic positions is shown in 

Figure 4-2. A total of three sets of air traffic controllers participated in the study. All North 

controller positions involved former LAX tower controllers. Most of the South controllers were 

also former LAX although some had experience at other large hub airports in the country 

(Phoenix and San Francisco). The investigation focuses on the North controllers. In general, as it 

will be shown in Section 13.3 of the report, the North controllers performed better in terms of 

handling more traffic more efficiently than South controllers. 
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Figure 4-2:  NASA Ames FutureFlight Central: Tower Cab Layout Used in the 
Experiments. Source: NASA Ames Research Center.

Description of the Boeing 747-400 Flight Simulator 

The Boeing 747-400 flight simulator used in this study represents a state-of-the-art 

training simulator certified at the highest level of realism (level D). The simulator has a full-

motion base allowing realistic replication of aircraft acceleration onset rates. The simulator has a 

Vital Multiview visual display system capable of displaying 180 degrees laterally and 40 degrees 

vertically (see Figure 4-3). The Boeing 747-400 simulator is housed at the nearby Crew-Vehicle 

Systems Research Facility at NASA Ames Research Center. For this experiment, a total of ten 

Boeing 747-400 or Boeing 777-200 test pilots participated in the evaluation of various airport 

configurations. The Boeing 747-400 requires a crew of two. In each flight a “neutral” pilot would 

accompany the test pilot to manage systems similar to a revenue flight. Pilots were asked to fly 

approaches to LAX airport joining the final approach sequence at 5,000 feet and 17 miles out of 

runway 24R and then fly a standard final approach procedure, land and taxi to a prescribed gate 

on the Midfield terminal. 

SPAS-PC00149

254



22

Figure 4-3:  NASA Ames Boeing 747-400 Flight Simulator. Source: NASA Ames 
Research Center Web Site.

4.5. Experimental Design  

The Academic Panel, in extensive consultation with their NASA colleagues, designed a 

set of simulation runs that addressed the questions it was charged to answer. The design 

attempted to balance the various factors that had to be addressed with the limited number of runs 

that could be performed. Factors incorporated into the design included:

• North airfield alternative. All the alternatives were simulated except for the 

baseline with relocated exits, which was not originally a part of the study;

• Visibility. Three visibility conditions, Daytime Visual, Daytime Instrument, and 

Nighttime Visual, were included. Experiments with all three conditions were run 

for five of the six alternatives. The exception was Baseline with Design Group VI 

aircraft operations restricted to the South Airfield, which was not simulated in 

Nighttime conditions;

• Design Group VI Operations. Experiments with 2, 4, and 6 Design Group VI 

Operations were run;
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• Controller Team. To obtain reliable results, it was necessary to have more than 

one controller team participate in the experiments. We had three teams. Team 

members were retired tower controllers with experience at major airports, 

including LAX, SFO, and DFW.

Given the number of factors and factor levels involved, it was not possible to simulate 

every combination. To do so for a single alternative would require 3 (visibility conditions) x 3 

(design group VI traffic levels) x 3 (controller teams) =27 runs, while fewer than 60 total runs 

were available. To economize on runs, combinations were selected so as to avoid systematic 

correlation between any two factors. In practice, this meant than every team saw every alternative 

three times, under every visibility condition (with the exception for the Baseline South alternative 

already noted), and under every level of design group VI operations, but that for a given team and 

alternative the visibility condition was correlated with the number of group VI aircraft. These 

correlations varied across teams and alternatives so that across the entire set of runs they were 

eliminated. Table 4-2 identifies the specific runs conducted.

Table 4-2: Experimental Design Table.
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Anomalies were also included in the experiments. These were scripted “mistakes” by the 

pseudo pilots requiring an appropriate response from the controllers. The mistakes included 

failure to call in by a pilot on approach, incorrect read-backs of controller instructions, and busted 

hold lines. It was important that these anomalies, while scripted, be unpredictable to the 

controllers. To accomplish this, randomization was employed to, first, determine the numbers of 
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different anomalies that would be scripted into each run, and, second, decide which specific 

flights would commit the mistakes. For busted hold-lines and some read-back errors, 

improvisation on the part of the pseudo-pilots was required, since the mistake could only be made 

in certain circumstances. (For example, a hold-line could not be busted if there were no 

instruction to hold.) The pseudo-pilots fulfilled this responsibility—an additional burden for a job 

that is quite difficult to begin with—admirably.

4.6. Demand Scenarios for FFC Experiments  

The Academic Panel designed each one of the 54 detailed scenarios ran in the FFC 

simulation. These scenarios involve a full description of the following items: 1) aircraft assigned 

to each arrival stream, 2) aircraft injection times into the simulation (both arrivals and departures), 

3) aircraft types and company liveries to reproduce a projected demand scenario, 4) gate 

assignment for both arrivals and departures and 5) Standard Instrument Departures (SIDs) for 

every flight departing LAX. The Academic Panel worked with LAX controllers Kurt 

Rammelsberg and Elliot Brand as well as with NASA Ames personnel, Betty Silva, Mike 

Madson, and Boris Rabin, to understand many technical aspects of the simulation and the LAX 

airport procedures before embarking in the demand generation task. The Academic Panel relied 

on Performance Data Analysis and Reporting System (PDARS) radar data to understand aircraft 

operational procedures in and out of the LAX airport. A sample departure track analysis 

performed by the Academic Panel for the South airfield is shown in Figure 4-4. The demand 

scenarios created by the Panel attempted to replicate current procedures flown at LAX with 

higher demand loads expected in the year 2020. The Academic Panel also examined the 

LAWA/Ricondo demand scenarios proposed for year 2020 at the airport (see Figure 4-5). 

In creating demand sets for FFC simulations we struck a balance between arrival and 

departures for every scenario. For example, during a typical one-hour FFC simulation run, 

between 77 and 80 arrivals are scheduled for the one-hour period. According to Figure 4-5, 

LAWA expects 147 operations in the peak hour in the year 2020. Note that there are 9 hours 

during the design day with more than 127 operations per hour. Note that during the highest loads 

of the design day, the 2020 demand schedule calls for an almost equal number of arrivals and 

departures. This fact was maintained in the FFC simulations. The LAWA/Ricondo design day has 

a fleet mix fraction shown in Figure 4-6.
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Figure 4-4:  Typical South Airfield Departure Tracks. PDARS Data (2007).

Figure 4-5:  LAWA/Ricondo LAX Baseline Demand Scenario (2009).
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The Panel used the baseline demand as an initial guideline. However, we deviated from 

the baseline demand to account for recent trends in fleet mix at both the National and local levels. 

For example, the LAWA/Ricondo demand included numerous flights by small aircraft 

prominently with Embraer 120 aircraft in 2020 (i.e., 11% of aircraft in the small wake class). The 

Panel judged that such aircraft will be mostly retired from the fleet and we substitute for larger 

turboprop aircraft (Aerospatiale ATR 72). The result of such substitution is an increase in the size 

of aircraft to larger wake classes with a corresponding reduction in arrival capacity at the airport. 

Similarly, we reason that many Boeing 757-200 aircraft will be retired in 2020 (a verifiable trend 

today in the US fleet) and thus substituted some Boeing 757-200 operations for Boeing 737-800

and Boeing 787-8 “Dreamliners”. 

Figure 4-6:  LAWA/Ricondo 2007 and 2020 Aircraft Wake Class Distribution.

Aircraft Performance Data

Whenever possible, the Academic Panel scrutinized FFC flight profile data to verify the 

realism of the simulator for aircraft arrivals. Using PDARS radar data the Panel determined 

average approach speed profiles in the sections of airspace where aircraft were “injected” 17 

miles from runways 24R and 25L at 5,200 feet. Using such data, the Panel asked NASA to update 

the aircraft performance parameters for all aircraft modeled in the simulation. This provided 

added realism as every aircraft flew a unique approach profile similar to those observed in the 

field.
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Air Traffic Separations Analysis to Generate FFC Arrival Data 

The PDARS radar data was also used by the Panel to derive realistic aircraft in-trail 

separations. Using a full day of radar data, the Academic Panel derived cumulative density 

functions similar to that shown in Figure 4-7 to set aircraft-aircraft arrival separations at LAX 

during high-demand periods. These arrival separations were used to create arrival times for each 

aircraft arrival at the airspace injection points in the FFC simulation. We also developed a Monte 

Carlo simulation model to derive optimal procedures for the 3R configuration. This configuration 

is described in Sections 3 and 10 of the report.

Figure 4-7:  Cumulative Density Functions of Distance Between Successive Arrivals. 

PDARS Data. Academic Panel Analysis.

Methodology to Generate FFC Traffic Data 

Using the information gathered in the field and from various sources as described above, 

we created 54 detailed scenarios representing 54 operational hours for the LAX airport in the year 

2020. Section 4-5 explained the experimental design process used to set control variables in the 

simulation process. Control variables in the experiment were weather conditions (VMC, Night 

and IMC), number of design group VI aircraft (2,4 and 6), and 6 North airfield configurations. 

Figure 4-8 illustrates a flowchart to show the steps needed to generate each one of the 54 

scenarios. First we extracted the baseline demand data from fast-time simulation studies done by 

Ricondo for LAWA. The demand follows the same profile as that shown in Figure 4-5. Since 

FFC simulations lasted one hour, we selected individual peak hour periods to emulate in the FFC 

SPAS-PC00149
29

simulation. Aircraft substitutions are made to this baseline demand based on fleet mix trend 

analysis performed by the Academic Panel. We then assign the number of ADG VI aircraft to the 

modified hourly schedule and calculate arrival times to the runway threshold. Using the observed 

separation criteria at the airport, we back track the runway arrival times to create injection times 

in the airspace for arrivals and gate push back times for departures. This process requires some 

heuristics to balance the use of gates across all terminal complexes. Random events are 

introduced according to probabilities sampled from real events as described in section 4-5. A few 

more checks are done after the steps in Figure 4-8 are completed to assign departure routes and 

still balance the use of gates at LAX.

Figure 4-8:  Methodology to Derive FFC Demand Schedule.
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5. OTHER EVIDENCE CONSIDERED BY THE PANEL 

The Panel supplemented the valuable information from the NASA simulations with other 

evidence that allows a fuller picture.   The additional information utilized is described briefly in 

the following sections.

5.1. The Runway Incursion History at LAX 

We studied incursions in recent years on both the North and South Airfields.   We noted 

in particular:

• what happened

• where on the runways or taxiways the incursions occurred

•  what kinds of aircraft (and other vehicles) were involved

•  whether operations were in Easterly or Westerly flow

• the severity of the incursion (under the A, B, C, D classification scheme used by 
FAA, which we describe in Section 7).      

5.2. The Runway Collision on the LAX North Airfield on 2/2/91  

The collision on Runway 24-L between a landing US Air jet and a SkyWest commuter 

plane killed 34 people in the worst runway accident in US aviation history.   We 

considered the circumstances of the event, and the effectiveness of measures taken to 

prevent a recurrence.

5.3. LAX Operations Data 

We considered data on such subjects as:

• how traffic was distributed between the North and South Airfield
• how far down the runway departing aircraft of various kinds travelled before they 

became airborne
• which taxiways landing aircraft took to exit the arrival runway
• what proportion of operations took place in Easterly and Westerly flow
• what fractions of operations occurred under IMC and VMC

5.4. Runway Incursions at Other Towered US Airports 

We considered US incursion records in detail, paying particular attention to other airports 

that offer information of special relevance to the LAX North Airfield.   These airports included:

• Airports deemed similar to LAX by pilots who took part in the NASA simulation
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• Airports that have centerline taxiways between parallel runways, with spacing similar 
to those proposed under some LAX-North reconfiguration scenarios

• Airports that participate frequently in mixed operations (i.e., involving landings and 
takeoffs on the same runway).

5.5. Worldwide Data about Fatal Runway Collisions 

We considered the circumstances of such collisions, and the proportions of passengers 

killed on the various aircraft involved.

5.6. Worldwide Historical Data about Runway Excursions 

Runway excursions are events in which planes deviate suddenly and sharply from their 

intended paths, for reasons unrelated to other aircraft or land vehicles.   Such events could 

potentially lead to collisions with other aircraft.   We explored data about the frequency and 

nature of such events, and considered whether they could appreciably affect the relative safety of 

different runway configurations.

5.7. Previous Studies about North Airfield Runway Safety 

The information described above falls into the general category of data that the Panel 

gathered for the North Airfield Safety Study. But we also studied data collected and analyses 

performed by others in prior work.

5.8. Prior Collision-Risk Research 

We understood that peer-reviewed research might offer data and analyses that could benefit the 

present work, and reviewed such research.

5.9. FAA Effectiveness Assessments for Relevant New Technologies 

In recent years, the FAA has undertaken extensive analyses about the potential 

effectiveness of AMASS, ASDE-X radar, and Runway Status Lights. All three of these 

technologies are now in place on the LAX South Airfield, and they should soon be in place on the 

North Airfield.   We sought and gained access to the FAA analyses, and carefully considered 

them in the present study.
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5.10. Studies about the Interim Runway Safety Improvement Program for the 

North Airfield 

We considered proposals to change/move exit taxiways from Runway 24R so that landing planes 

crossing Runway 24L en route to terminals would do so further west.

5.11. Prior Studies about Safety on the LAX North Airfield 

Organizations such as the Washington Consulting Group have conducted safety studies 

about some possible configurations of the North Airfield, and we reviewed such studies. 
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6. SAFETY ANALYSIS:  THE BASELINE CASE 

Of fundamental importance to the Study is the question: assuming 2020 traffic levels and 

the associated traffic mix, what level of risk would prevail if the LAX North Airfield remained as 

it is now? This section offers an approximate answer to the question.  The focus in on fatal

runway collisions, and on two subsidiary questions:

• If 2020 traffic levels prevailed over a long period, what would be the baseline frequency
of fatal runway collisions on the LAX North Airfield?

• When fatal accidents occur, what would be their expected consequences in lives lost?

6.1. Some Background Data 

A starting point for the analysis is the article “Fatal US Runway Collisions over the Next 

Two Decades,” which was commissioned by FAA and published in the peer-reviewed Air Traffic 

Control Quarterly (Barnett, Paull, and Iadeluca (2000); the paper appears as an Appendix to this 

report).  The two decades in question were the years 2003-2022.    Using US and worldwide data 

about runway incursions and accidents, and official projections of US traffic growth, the authors 

concluded that, for the two decades 2003-2022, fifteen was a mid-range estimate of the number of 

fatal runway collisions that would occur at the approximately 500 towered US airports.   (A high 

estimate was 33 fatal collisions, while a low estimate was four.)  Analysis of survival and 

casualty patterns in historical data led to the approximation that an average of 48 lives would be 

lost in each one. Fifteen events over twenty years works out to an average of one event every 

sixteen months.  But under the assumption of steady traffic growth, the rate in 2020 would be 

higher than the average for 2003-2022, and would average approximately one fatal runway 

collision per year, at some towered US airport.

However, these estimates were based on technology and procedures in place in the 

1990’s at towered US airports. They did not consider the safety benefits of three major 

technologies that have since been introduced:

The Airport Movement Area Safety System (AMASS), which offers visual and aural 

warnings to tower controllers about many situations that potentially compromise safety.
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Airport Surface Detection Equipment, Model X (ASDE-X), which detects potential 

runway conflicts using surface movement radar, multilateration sensors, aircraft transponders, 

and other indicators of the positions of both aircraft and ground vehicles.

Runway Status Lights (RWSL) , which turn red at the centerline of a runway or 

taxiway when it is unsafe to proceed because of other traffic movements.   These lights use 

information from airport surveillance and surface detector radars, as well as multilateration 

information from the ASDE-X system.

All three of these technologies are now available on the LAX South Airfield, and all 

should be available on the North by 2020.

After intensive investigations, FAA has subsequently made estimates of the effectiveness 

of these three technologies in preventing a runway collision:

• 63.0% for AMASS accompanied by ASDE-3 radar, a predecessor of ASDE-X
radar

• 72.6% for AMASS and ASDE-X 
• 87.6% for AMASS, ASDE-X, and RWSL

Source:  FAA Surface Benefits Model, 2008

In other words, FAA believes that the combination of AMASS, ASDE-X, and runway 

status lights can cut by approximately 7/8  (87.6%) the risk of runway collisions that prevailed 

prior to their introduction.

6.2. A Two-Part Procedure for Estimating the Baseline Frequency of Runway 

Collisions at the LAX North Airfield 

We consider two questions in sequence:

(i) Assuming 2020 traffic levels in the US as well as the use of AMASS, ASDE-X, 
and RWSL, what would be the expected frequency of fatal runway collisions at 
towered US airports as a group?

(ii) Given that a fatal runway collision occurred, what is the probability that it would 
happen at the LAX North Airfield rather than elsewhere?

The first of these questions is fairly easy to answer if we use the background data arising 

from FAA studies.   One could say that the original frequency of fatal collisions for 2020 traffic 

levels would be approximately one per year, but the introduction of AMASS, ASDE-X, and 
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RWSL would reduce that risk by a factor of roughly eight.    Thus, the revised frequency would 

be approximately one in eight years.

However, the Panel thought it important to assess whether the FAA effectiveness 

assessments for the new technologies have been borne out by actual airport experience.   That 

review is the subject of the next section.

6.3. Some Trends in US Runway Incursions, 1999-2009  

The International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO) and the FAA define a runway 

incursion as:

“any occurrence at an aerodrome involving the incorrect presence of an aircraft, vehicle, 

or person on the protected area of a surface designated for the landing and take-off of aircraft.”

In the late 1990’s, FAA developed a classification system that created four categories of 

runway incursions at US airports:

Category A: “Separation decreases and participants take extreme   
action to narrowly avoid a collision, or the event results in a collision.”

Category B:  “Separation decreases and there is a significant potential for collision.”

Category C:  “Separation decreases but there is ample time and distance to avoid a 
potential collision.”

Category D: “Little or no chance of collision but meets the definition of a runway 
incursion.”

Source:   FAA Runway Safety Report, June 2008

The Panel examined trends in US runway incursions over the period 1999-2009 to see 

whether the substantial drops in incursions that FAA expected because of new technologies had 

actually materialized. While ASDE-X and RWSL have only recently been introduced at US 

airports, AMASS was installed at 32 of the largest US airports over 2001-03.  A FAA data 

analysis estimated that, subsequent to installation, Category A and B runway incursions at those 

airports declined by 59%, from an expected 24.3 to an actual 10  (Surface Benefits Model, 2008).    

That statistic is close to the 63% reduction that FAA projected prior to the installation. It is not 

clear that AMASS deserves full credit for the improvement: other airports that did not receive 

AMASS also showed a drop in incursions, perhaps because of better airport signage, training, and 

other measures.  Whatever the exact reasons, the observed drop was large and statistically 

significant.

Indeed, an FAA fact sheet issued on 10/9/09 about all towered US airports stated that
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“The number of serious runway incursions — classified as Categories A and B — dropped by 

more than 63 percent from fiscal year (FY) 2000 through fiscal year 2008.”  And in FY 2009, A 

and B incursions dropped by factor of two compared to 2008, from 24 to 12. In all, A and B 

incursions fell from 67 in FY 2000 to 12 in FY 2009, a decline of 80%.   This last statistic 

includes the benefits of ASDE-X at roughly 15 US airports, which include several but not all of 

the very largest. Very few airports had RWSL by 2009; LAX has them on its South Airfield but 

not on the North.     In other words, the observed decline was greater than that which FAA 

envisioned before RWSL’s and with only a partial implementation of ASDE-X.

These incursion statistics are encouraging.  If the number of A and B incursions is a 

reasonable proxy for collision risk over a given year, then the data suggest that the combination 

of AMASS , ASDE-X and other measures has improved safety on the runways by roughly 80%,   

But the Panel considered a question:  is it possible that “grade deflation” meant that some events 

that might have been classified as (say) Category B incursions towards the start of the 21st century 

were being classified as (say) Category C incursions several years later? The Panel does not take 

this possibility seriously because of another statistic, which is not subject to variations in 

judgment. The number of fatal runway collisions at towered US airports has been zero in recent 

years.

Zero. The Barnett, Paull, Iadeluca analysis for FAA (2000) anticipated approximately 

four fatal runway collisions at towered US airports over 2003-09.   Traffic was lower during those 

years than had been projected before 9/11 but, even accounting for that shortfall, the absence of 

any fatal accidents reflects a statistically significant improvement in runway safety that cannot 

plausibly be dismissed as a coincidence.   (There have been no fatal runway collisions at towered 

US airports since March 2000, when two GA planes collided at Sarasota, Florida. The runway 

collision at LAX in February 1991—nineteen years ago—was the last runway collision at a 

towered US airport which caused deaths to passengers on scheduled flights.)  In short, the 

empirical evidence about both major incursions and fatal accidents strongly indicates that US 

runways were far safer around 2009 than they were in the 1990’s.

Developments in aviation beyond airport runways further increase the Panel’s confidence 

in the ability of technology and new procedures to achieve huge improvements in safety.  For a 

long time, midair collisions involving scheduled aircraft occurred in the US on average every 

other year. (Southern Californians will recall the PSA collision at San Diego and the Aeromexico 

collision south of Los Angeles.) But not one scheduled flight in the US has been involved in a 

fatal midair collision in more than twenty years, in substantial part because of on-board collision 
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avoidance systems. Similarly, thunderstorm-induced wind shear caused frequent disasters near 

airports in the 1970’s and 1980’s, including Pan Am at New Orleans and Pago-Pago, Eastern at 

JFK, Delta at Dallas/Fort Worth, and Ozark at St. Louis. Yet, with the advent of Doppler radar, 

on-board wind-shear detectors and wind-shear avoidance training, there have been no wind-shear 

related crashes on US scheduled flights in more than fifteen years (and the last event, in 1994, 

occurred at an airport that had not yet received Doppler radar). Aviation safety is a continuing 

story of mortal hazards that have been rendered harmless by a combination of new equipment and 

improved training, and the recent sharp reductions in dangerous runway incursions seem

consistent with that history. 

6.4. The Panel’s Estimate of National Risk of Fatal Runway Collisions, 2020 

Under these circumstances, the Panel estimated that US fatal runway collisions at 

towered airports in 2020  will not occur at a rate on one per year (per Barnett, Paull, Idaeluca), 

but rather at a substantially lower rate. We have noted that, if we use FAA benefit statistics about 

AMASS, ASDE-X, and RWSL—statistics that are consistent with actual experience so far—we 

would cut the risk by a factor of eight, to one fatal collision every eight years. To be conservative, 

however, we estimated a reduction by a factor of four rather than eight, meaning that we assume a 

national frequency of fatal runway collisions of one every four years at towered US airports. The 

upshot is that we are assuming roughly twice the level of risk in 2020 than the FAA projections 

would imply.

Why this conservatism? Because RWSL have not been widely deployed, we do not have 

field experience to validate FAA assessments about their benefits. FAA estimated that 

AMASS/ASDE-X/RWSL would cut risk by about 88%, as compared to 73% for AMASS/ASDE-

X alone. In other words, of the 27% of potential collisions that AMASS/ASDE-X would not in 

themselves avert (namely, 100% - 73%), roughly 15% would be prevented if RWSL were added 

to the mix (88% -73%).  RWSL would therefore cut collisions by roughly half from the level that 

would prevail in its absence (i.e, by 15% out of 27%). The Panel is effectively assuming for now 

that, while AMASS/ASDE-X and other measures have achieved the major gains that were 

anticipated, it is possible that RWSL may not fully do so. Let us be clear: we have no reason to be 

skeptical of the benefits assessment about RWSL. But, to reduce the danger of overstating the 

safety of US runways in 2020, we use 75% rather than 88% as the estimated improvement in 

runway safety in 2020, as compared to a projection based on the 1990’s. 

In summary:
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 The Panel assumes an expected frequency of fatal runway collisions in 2020 at the 504 

towered US airports of one every four years.   That statistic assumes that AMASS/ASDE-X/RWSL 

are present at the major airports at which risk is concentrated, and that traffic grows between 

now and 2020 in accordance with forecasts.   (If the traffic forecasts prove too optimistic—as was 

certainly the case about growth over 2000-09—then risk in 2020 would be lower.)

6.5. Baseline Runway Collision Risk at LAX-North as a Share of National Risk 

To move from a national risk estimate to one for LAX-North, we considered the 

question: if a fatal runway collision does occur in 2020 at a towered US airport, what is the 

probability that it would do so on the LAX North Airfield? While there are 504 towered US 

airports (505 if LAX South is treated as distinct from LAX North), the chance would not be 1 in 

505. Simply because LAX-North has far more than 1/505 of national air traffic, one would expect 

a higher probability than 1 in 505. But how much higher?

Because no estimation procedure in this context is manifestly correct, we made eight 

separate estimates of the risk to LAX-North, assuming that the runway configuration in 2020 is 

the same as the one in place now.  The first two are based on the runway incursion history of 

LAX-North,  as it relates to national history.   Over the period 1999-2009a, LAX-North 

experienced:

1.1% of the 181 Category-A incursions at towered US airports (2/181).

2.2% of the 231 Category-B incursions (5/231)

0.4% of the 942 Category-C incursionsb (4/942)

Notes:

(a) We used the period 1999-2009 because the FAA classification system was not introduced until 

1997, and we assumed a short start-up period before national consistency was fully established.

(b) The category-C data are from 1999-2007, because a shift to ICAO classification rules as of FY 

2008 raised problems in aggregating data from 1999-2007 with those from 2008-09.

One could argue that, because LAX-North suffered 1.1% of the Category A incursions in 

recent years—1 in 90— it would have approximately a 1 in 90 chance under baseline conditions 

of suffering a fatal accident in 2020. That argument tacitly assumes that the level and mix of air 

traffic at LAX-North would bear the same relation in 2020 to the national level and mix as 

prevailed in the recent past. We discuss the”fleet mix” assumption in Section 6.7; to put it briefly, 

we are comfortable using 1 in 90 as one plausible estimate of LAX-North’s share of national risk.
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Another estimation rule acknowledges that Category B and C incursions—though not as 

dire as those in Category A—represent lapses that pose real collision risk.  A second estimate of 

LAX-North’s risk share is the average of its share of national Category A, Category B, and 

Category C incursions  (i.e., of 1.1%, 2.2%, and 0.4%).   That process yields a risk estimate of 

1.2%, very close to the number that arose for Category A incursions alone.

Two other estimates of LAX-North’s risk share arise from its level of traffic rather than 

its share of incursions.  Barnett, Paull, and Idaeluca (2000) offered both conceptual and empirical 

arguments that collision risk at an airport varied not with its level of operations but rather with the 

square of the level of operations  (the quadratic model). The FAA continues to use the quadratic 

model in its risk assessments about airport surface safety. LAX-North’s share of national risk 

based on the quadratic modela would be:

1.7% based on actual levels of operations in 2000b

1.3% based on projected levels in 2020c

Notes:  

(a)  We used the quadratic model to get the risk share for LAX as a whole, and then allocated risk between 

LAX-North and LAX-South based on their own squared traffic levels.  

(b) We use 2000 data because 2000 was the year when operations at LAX reached their peak, so it yields a 

high estimate of the LAX traffic share.

(c)  For 2020, we used Ricondo estimates of traffic levels at LAX, and TAF estimates for traffic at other 

airports.

These two traffic-based estimates--1.7% and 1.3%-join the two incursion-based risk 

estimates (1.1% and 1.2%) of the LAX-North risk share, yielding a total of four estimates.    But 

more estimates can be obtained.

The Peer Airports

Other estimates of the risk share arose from the August experiment at NASA-Ames.

Pilots in the Boeing 747 cockpit simulator who landed at LAX-North were asked about their 

perceptions, and in particular answered the following question in their post-flight surveys:

“How did the overall safety of this configuration compare to that at the other airports 

into which you fly?”

The pilots answered on a scale from 1 to 7, in which 1 meant “LAX much safer” and 7 

meant “other airports much safer.”
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Those pilots who landed in the existing layout for LAX North (i.e., in the baseline case) 

gave an average rating of 3.65 on the 1-7 scale.   This outcome implies that LAX-North was 

about average in risk in comparison with the other airports (actually, slightly better than average), 

and was highly consistent with what they said in interviews. This assessment offers another way 

of estimating the risk share of LAX-North, based not on LAX data but rather on safety 

information about other US airports. The basic idea is that, if LAX-North is deemed as safe as 

Atlanta and the risk level at Atlanta is estimated as X, then X is also an estimate of the risk at 

LAX-North.

We designate the airports that the pilots considered about as safe as LAX-North baseline 

the peer airports. All the pilots at NASA-Ames were 747-qualified, and conducted international 

flights. They came from the airlines American, United, Northwest/Delta, and Cathay Pacific.    

When asked what other airports they had in mind when the answered questions about LAX-

North, they (collectively) responded:

Airport Airport

Atlanta Miami

Chicago-OʼHare New York (JFK)

Dallas-Fort Worth San Francisco

Denver Washington (Dulles)

Detroit

We worked out the risk level per operation for these nine airports taken together, and 

used that to approximate the risk level per operation at LAX-North.  To estimate risk per 

operation at the peer airports, we used the same four statistics we used earlier with LAX-North 

data:

(i) rate of Category A incursions per operation
(ii) average rate of Category A, B, and C incursions per operation
(iii) squared traffic per operation in 2000
(iv) squared traffic per operation in 2020 (using TAF data)

Using these four metrics and the peer-airport data, we reached the following estimates for 

the LAX-North risk share:

0.8% (based on Category A incursions at peer airports)

0.7% (based on A, B, and C incursions)
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1.7%  (based on squared operations in 2000 at peer airports)

1.7%   (based on projected squared operations in 2020) 

It is striking that these estimates—which were not rooted in data from LAX-North---

were nonetheless very close to those previously offered that were based on LAX data. Taken 

together, the different estimates are mutually corroboratory: the pilots considered baseline LAX-

North about as safe as the airports they deemed its peers, and incursion histories and traffic level 

risk-estimates implied essentially the same conclusion.

6.6. An Estimate of the LAX-North Risk Share 

In summary, we have come up with eight estimates of the chance that, if a fatal runway 

collision occurred in 2020 at a US towered airport, it would do so at LAX-North (assuming 

continuation of the present layout).    These estimates were:

1.1%  (Category A incursions, LAX-North)
1.2%  (Category A,B, C incursions, LAX-North)
1.7%   (Squared traffic share, 2000)
1.3%  (Squared traffic share, 2020)
0.8%  (Category A incursions, peer airports)
0.7%  (Category A, B, and C incursions, peer airports)
1.7%  (squared traffic per operation, 2000, peer airports)
1.7% (squared traffic per operation, 2020, peer airports)

The average of these eight numbers is 1.3%.   However, to be conservative, we estimate 

as 2%--1 in 50—the chance that a fatal runway incursion in 2020—if it occurs in the US would 

occur at LAX-North.    This estimate is higher than all eight estimates we reached, and, once 

again, reflects our desire not to underestimate risk at LAX-North under baseline conditions.

To repeat:

We estimate as 2% the chance that, if a fatal runway collision occurs at a towered US 

airport at 2020 traffic levels, it would do so at LAX-North (assuming it retains its current layout).

6.7. Aircraft Design Group VI Aircraft  

It could be objected that none of these estimates takes account of the fact that Group VI 

aircraft—initially the Airbus 380 and the Boeing 747-800—will serve LAX to a highly 

disproportionate extent among US airports.   If Group VI operations are less safe than those for 

smaller aircraft, then calculations that ignore their role could be too optimistic.  

We have considered this possibility, and reject it on three grounds:

SPAS-PC00149

259



42

(i) LAX has always been served disproportionately by the largest aircraft.

Thus, if large aircraft did pose excess risk of serious incursions, that circumstance 

would already be reflected in the incursions statistics about LAX.

(ii) While LAX has more large aircraft than the average US airport, its fleet mix does not 
diverge sharply from that at other major US airports.

The following table offers a synopsis of the situation:

Table 6-1: Peer Airports Considered in the Study.

Airport Passengers per Aircraft Movement

(Year 2007)

Atlanta (ATL) 90

Charlotte (CLT) 64

Chicago O’Hare (ORD) 82

Dallas Forth-Worth (DFW) 87

Denver (DEN) 81

Detroit (DTW) 77

Houston (IAH) 71

Los Angeles (LAX) 91

Miami (MIA) 87

Minneapolis/St. Paul (MSA) 78

New York (JFK) 108

New York / Newark (EWR) 82

Orlando 101

Phoenix (PHX) 78

San Francisco (SFO) 85

15-City Average 85

Source:   A.  Odoni, Table 12.1 in The Global Airline Industry (2009)

At 91, the average number of passengers per operation is only slightly higher than that at 

the 15 largest US airports (85), which handle a sizable fraction of US air traffic.

But perhaps most persuasive argument is the third:

(iii) There is no evidence that Group VI aircraft will be more “incursion prone” than 

other planes.
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By that statement we mean that Group VI planes will be no more likely to suffer 

incursions than other aircraft.   If an incursion does occur and leads to a collision, the 

consequences could well be greater with Group VI aircraft, as we discuss in Section 6.6

There is little experience as of now with Group VI aircraft at LAX or elsewhere, though 

nothing to date indicates higher incursion rates for these planes.  But LAX has a long history of 

handling large numbers of both “heavy” planes and Group V aircraft.   The table below reflects 

LAX runway incursion data, and shows that large planes have been involved in incursions in 

proportions very close to their share of LAX traffic:

Table 6-2: Large-Aircraft Involvement in LAX Runway Incursions, 2002-2008. 

Type of Plane Percentage Share of 
Aircraft Involved in 

Incursions

Percentage of LAX 
Flight Operations

Heavy 19% 18%

Group V 7% 9%

Notes:  By “percentage share of aircraft involved in incursions,” we mean the fraction of those aircraft 
involved in incursions that were of the type listed.   We do not distinguish between the plane that was the 
“intruder” in the incursion and the other aircraft.

Heavy aircraft include the Boeing 747, Boeing 767, Boeing 777, Airbus 330, Airbus 340, and McDonnell 
Douglas MD-11.

Group V aircraft include the Boeing 747, Boeing 777, and Airbus 340.  Group V is a subset of “heavy.”

In short, we see no reason to expect that Group VI aircraft will pose a higher level of incursion 

risk than other planes operating at LAX.

6.8. A Baseline Frequency Estimate for Fatal Collisions at LAX-North 

At this stage, the overall risk estimate for LAX-North baseline follows quickly from what 

was said earlier. 

(i) We estimated that, at 2020 traffic levels, a fatal runway collision would occur at 
a towered US airport approximately once every four years.

(ii) We estimated that 2% of such runway collisions—1 in 50--would occur at LAX-
North under baseline conditions.  

Taken together, these estimates imply that:

At 2020 traffic levels, fatal runway collisions at LAX-North under the current 

airport layout would occur approximately once every 4 x 50 = 200 years. 
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Of course, this statistic “once every 200 years” is an average, mid-range estimate.   We 

are not asserting that such a collision could not occur on 1/1/2020; we are suggesting that the 

daily probabilities are so low that the average time until the first fatal collision would be 200 

years.

We understand that this estimate might strike some readers as unreasonably low. We can 

only respond that it follows inexorably from the calculations that preceded it.  And we stress that 

at two key points—in estimating the effectiveness of AMASS/ASDE-X/RWSL and in estimating 

the risk-share for LAX-North baseline---we used higher risk estimates than were suggested by the 

underlying data. Had we used the FAA estimate of 88% effectiveness for AMASS/ASDE-

X/RWSL (rather than 75%), and had we assumed that LAX-North baseline had a 1.3% chance of 

being the venue of a fatal US runway collision (rather than 2%), we would have reached a risk 

estimate of once every 600 years.

We would also reiterate that there has not been a fatal runway collision at a towered US 

airport since early 2000. During the decade since that time, there have approximately 500 million 

safe operations at these airports. It is projected that LAX-North will have approximately 400,000 

operations per year in 2020.  Thus, towered US airports have collectively performed over 1000-

years worth of LAX-North operations since early 2000, and all in perfect safety. Against that 

backdrop, it is not outlandish to suggest that LAX-North can average as few as one fatal collision 

every 200 years, especially with technologies like ASDE-X and RWSL that were not widely 

available in the last decade.

6.9. The Consequences of a Fatal Runway Collision on LAX-North 

While the frequency of fatal collisions in of great interest, it is necessary to estimate how 

many lives would be lost should a collision occur.  Barnett, Paull, and Idealuca (2000) studied 

casualty patterns in worldwide fatal collisions, and estimated after extensive calculations that a 

fatal runway collision at a towered U.S. airport would on average cost 48 lives.    The actual 

number killed could vary widely around that average: many fatal collisions involve only one or 

two deaths; at the other extreme, the 1977 collision at Tenerife in the Canary Islands cost 583 

lives. The estimate of 48 deaths took account of a consistent pattern: when two planes of unequal 

size collided, the percentage killed is generally far higher on the smaller plane than on the larger 

one.  In the 1991 collision at LAX, for example, the death rate was 100% on the small commuter 

plane but was 25% on the 737 jet that crashed into it.
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It is certainly the case that planes at LAX on average carry more passengers and crew 

than those at a randomly-chosen US airport  (though, as we have seen, only slightly more than at 

a busy US commercial airport). Group VI aircraft are projected to perform only a small 

percentage of LAX flights in 2020 (perhaps 3%), but they could carry up to 500 passengers 

apiece.  Taking various factors into account, the Panel approximately doubled the overall casualty 

estimate in the 2000 study: roughly speaking, the assumption was that two planes that collided at 

LAX would on average hold 200 passengers in total, and that half of them would survive the fatal 

crash.  The Panel estimated that:      

A fatal runway collision on the LAX North Airfield in 2020 would on average entail a 

death toll of 100.

6.10. Mortality Risk on the LAX North Airfield in 2020, Baseline Case 

As described, the Panel reached the approximations that:

• On average, fatal runway collisions at LAX-North would occur on average once every 
200 years, under 2020 traffic levels and the current runway layout.

• When fatal runway collisions occurred at LAX, they would on average take 100 lives.

Taken together, these assumptions imply an average loss of 100 lives every 200 years.

That works out to five lives lost per decade. Because of random variability in the actual frequency 

of fatal collisions and in the death toll in each one, there is a statistical margin of error in this 

projection. Over a long period, the confidence interval for lives lost extends from a low of one

death per decade and a high of eight. Outcomes near five are more likely to arise than outcomes 

at the edges of the confidence interval. The actual toll could obviously fall outside these limits, 

but the Panel believes that the probability that would happen is low.

To summarize:

The Panel estimates that, if the current layout at LAX-North remains in place, runway 

collisions at 2020 traffic levels would cause an average toll of five deaths per decade there.   This 

average arises because fatal collisions would occur on average once every 200 years, but would 

cause an average of 100 deaths when they do occur. The Panel assigns a margin of error to this 

estimate, and projects that the average death toll per decade could be as low as one and as high 

as eight.   It believes, however, that five is a more likely outcome than these lower or upper 

bounds.
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6.11. Some Perspective on the Mortality Risk Estimate 

Like everyone at LAWA or NORSAC, the Panel would prefer that the risk level be zero.

But how might one interpret a statistic like “five deaths per decade in runway collisions?”    We 

will discuss the issue further in the chapter on Summary and Conclusions, but offer a few 

thoughts now.

At 2020 traffic levels, LAX would handle approximately 75 million passengers per year.    

That works out to 750 million passengers per decade, meaning that the risk per passenger 

assuming five deaths per decade would be approximately one per 150 million (750 million ÷ 5).     

That number is small compared to the risks that citizens face every day.  Based on recent 

statistics, for example, an American baby born now would have roughly a 1 in 100 chance of 

eventually dying in an auto accident. And Southern Californians know of the menace posed by 

the San Andreas Fault.

It is true that aviation is held to an extraordinarily high safety standard. Even by that 

standard, however, the risk associated with runway collisions is small.  Accidents beyond the 

runways and terrorist acts are statistically more dangerous to passengers than runway collisions, 

as is illustrated by recent LAX experience.  During the first decade of the 21st century, Alaska Air 

261 crashed into the Pacific while attempting an emergency landing at LAX, while, on 9/11/01, 

American #11, United #175, and American #77 never reached their destination of Los Angeles.    

There were no survivors on any of these flights. Overall, the death risk per flight on a US aircraft 

was one in ten million over 2000-09  (Barnett, 2009). At that rate, about 75 of the 750 million 

passengers who landed at or took-off from LAX would perish for reasons unrelated to runway 

hazards. Runway collisions on the North Airfield in baseline conditions, in other words, would 

account for approximately 1/16 of the extremely low level of mortality risk that US air travelers 

face (5 deaths out of 75 + 5 = 80 deaths).

To summarize, aviation hazards would cause approximately 80 deaths per decade at 2020 

traffic levels among the 750 million passengers served each decade by the LAX runways. Five of 

these deaths would arise in runway collisions.   (We emphasize that this calculation assumes 

continuation of the present layout of the North Airfield.)  Even if changes to the North Airfield 

runway configuration reduced the number of deaths in runway collisions by (say) half, the 

expected number of deaths would only fall from 80 to approximately 78. We would summarize 

our conclusions about mortality risk in the baseline case as follows:
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• The runway-collision risk to LAX air travelers would be extremely low in absolute 

terms, even at 2020 traffic levels.

• The risk would be very low relative to the other mortality risks that face residents of 

Los Angeles.

• The risk would be low even relative to overall mortality risk of passenger aviation, 

which is itself exceedingly low. 
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7. COLLISION-RISK ASSESSMENT: BASELINE WITH IRSIP 

At the request of NORSAC the Academic Panel reviewed the Los Angeles Interim 

Runway Safety Improvement Project (IRSIP) (Feldman 2009a; Feldman 2009b).  This program is 

a pro-active effort by LAWA to enhance the safety of the existing airport while maintaining 

operational efficiency pending the long-term decisions of the North Airfield configuration 

(LAWA, 2009a). The IRSIP improvements discussed here are rooted in the FAA Engineering 

Brief 75 (FAA, 2007) that states:

“… The preference is for aircraft to cross in the last third of the runway whenever 

possible, since within the middle third of the runway the arriving/ departing aircraft is usually on 

the ground and traveling at a high rate of speed.”

The application of this guiding design principle to the North airfield has been studied by 

LAWA and its contractor HNTB in the last two quarters of 2009. The goal is to move runway 

exit Zulu further downrange from its present location, eliminate Yankee for West landings, and 

create a new high-speed runway exit called AA1 further downrange of the present AA. This new 

configuration for the North Airfield is shown in Figure 7-1. The idea is to locate runway exits on 

runway 24R so that all the junctions of these runway exits with runway 24L fall in the last third 

segment of the runway as stipulated in the FAA Engineering Briefing 75.

Figure 7-1:  Proposed Interim Runway Safety Improvements in the North Airfield. 
Source: LAWA and HNTB (2009).

The analysis presented in this Section is a simple analytical effort to estimate some of the 

safety implications of the new Baseline airport with changes stated in the IRSIP document. The 

Academic Panel and NASA were made aware of this idea in the third quarter of 2009. At the 

time, all FFC visuals had been prepared and the long lead-time of the simulation did not allow 

this scenario to be tested. Nevertheless, we gathered data about the airport operations that could 

be the starting point of a more detail analysis later on.
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The WCG LAX study (2007) describes a matrix of 10 hazards identified for LAX. 

Feldman (2009a) describes hazards LAX001 and LAX002 as runway incursions caused by a 

blundering landing aircraft that crosses the hold bars on Yankee and Zulu while a departure takes 

place on runway 24L. The differentiation of the two hazards is related to the wake class of the 

departing aircraft on runway 24L. Two more runway incursion hazards are identified when the 

blunder occurs on taxiway AA or BB (called LAX003 and LAX004). Again, the wake class 

makes the difference between hazards LAX003 and LAX004. The WCG matrix is shown for 

completeness in Figure 7-2. Note that both LAX001 and LAX002 fall into the medium risk zone 

since the severity (or consequence) of a collision for a departing aircraft on 24L with another 

crossing Zulu or Yankee would occur at relatively high speeds thus causing a “hazardous” 

condition in the severity category. It is interesting to observe that hazards LAX003 and LAX004 

are placed in the “minor” severity category and are as improbable to occur as LAX001 and 

LAX002 with probability of happening once every 1-100 years. One immediate question from the 

previous evaluations is whether or not the severity classification for these cases is objective, 

considering the historical trends observed at the airport. 

Figure 7-2:  LAX North Airfield Risk Matrix. Source: LAX WCF Safety Risk 
Management Panel (2007). Red = High Risk, Yellow = Medium Risk and Green = 

Low Risk.

For example, taxiways with historically distinct runway incursion rates are bundled 

together in the likelihood category (i.e., Yankee and Zulu). Figure 7-3 demonstrates that various 
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runway exits in the North airfield have very distinct Runway Incursion Rates (RIR). The figure 

has been created using FAA runway incursion data for years 1999-2007 (ASIAS, 2010) and using 

the FAA Terminal Area Forecast (TAF) to account for operations at LAX over the time period of 

analysis. Following historical patterns at LAX, 42% of the landings at LAX are assigned to 

runway 24R. The number of operations at individual runway exits on runway 24R have been 

estimated using the Academic Panel’s field observations (time-stamp method) and studying four 

hours of ASDE-X radar data. Table 7-1 summarizes the runway exit data collected by the 

Academic Panel. Figure 7-3 suggests that perhaps the hazard analysis suggested in Figure 7-2

should distinguish between exit locations that are more prone to runway incursions. Obviously 

Zulu is very prone to runway incursions, whereas Yankee is not. AA falls in-between but still 

displays a high runway incursion incidence compared to Yankee (one of the exits to be eliminated 

in the IRSIP program). 

The IRSIP document states that if the relocation of the runway exits is carried out the 

overall risk level will be reduced for the North airfield so as to move LAX001 to the “major” 

severity category and LAX002 to the extremely improbable category (i.e., less than once in 100 

years). The analysis presented in the WCG seems to be based on “qualitative” assessments and 

does not offer the analysis to justify moving some of the hazards from the medium risk to the low 

risk area. For example, the reduction of risk for LAAX002 would require that most heavy aircraft 

departing runway 24L would be airborne at the junction of 24L and the new Zulu (located 7,000 

feet down the runway). 

Figure 7-3:  LAX North Airfield Runway Exit Incursion Rates.
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Table 7-1: Summary of Runway Exit Utilization in the North Airfield. Numbers in 
the Table Represent the Percent of Aircraft Landing on Runway 24R Taking a 

Specific Runway Exit. Academic Panel Observations and Analysis.

Runway Exit

W Y Z AA BB

All Operations

(ASDE-X) 0 36 14 50 0

All Operations

(Time-Stamp) 1 40 4 54 1

Final Values in Risk 

Analysis 0 38 9 52 1

7.1. Empirical Observations at LAX 

Our empirical observations using video and ASDE-X suggest that 20% of the heavy fleet 

operating at LAX will be barely airborne at such distance. Figure 7-4 illustrates the cumulative 

density function of the airborne distance versus distance from departing threshold of runway 24L. 

Figure 7-4 also suggests that 53% of the non-heavy aircraft operating at LAX today would likely 

be just airborne at a point 7,000 feet down the runway. The distance x corresponds to the first 

instance in the ASDE-X video data when an aircraft transitions from the ground to the air mode.

Figure 7-4:  Cumulative Density Function of Aircraft Takeoff Distance x from 
Runway 24L Departing Threshold at LAX. Data Applies to all Runways at LAX.

SPAS-PC00149

52

Table 7-2 summarizes the mean and standard deviation of takeoff distances for two 

groups of aircraft defined in the IRSIP study (i.e., non-heavy and heavy). The heavy group has a 

mean takeoff distance of 8,080 feet. Large and small aircraft (all in one category) have average 

takeoff distances of 7,024 feet. The sample size is small but generally shows a trend that seems 

realistic. Today, most of the aircraft operating out of Los Angeles employ “flex” thrust settings at 

takeoff to reduce engine wear and prolong engine life. This effect lengthens the takeoff runway 

distances. The AP Panel observations using actual video of operations corroborates the takeoff 

distance numbers. For example, Figure 7-5 shows a Boeing 737-700 (non-heavy) departing 

runway 24L while an Airbus A380-800 holds on taxiway AA. The Boeing 737-700 rotates 

slightly ahead of the 7,000 feet mark but, according to our definition of takeoff distance the 

ASDE-X system will not “detect” the aircraft in the airborne phase until 50-100 feet above the 

ground. This is the distance reported in this study. Notice that the same distance is not likely to 

clear a tall tail of an ADG VI aircraft as shown in the picture. Nevertheless, for this analytical 

study, our definition of takeoff distance would probably equate to the ability to clear an imaginary 

35-foot obstacle as stipulated by FAA takeoff distance requirements (FAR 25, 2010).

Table 7-2: Summary of Takeoff Distances Observed at LAX Using ASDE-X Radar 
Video Data.

Parameter Large and Small

(non-heavy)

Heavy and B757

(report as heavy)

Mean Takeoff Roll Distance

(feet)

7,024 8,080

Standard Deviation Takeoff Toll Distance

(feet)

1,485 1,235

Number of Data Points (takeoffs) 86 29

7.2. Estimation of Runway Exit Use Under IRSIP Scenario 

To further understand the safety benefit of the relocations proposed in IRSIP we estimate 

the utilization of the new exits (new Zulu, AA and AA1). This is accomplished using the Runway 

Exit Design Interactive Model (REDIM 3.0) – a computer model developed at Virginia Tech for 

the FAA and NASA to that estimates the runway exit utilization considering individual aircraft 

kinematics (Trani et all, 1999). The input to the model to estimate the utilization of new exits is 
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shown in Table 7-3. The aircraft fleet is representative of today’s operations at LAX in the North 

airfield. The model predicts an expected value of runway occupancy time (ROT) of 56 seconds 

for all operations. ROT in the model is defined as the time span from threshold crossing to the 

clearance of the imaginary plane of the runway with either a wingtip or a tail-tip (if taking a right-

angle turnoff). 

Figure 7-5:  Example of Operations in the North Airfield with Potential Runway 
Incursion Interactions (A.A. Trani).

SPAS-PC00149

262



54

Table 7-3: Aircraft Mix Used to Estimate Runway Exit Utilization for Landings of 
Runway 24R Under IRSIP Scenario.

Table 7-4 summarizes the exit utilization with the Interim Improvements. The table 

shows that 71% of the Airbus A320 will use the New Zulu exit, 23% will use AA and the 

remaining 6% are likely to use AA1. The values shown in the table assumed 75% dry runway 

conditions and 25% wet to account for annual use with varying pavement conditions. 

Table 7-4: Estimated Runway Exit Utilization for Landings on Runway 24R. 
Academic Panel Analysis Using the REDIM 3.0 Model. Numbers in Each Cell 

Represent the Percent of Aircraft Taking Each Runway Exit. 

Runway Exit New Zulu AA AA1 BB Total

Aircraft

A320 71 23 6 0 100

A380 0 56 41 3 100

B733 75 24 1 0 100

B738 73 26 1 0 100

B744 0 56 40 4 100

B757 65 34 2 0 100

B772 31 58 10 1 100

E120 100 0 0 0 100

E135 92 8 0 0 100

Wake Class Percent Fleet Mix (%) Representative Aircraft (% of Fleet)

Small 5 EMB120 (5)

Large 77 Boeing 737-300 (27)

Boeing 737-700 (20)

Airbus A320 (20)

EMB135 (10)

B757 6 Boeing 757-200 (6)

Heavy 11 Boeing 747-400 (6)

Boeing 777-200 (5)

Super-heavy 1 Airbus A380 (1)
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Table 7-5: Los Angeles International Airport Breakdown of Annual Runway 
Operations (source: LAWA EIS, 2008). 

Runway Arrivals Departures

24R 134,111 7,206

24L 7,597 136,142

Total North 141,708 143,348

25R 20,908 143,533

25L 158,179 31,855

Total South 179,087 175,388

Total Airfield 320,795 318,736

Table 7-5 contains the typical breakdown of landings per runway for LAX (EIS, 2008). 

Using Tables 7-4 and 7-5 we estimate the expected number of operations at every new runway 

exit proposed by the Interim Improvement plan. Table 7-6 shows the results of this analysis. A 

few observations are important. 

1) The new taxiway Zulu takes most of the landing traffic from Yankee, old Zulu 

and about 47% of the operations assigned to AA in the Baseline case.

2) The move from old Zulu to new Zulu is good news since this will improve the 

chance that an aircraft departing runway 24L would avoid a collision with a 

blundering aircraft entering 24L accidentally.

3) However, the traffic that moves from AA to new Zulu actually would increase 

the conditional probability of a collision given a blunder because more traffic 

will be crossing closer to the departure end 24L.

Table 7-6: Estimated Annual Runway Exit Use for Landings on Runway 24R. 
Numbers in Each Cell Represent the Number of Aircraft Landings Expected in Each 

Runway Exit. 

Runway Exit
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Yankee Zulu New Zulu AA AA1 BB

Exit Location (ft)
From 24R threshold

4,560 4,600 6,200 7,000 7,800 8,670

Percent Use (%)
Baseline 38 9 N/A 52 N/A 1

Annual Landings
Baseline 50,962 12,070 N/A 69,738 N/A 1,341

Percent Use (%)
IRSIP Scenario N/A N/A 68 27 5 0

Annual Landings
IRSIP Scenario N/A N/A 90,632 36,155 6,893 429

N/A means runway exit is not available in that scenario.

Using the CDF distribution presented in Figure 4-7 we estimate the probability that an 

aircraft taking off on runway 24L will lift-off in various runway segments between runway exits. 

Table 7-7 presents the results of this calculation and we introduce labels 1-6 for all runway 

segments.  The utilization of each runway exit is presented in Table 7-8. We introduce labels A 

through F to facilitate further calculations. 

Table 7-7: Probability that the Aircraft Taking off on Runway 24L will Lift-off in a 
Runway Segment.

1 2 3 4 5 6

0-Yankee Yankee –
Zulu

Zulu – New 
Zulu

New Zulu –
AA

AA – AA1 AA1 – BB

Non-Heavy 0 0.16 0.36 0.14 0.20 0.14

Heavy 0 0.04 0.14 0.15 0.40 0.27

Table 7-8: Probability that an Aircraft Landing on Runway 24L will use a given 
Exit. 

A B C D E F
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Yankee Zulu New Zulu AA AA1 BB

Baseline 0.38 0.09 0 0.52 0 0.01

IRSIP 0 0 0.68 0.27 0.05 0

The next step is to perform a simple convolution calculation to estimate the percent of 

aircraft that taking off from runway 24L that would clear a blundering aircraft using a given exit. 

To illustrate the problem consider non-heavy aircraft taking off from runway 24L in the Baseline 

configuration. The percent of aircraft departing 24L and lifting off between Yankee and Zulu is 

known to be 16% (0.16 in column 2 of Table 7-7). According to Table 7-8, 38% of the arrivals on 

runway 24R use runway exit Yankee in the Baseline case. The contribution of these landing 

aircraft to the overall probability of aircraft departing on 24L and lifting off in segment Yankee-

Zulu is then the product (0.16)(0.38) = 0.0608. This is shown in Table 7-9. This process is 

repeated for all combinations of values contained in Tables 7-7 and 7-8. The results are shown in 

Tables 7-9 through 7-12. Tables 7-9 and 7-10 show the results for the Baseline airfield. Tables 7-

11-and 7-12 show the results for the IRSIP configuration. The numbers in red indicate the 

percentages of aircraft taking off that will be airborne and thus avoid a collision if the blundering 

aircraft enters runway 24L accidentally. Table 7-13 summarizes the percent of aircraft of each 

type that will be able to overfly a runway incursion. The table indicates that under Baseline case 

33% of the aircraft departing runway 24L will be able to overfly an incursion. 

Table 7-9: Convolution of Tables 7-7 and 7-8. Baseline Scenario: Non-Heavy 
Takeoff. Numbers in Red Indicate Percentages of Aircraft Airborne. 

A B C D E F

1 0 0 0 0 0 0

2 0.0608 0.0144 0 0.0832 0 0.0016

3 0.1368 0.0324 0 0.1872 0 0.0036

4 0.0532 0.0126 0 0.0728 0 0.0014

5 0.076 0.018 0 0.104 0 0.0020

6 0.0532 0.0126 0 0.0728 0 0.0014
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Table 7-10: Convolution of Tables 7-7 and 7-8. Baseline Scenario: Heavy Takeoff.
Numbers in Red Indicate Percentages of Aircraft Airborne. 

A B C D E F

1 0 0 0 0 0 0

2 0.0152 0.0036 0 0.0208 0 0.0004

3 0.0532 0.0126 0 0.0728 0 0.0014

4 0.057 0.0135 0 0.078 0 0.0015

5 0.152 0.036 0 0.208 0 0.004

6 0.1026 0.0243 0 0.1404 0 0.0027

Table 7-11: Convolution of Tables 7-7 and 7-8. IRSIP Scenario: Non-Heavy 
Takeoff. Numbers in Red Indicate Percentages of Aircraft Airborne. 

A B C D E F

1 0 0 0 0 0 0

2 0 0 0.1088 0.0432 0.008 0

3 0 0 0.2448 0.0972 0.018 0

4 0 0 0.0952 0.0378 0.007 0

5 0 0 0.136 0.054 0.01 0

6 0 0 0.0952 0.0378 0.007 0

Table 7-12: Convolution of Tables 7-7 and 7-8. IRSIP Scenario: Heavy Takeoff.
Numbers in Red Indicate Percentages of Aircraft Airborne. 

A B C D E F

1 0 0 0 0 0 0

2 0 0 0.0272 0.0108 0.002 0
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3 0 0 0.0952 0.0378 0.007 0

4 0 0 0.102 0.0405 0.0075 0

5 0 0 0.272 0.108 0.02 0

6 0 0 0.1836 0.0729 0.0135 0

Table 7-13: Probability of Overflying Incursion Aircraft. North Airfield Operations. 

Baseline IRSIP

Non-heavy take-off 0.37 0.57

Heavy take-off 0.19 0.25

80% Non-heavy, 20% Heavy 0.33 0.51

The IRSIP scenario indicates that 51% percent of the aircraft will overfly the blundering 

aircraft. This result implies that, “all other conditions being equal”, the IRSIP scenario reduces 

the probability of collision given a runway incursion by 27% ((67-49)/67). However, this analysis 

assumes that the exposure to runway incursions will be the same in the Baseline and IRSIP. There 

is evidence that the risk of runway incursion is higher for certain types of runway exits in the 

North. For example, Figure 7-3 shows the large variability of runway incursion rates among 

runway exits in the North airfield. More careful analysis is needed to understand the causal link 

between runway exit geometry and runway incursion rates. For LAX North, common elements of 

runway exits Zulu and AA (with the highest RIR metric) are: 1) both are high-speed exits and 2) 

both have acute exit angles (albeit different geometries). 

Figure 7-6 presents the RIR metric vs. runway exit angle for all four exits in the North 

airfield. The plot clearly indicates that while high-speed runway geometries are good to reduce 

ROT and thus improve saturation arrival capacity on Runway 24R, they also pose a problem in 

terms of runway incursions in the specific case of close-parallel runways (a well known problem 

for airports like Los Angeles). If the new exit types in the IRSIP study are similar to AA and, and 

if the runway incursion rate of AA is an indication of the things to come (6 times higher risk than 

Yankee), then having two new “good” runway exits further downrange with higher individual 

RIR risks, could erode the gains achieved by displacing the runway exits further downrange. This 
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suggests that it is not certain that closing Taxiway Yankee will reduce collision risk but could 

rather increase it if historical trends are to be believed.

Consider the analysis presented in Table 7-7. The table illustrates the total risk 

calculation of Baseline vs. IRSIP if we assume the RIR metric for the new exits is half that of AA 

(i.e., 6.34 incursions per million landings). The table shows that cumulatively, the total risk of 

incursions per year for the Baseline is 1.38 incursions per year. The table also shows that the total 

risk for IRSIP would be 1.08 runway incursions per year. This produces a net gain for the IRSIP 

alternative of 22% in risk reduction compared to the Baseline. However, if the new exits Zulu and 

AA1 are as risk prone as AA (with RIR at 12.68 incursions per million landings), the analysis 

produces 1.38 runway incursions per year for the Baseline and 1.70 runway incursions per year 

for IRSIP. This means the probability of incursion for IRSIP would be higher than the Baseline 

case. Factoring in the probability of collision given an incursion for the IRSIP case, this would 

produce a net gain for IRSIP of 18.9%. This is the most likely scenario given the apparent 

relationship between runway exit angle and runway incursion rate.

This suggests that careful attention should be paid to the geometric design aspect of the 

new runway exits suggested for IRSIP to avoid high RIR rates as in the current Zulu. At the 

time of our report writing, the detailed geometric design standards for AA1 and New Zulu were 

not known. 

This last point bring us to the paradox of high-speed runway exit design with two close 

parallel runways (e.g., LAX). This paradox applies to both Baseline and IRSIP. In general we 

would like to: 

i) Design high-speed runway exits to reduce Runway Occupancy Time (ROT) – good for 

arrival acceptance rate or good for mixed runway operations, and

ii) Design high-speed runway exits that promote safety at the crossing junction with 24L 
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Figure 7-6:  Runway Incursion Rate vs. Runway Exit Angle. Runway 24R Exits.

These two design criteria are difficult to reconcile without an invisible “barrier” that 

precludes pilots from blundering. The barrier could be a center taxiway or a combination of 

technologies (ground-based lights like RWSL, flight deck or ATC tower-based systems like 

ASDE-X) that prevents pilots from crossing hold bars accidentally. Both techniques are 

investigated in Section 8 of this report. Any airport designer will agree that building high-speed 

exits between two closely-spaced runways is not a good idea. Our analysis of taxiways Zulu and 

AA is that they do have slightly more than 1,150 feet of path length (at the centerline) to 

decelerate an aircraft between the point of curvature (entry point to the turnoff on the runway 

centerline) and the hold bars. If an aircraft enters either Zulu or AA at 60 knots (considered a very 

high speed for these exits), a very modest deceleration rate of -4.4 ft/s2 would be needed to bring 

the aircraft to a full stop at the hold bar position. This assumes the pilot is attentive and willing to 

brake in the turn at a modest rate.

Table 7-14: Estimated Yearly Incursions and Risk of Baseline vs. IRSIP. Assume 
RIR for New Exits is Half the Historical Value of Runway Exit AA.

Runway Exit

Yankee Zulu New Zulu AA AA1 BB

Total

RI
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Annual
Landings
Baseline 50,962 12,070 N/A 69,738 N/A 1,341
Annual

Landings
IRSIP

Scenario N/A N/A 90,632 36,155 6,893 429

Runway
Incursion
Rate (per 
million)
Baseline 1.98 32.56 12.68 0.00

Incursions per 
Year

0.0983 0.3931 0.8843 0 1.3757

Runway
Incursion
Rate (per 
million)
IRSIP 6.34 12.68 6.34

Incursions per 
Year

0.5747 0.4584 0.0437 0 1.0769

N/A means runway exit is not available in that scenario.

The analysis so far does not consider the benefit IRSIP could have by providing pilots 

and controllers with more time to recognize and react to a runway incursion because the runway 

exits are located further downrange. This requires an estimation of the probability that the takeoff 

will be aborted and that the aborting aircraft stops short of a collision. This was not calculated in 

this study. The Academic Panel recommends more analysis for this configuration.
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8. COLLISION-RISK ASSESSMENT: 100’ NORTH 

The significant change brought by the 100-North alternative is a centerline taxiway between 

runways 24L and 24R.  We begin our analysis of the 100-North alternative with a general 

comparison between a runway complex with two closely-spaced parallel runways and a centerline 

taxiway (CeT case) and a complex having two closely-spaced parallel runways without such a 

taxiway (NCT case). There are a number of operational capabilities and performance changes 

provided by centerline taxiways. Some of these mainly impact the efficiency of airport operations 

and others mainly impact safety. Our focus here is safety. Probably the most prominent collision 

risk of an NCT runway complex, like the Baseline, involves an aircraft arriving on the outboard 

runway, taking a high-speed exit and then crossing the inboard runway, or breaching the hold bar, 

without clearance from the controller. Such an incident can involve a very high degree of risk, as 

the arriving aircraft could encounter an aircraft departing on the inboard runway. A number of 

such runway incursions have been observed on both the LAX North runway complex and the 

LAX South runway complex (prior to the construction of a centerline taxiway on the South). 

These runway incursions play an important role in our analysis and so we specifically identify 

them as Exit-No-Stop (ENS) incursions. It seems clear that an ENS incursion generally would be 

caused by a distracted or disoriented pilot or by a pilot exiting at too high a speed. Usually there 

is some degree of mis-communication between the pilot and controller as well. 

Figure 8-1 illustrates the exit path of an aircraft arriving on the outboard runway with and 

without a centerline taxiway. One can see that, in the CeT case, the aircraft is forced to perform a 

combination of two rather sharp turns. This both reduces the likelihood of a pilot being distracted 

by requiring greater attentiveness, forces a greater degree situational awareness and, of course, 

forces a greater speed reduction. Thus, it seems evident that: 

A centerline taxiway should reduce the risk of ENS incursions and moreover this is an 

objective of their design.

Of course, there are other operational advantages of a centerline taxiway. While these most 

directly would seem to provide efficiency advantages, they also can potentially improve safety. A 

major challenge in managing aircraft operations for airports with closely spaced parallel runways 

involves maintaining a high level of departure throughput in light of the need to allow arriving 

aircraft to cross the inboard (departure) runway. A further challenge can be posed by congestion 

in the terminal area, e.g. on a taxiway parallel to the runways. Such congestion might prevent the 

SPAS-PC00149

64

ability to cross aircraft at certain times and/or locations. As illustrated in Figure 8-2, the crossing 

of aircraft is facilitated by the ability to buffer aircraft. In the NCT case, the taxiway-exits 

between the two runways provide some buffering capability, while in the CeT case, the entire 

centerline taxiway provides a (much larger) buffer. Further, the centerline taxiway also provides 

the capability to move aircraft to different crossing locations, while in the NCT case, the arriving 

aircraft can only cross the inboard runway at the location of the taxiway-exit it used upon arrival. 

Thus,

A centerline taxiway:

i) gives controllers the ability to move aircraft to the most appropriate crossing point,

ii)  improves the controller ability to time crossings and 

iii)  offers more opportunity to cross multiple aircraft simultaneously. 

These capabilities can be used to improve the efficiency of ground operations. Moreover, 

by reducing the cases where a controller is forced to carry out a particular crossing operation, 

they have the potential to improve safety.       

Figure 8-1: Comparison of Exit Path with and without Centerline Taxiway
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�nother related safety issue for the NCT case involves holding aircraft on the exit-

taxiways. For larger aircraft, it can be the case that, if an aircraft holding on an exit-taxiway is 

incorrectly positioned, its tail could protrude into outboard runway safety zone. This obviously 

would pose a safety hazard. It can also be the case, that two aircraft could occupy the same exit-

taxiway. Such an occurrence would result in an even greater risk that the protrusion of an aircraft 

tail into the outboard runway. Thus, 

The centerline taxiway should nearly eliminate hazards involving aircraft tails 

protruding onto the outboard runway.

With this background we now proceed to assess the relative risk of the Baseline and 100-

North cases. We start with an analysis of the results from the Sim (Section 8.1) and then proceed 

with an analysis of historical LAX incursion data (Section 8.2). Section 8.3. provides overall 

conclusions for the 100-North case. 

Figure 8-2: Comparison of Buffers with and without Centerline Taxiway.
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8.1. Analysis of Simulation Results 

We now review the Simulation results and present the insights they provide and the 

conclusions they support. First, it is very important to point out that the Simulation allowed the 

AP, the subject pilots, the subject controllers and other experts to observe the “actual” operation 

of the LAX North Runway complex after the 100-North modifications. This has been invaluable 

in providing the AP with insights into the basic functionality 100-North provides and how it 

differs from the Baseline and the other alternatives. In fact, the discussion provided at the 

beginning of this section was largely based on our own observations and discussion with experts 

while watching 100-North operations.  

8.1.1 Controller Interviews

We start with an analysis of the controller interviews. A very prominent theme in the 

interviews was the near universal opinion that a centerline taxiway provides a significant positive 

impact on airport operations. Below we provide some specific excerpts from the interview notes 

that support this conclusion:

Group 1: 

South easier to manage than North – tremendous improvement with center taxiway; 

Center taxiway is the only way to go: more flexibility in timing runway crossing ⎝don’t

miss departure “holes”); can better respond to congestion on other taxiways.  

Group 2:

Centerline taxiway helps ground controllers and local controllers alike; today’s 

operation is surgical (requires a lot of planning and limited holding capacity between 

runways in the North); the presence of a centerline taxiway allows more flexibility in 

handling traffic; a centerline taxiway is a “must” to improve  the operation at this 

airport; any of the 100’ or 340’ is a vast improvement over today’s configuration. 

Group 3:

Centerline taxiway is a tough mindset to change, i.e. it makes things much easier to 

operate; it makes lots of strategies “work”; don’t have to be super-precise; generally 

things are not as efficient or safe without center taxiway; reduces risk of incursion.

The 2nd and 3rd groups of controllers both rated 100-North and 340-N significantly above 

all other alternatives indicating that 340-N was noticeably better than 100N; the 1st group of 
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controllers was not quite as explicit but implicitly seemed to have a similar opinion. The 3rd group 

of controllers explicitly used the analogy that if 340-N represented 100% improvement then 100-

North attained 80% of that objective. Certain controllers indicated that the relative degree of 

incremental improvement of 340-N over 100-North depended on the number of Group VI aircraft 

in the fleet composition. Here it seemed clear that the criterion for rating one alternative better 

than another depended on a combination of improved safety, improved efficiency and better 

ability for the controllers to carry out their job function well.

8.1.2 Controller Surveys

We now consider the controller surveys. Questions 1 through 13 deal with effects 

generally related to operational efficiency and improvement in the controller job function. 

Question 15 explicitly deals with the risk of a runway incursion. To quantify the degree 

of difference in the risk level between 100-North and the Baseline as expressed by the 

subject controllers, we mapped the responses on Question 15 to a relative risk scale as 

follows. We assume that answers at the extreme ends of the scale—1 and 7 in the surveys 

conducted for our study—are associated with a large difference in relative risk, say 95% 

for 7 and 5% for 1. Relative risk values for intermediate points can then be calculated by 

interpolation. Two forms of interpolation may plausibly be employed. The first is linear. 

Assuming 95% and 5% for the endpoints, then a 1-point move along the scale is 

associated with a (95%-5%)/(7-1)=15% change in relative risk. The second form of 

interpolation is logarithmic. In this case, each 1-point movement has a constant 

multiplicative effect. Again assuming 95% and 5% for the endpoints, a 1-point increase 

multiplies the risk by (95%/5%)1/(7-1)=1.63. There is a body of research on risk perception 

supporting the use of a logarithmic scale, e.g. see [Longo and Lurenco, 2007] 

Table 8-1 gives the results of our analysis. We see that in the controllers’ perception, 

100-North provides an incursion risk reduction in the range of 19 to 29 per cent.

Table 8-1: Results of Controller Surveys for Incursion Risk.

Incursion Risk Linear Scale Logarithmic Scale

Baseline 0.57 0.27

100-N 0.46 0.19

100-N improvement %
19% 29%
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Viewing the other relevant survey results (Questions 1 through 13), the results generally 

support the perceptions gained from the interviews. Overall the surveys indicated that the 100-

North provided an improvement in operational performance when compared to the Baseline. The 

average percent improvement indicated by the surveys were in the mid-20% range.

8.1.3 Pilot Interviews

The pilot interviews were constructed so as to gain insight into the relative merits of the 

various alternatives. However, we also tried to use them to gain insight into the safety of LAX 

compared to other airports. A summary of the information provided is given below.  

• Pilots generally expressed the opinion that LAX (today) was about in the middle of other 

major airports from a safety perspective; in particular, there did not appear to be a 

reason to call it an unsafe airport (relatively speaking). 

• There did seem to be almost universal agreement that a center taxiway would improve 

safety. At the same time, some pilots expressed a dislike for the centerline taxiway due to 

the requirement for additional aircraft maneuvering. At least in one case, we felt this was 

associated with a poor design of the taxiway exit system.

• Certain pilots pointed out that, under the Baseline alternative, the fact that some heavies 

(and, of course, super heavies) cannot hold between the runways (their tail would 

protrude into 24L) is a safety hazard. This is especially problematic since controllers 

must remember to give these aircraft special treatment.

Multiple pilots pointed out the safety advantage of the ability of a pilot to look down the 

inboard runway prior to crossing it. One can build on this comment to view the decision to cross 

the inboard runway from a systems reliability standpoint. Specifically, the following three 

processes serve to provide redundancy in making this decision:  i) controller clearance, ii) runway 

status lights, iii) pilot visual check of runway status. It was noted that the ability to see down the 

runway depends on the angle at which the aircraft approaches the runway. For larger aircraft, in 

the case of the Baseline and in the case of 100-North, the aircraft must approach the inboard 

runway at an acute angle that eliminates (or reduces) a clear line-of-sight down the runway. This 

issue will be analyzed later and, in fact, is the driver of a potential safety difference between 100-

North and 340-North. 
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The pilots also provided useful feedback on the effectiveness of runway status lights

(RWSL). Insights gained from these comments will be employed in the quantitative analysis 

performed in Section 1.2.

8.1.4 Pilot Surveys

A general review of the raw data resulting from the pilot surveys can at times seem to 

give counter-intuitive and even contradictory results. This in part may be due to the relatively

small number of pilots involved and also to the fact that individual pilots did not see all of the 

alternatives. For these reasons we feel less weight should be placed on these surveys. We 

conducted tests to determine the statistical validity of the hypothesis that the pilot answers 

indicated a significant difference in the area covered by the question. Comparing 100-North to the 

Baseline, there was one safety-related question that passed the test: Question 3, which dealt with 

the safety of the runway-cross phase. That is, the hypothesis that the runway crossing phase is 

safer under 100-North than under the Baseline, as perceived by the pilots, can be supported by the 

data.  We also calculated the metric described in the previous section for question 23 that asked 

pilots to compare the North runway alternative under consideration to other airports from a safety 

perspective. The results are given in Table 8-2.

Table 8-2: Summary of Pilot Survey Results.

Basic

Safety

Crossing 

Safety

General

Operations

Performance

Comparative 

Confusion

Comparative 

Safety

Baseline 0.070 0.208 0.426 0.335 0.621

100-North 0.101 0.127 0.414 0.330 0.582

% Improve -46% 39% 3% 1% 6%

These results may seem a bit inconsistent and somewhat contradictory. We performed 

statistical tests and found that, of the questions referred to above, the only one that displayed a 

statistical significance in the responses was the Crossing Safety question. It should be pointed out 

that the Basic Safety questions largely treated issues not affected by the centerline taxiway. For 

this reason and since our statistical tests did not support the hypothesis that there was a difference 

between the Baseline and 100-North based on the responses, we do not place a great deal of 

significance in the seemingly large advantage for the Baseline indicated by the responses.

Overall, we feel the surveys support the hypothesis that the centerline taxiway provides a 
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significant safety advantage relative to runway crossing. Otherwise, they generally indicate little 

difference in performance. 

8.1.5  FutureFlight Simulation Data

We consider three types of Simulation data: anomalies statistics, radio frequency usage 

and capacity and delay information. For all types of anomalies, 100-North was indistinguishable 

from the Baseline. Thus, two conclusions can be supported: i) that the 100-North alternative does 

not significantly affect controller error rates or ii) that this particular experiment was not able to 

identify such difference (for many possible reasons). A similar situation exists relative to the 

frequency usage data. Specifically, there were no significant differences between 100-North and 

the Baseline and, thus, the same two conclusions could be supported.  Section 13 analyzes the 

capacity and delay data in detail so we will just touch on it here. The data indicated a slight 

advantage of 100-North over the Baseline. Specifically, given the same level of operations, under 

100-North there should be slightly less surface delays and slightly shorter taxi times. To the 

degree that such a reduction in congestion would reduce workload and stress, it should have a 

positive impact on safety.

8.1.5 General Conclusions

There was certainly a near universal conclusion among controllers and pilots that a 

centerline taxiway improved airport operations, when compared to the Baseline. “Improved” in 

this case could be interpreted along multiple dimensions, one of which is safety. This conclusion 

came out both in the interviews and in the surveys. Using a method to convert the survey 

responses to improvement factors, the controllers’ collective opinion indicated a 21% reduction in 

collision risk and a 23% increase in a combined measure of operational performance. Applying 

these methods to pilot survey results, the pilots indicated a 35% increase in runway crossing 

safety, a 6% increase in comparative (to other airports) safety, a 46% decrease in general (landing 

and taxi-to-gate) safety and minimal change in operation performance. We must use these results 

with care as they are based on the subjective judgment of the subjects and the scales used are 

difficult to convert to actual risk values. Particular care must be applied to the pilot results due to 

the very small sample sizes. We will discuss this later when developing our overall conclusions. 

The Simulation data did not show a significant difference between 100-North and the Baseline 

except in the area of capacity and delay, which it indicated a slight advantage for 100-North. 
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8.2. Analysis of Historical Incursion Data 

While the Simulation results provide strong evidence that a centerline taxiway improves 

airport operations and airport safety, it can be challenging to explicitly estimate changes in 

collision risk from the Simulation results. In this section we turn to analysis of historical 

incursion data. This analysis will allow us to both validate the Simulation results and also to 

generate quantitative estimates of the risk impact. The similarities between the current LAX 

North runway complex and the LAX South runway complex, before the new centerline taxiway 

was built, and also the similarity between the current South runway complex and the 100-North

alternative allow for the very effective use of historical incursion data. The incursion data used in 

this Chapter was obtained by merging data from the LAX Incursion “Maps” provided on the 

LAWA web site with data downloaded from the FAA’s Aviation Safety Information Analysis 

and Sharing (ASIAS) System. The ASIAS database included all incursions that appeared on the 

LAWA web site plus a few additional ones. These additional incursions were minor and did not 

even receive the standard A, B, C or D classification. Generally, we ignored these in our analysis 

although for reasons related to computational convenience we used this larger set in our analysis 

of the frequency of appearance of large aircraft in incursions. Incursion statistics are calculated 

on a calendar year basis. Please note that FAA reports general provide incursion statistics 

on a fiscal year basis. Some of this (fiscal year) data is used elsewhere in this report 

(when this is done the basis year assumed is noted).

The principal risk that we focus on in evaluating runway alternatives is the risk of a 

collision due to a runway incursion. The runway geometry also impacts the risk of a collision 

resulting from an excursion. This risk is dealt with in Section 6. Runway geometry may also 

impact the risk of accident in the general vicinity of the airport. Such accidents are generally a 

second order effect of runway geometry and they will be discussed as appropriate after the main 

analysis.

We start by considering the relationship between the risk of a collision due to a runway 

incursion and the risk of a runway incursion.

Risk of fatal runway collision =

Prob[fatal collision resulting from runway incursion]

Prob[fatal collision | runway incursion] * Prob[runway incursion]         (8.1)

SPAS-PC00149

72

The final term involves the product of the probability that a runway incursion occurs and 

the probably that a particular runway incursion results in a fatal collision.  The importance of this 

equation is that the risk of a fatal runway collision can be reduced by either reducing the chance 

that a runway incursion occurs (equivalently the annual rate of runway incursions) or by reducing 

the chance that a runway incursion results in a fatal collision. When we consider the impact of 

various alternatives, these may impact one or both of the terms in the product.

The starting point for our incursion analysis is the identification of the ENS incursion as 

defined earlier. We estimate the risk reduction impact of a centerline taxiway by estimating the 

ability of a centerline taxiway to reduce the rate of ENS incursions. To do this, we employ 

historical data from the South to estimate the ENS incursion risk reduction of the centerline 

taxiway under 100-North. The justification for this approach is the similarity discussed earlier 

between the pre-centerline taxiway South airfield and the current North airfield and the post-

centerline taxiway South airfield and the 100-North alternative. We are well aware that, in spite 

of these similarities, there are significant differences between the North and South airfields (and 

historically there have been significant differences in the incursions rates).  However, we do not 

attempt to estimate absolute incursion rates on the North from the South but rather we apply an

estimate of the rate reduction experienced on the South to the North under the 100-North option.

Based on an examination of the descriptions of all runway incursions that occurred at 

LAX between 1998 and 2007, we classified each incursion as being an ENS incursion or not. We 

note that some subjective judgment was required in some cases; however, the number of such 

cases was relatively small. The result of this analysis was: 

Average number ENS incursions / yr on S:  3.6 (55%)

Average number ENS incursions / yr on N:  1.1  (55%)

Note that, somewhat remarkably, the percent of ENS incursions on the North and South 

were virtually identical. This analysis considered incursions of all severity levels (A through D). 

Since some estimates and analyses performed by us and others restrict attention to more severe 

incursions we did an additional analysis to estimate the incursion breakdown restricted to only A 

and B incursions and to only A, B and C incursions. These did not differ significantly from the 

above breakdown so we feel this estimate is quite reliable.

The key estimate that will drive our analysis is the reduction factor for ENS incursions on

the South attributed to the centerline taxiway. We first consider estimating the pre-centerline ENS 

incursion rate. This taxiway was opened in June of 2008, with the early part of 2008 largely 
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devoted to construction. Thus, we use as a cutoff point the end of 2007. While our analysis has 

generally employed data starting in 1998 or 1999, two significant changes occurred during the 

year 2001. The first was the introduction of ASDE-3 and AMASS and the second is a decrease in 

traffic. Since we wish to estimate the incremental impact of a centerline taxiway over and above 

ASDE-3 and AMASS and also, we wish to do so in roughly equivalent traffic conditions, a 

reasonable time frame would seem to be 2002 to 2007.  Table 8-3 provides both the 1999-2007

rates and the 2002-2007 rates for AB, ABC and ABCD incursions.

Table 8-3: Pre-Centerline ENS Incursion Rates on LAX South.

Rate/year 1999-2007 2002-2007

AB 1 0.5

ABC 3 1

ABCD 3.6 3.2

We note that 02-07 rates do show a substantial drop from the 99-07 rates in all cases 

except ABCD. The relatively small change in the ABCD rate can perhaps be attributed to changes 

in the criteria for C and D incursions. The next major challenge is to estimate a post-centerline 

taxiway rate. From July of 2008 through December of 2009, there was a single incursion on the 

South that could be classified as an ENS incursion:  the 10/25/2009 incident, which was classified 

as a category C incursion. One incursion over an 18-month period represents a .67 rate. Even 

though the data collection period (18 months) is short and the number of observations very small 

(1), the change in the ABCD rate from 3.2 or 3.6 to .67 is highly statistically significant. Thus, we 

can conclude with confidence that the centerline taxiway has significantly reduced the ENS

incursion rate on the South. On the other hand, the specific estimate of the rate, .67, represents a 

point in a fairly wide confidence interval. Thus, we must use judgment and intuition in arriving at 

a reasonable ENS incursion rate reduction factor. For reasons discussed earlier we will restrict 

use for the pre-centerline rate, the 2002-2007 data. One could argue that the default should be to 

employ the ABCD rate since generally our analysis has focused on all incursions. On the other 

hand, FAA studies have tended to focus on serious incursions, e.g. AB, or possibly ABC. In our 

case, focusing only on AB would not produce meaningful results as such incursions are simply 

too infrequent. Focusing on ABC starts to alleviate this issue to a degree. At the same time, it 

seems clear that data concerning D incursions is certainly meaningful and one certainly should 

not ignore the very significant drop in ENS D incursions after the centerline taxiway introduction. 
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Table 8-4 lists the 2002-2007 pre-centerline taxiway rates, the post-centerline taxiway rates and 

the corresponding reduction factor.

As discussed above the “default” would be to use the ABCD analysis and the reduction 

factor of 79%. To acknowledge the much more modest reduction factor for ABC incursions one

could take the approach of weighting the three categories (and reduction factors) evenly and 

taking the average reduction factor:  (100 + 33 + 79)/3 = 71%.  We should note that this approach 

implicitly gives higher weight to the more serious incursions. These two estimates are relatively 

close and for our analysis we take a compromise and use a reduction factor of 75%.

Table 8-4: ENS Incursion Rate Reduction on South Airfield.

Rate/Year

Before Center 
Taxiway

After Center 
Taxiway

Reduction
Factor

AB 0.5 0 100%

ABC 1 0.67 33%

ABCD 3.2 0.67 79%

8.2.1 Risk Reduction without RWSL 

We now proceed to calculate the risk reduction provided for the 100-North alternative. 

Because of certain subtleties in our analysis we use as a starting point the level of risk for a 

modified Baseline that assumes the 2020 traffic levels,  ASDE-X and AMASS but no RWSL. We 

define this starting risk level as R:

starting risk = R

Allocating based on incursion distribution yields:

        = non-ENS collision risk + ENS collision risk =

.45 * R   +  .55 * R

Applying a risk reduction (75% � factor of 4 reduction) for ENS incursion risk:

.45 * R + .55/4 * R =

.45 * R   + .14 * R =

.59 * R � a risk reduction of ~ 40%
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8.2.2 Analysis of Runway Status Lights

RWSL play an important and somewhat subtle role in our analysis. In the previous 

section we compute the incremental impact of 100-North relative to the Baseline without RWSL. 

From there, we will compute the impact of RWSL on the Baseline, the impact of RWSL on 100-

North and then compare the two results. The reason for this approach is that our analysis shows 

that the incremental improvement provided by RWSL applied to 100-North is actually greater 

than the incremental improvement provided by RWSL applied to the Baseline.

FAA studies have estimated that runway status lights (RWSL) would decrease the 

collision risk by an additional factor of 50% over and above the impact of ASDE-X and AMASS. 

However, insights gained from the Simulation led us to examine this conclusion carefully and not 

to apply it in a uniform manner. Consider the following scenarios.

A:  A pilot has stopped at the hold bar of the inboard runway and has observed a red 

runway entrance light (REL). The pilot then proceeds to cross runway (or “bust” the 

hold bar) even though REL is still red.

B:  A pilot is distracted or has exited the outboard runway at a high speed and failed to 

slow down; the pilot then proceeds to cross the inboard runway or bust hold bar even 

though REL is red. 

In case B, the fact that the pilot is distracted would seem to increase the likelihood that 

he/she would fail to take notice of the REL’s; also, in case B, if the aircraft was exiting at an 

excessive speed, it is possible that the pilot would not have enough time to stop the plane short of 

the hold bar having observed the REL. Both of these explanations suggest that the effectiveness 

of REL’s should be greater in scenario A than in scenario B. It is also the case, that, in the FAA 

analysis of ASDE-X, AMASS and RWSL, the experts were told to assume that the relevant 

technology “worked as it was supposed to” – this apparently was interpreted by the experts to 

mean that the pilot was alerted by the RWSL’s and took whatever action he or she thought was 

most appropriate.  This provides further justification to a more careful application of the FAA 

results.

Consider now the comments from several Simulation pilots.

Pilot 3:  “RWSL’s are counter intuitive because they run along side the runway; not 

being able to stop is not the issue; it is saturation of tasks.”

Pilot 4: “[RWSL] Lights are easy to be missed; they don’t stand out: 
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• have to train oneself to see them;

• it would be better it they were a bigger indicator.”

Pilot 5:  “In the Simulation the RWSL don’t appear to be a high intensity system; they 

really should be brighter; they need to be a distraction.”

Pilot 6:  “With rain or low visibility it would be easy to accidentally cross both runways; 

• RWSL may or may not stop pilots from crossing runways;

• [need] some sort of stop sign.” 

Other comments provide a similar sentiment. On the other hand, it is certainly the case 

that pilots also had many positive things to say about RWSL’s. Also, it seems clear (based on 

comments and our experience in the flight simulator cockpit) that the RWSL’s were not as bright 

in the Simulation as they would be in real life. On balance, we feel the pilot feedback from the 

Simulation supports the hypothesis that the RWSL’s are less effective at preventing the ENS 

incursions than at preventing other incursions. We do not have an analytic basis on which to

derive a quantitative estimate so we “split the difference” and assume RWSL’s are twice as 

effective once an aircraft has stopped:

RWSL risk reduction for ENS incursion:   33%

RWSL risk reduction if aircraft has stopped:  67%

RWSL general risk reduction:  50% (FAA estimate)

8.2.3 Risk Reduction with Runway Status Lights

We now continue with our prior analysis and include the impact of RWSL:

Starting risk = .45 * R   + .14 * R

Apply risk reduction of 50% (factor of 2) for non-ENS incursion risk and risk reduction 

of 33% (factor of 2/3) for ENS incursion risk:

.45 / 2 * R   +  .14 * 2/3 * R =

.23 * R + .09 * R =

.32 * R � total risk reduction for 100-North with RWSL ~ 70%

We now consider the impact of RWSL on the modified Baseline.

starting risk for modified Baseline = R =
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Allocating based on incursion distribution yields:

.45 * R   +  .55 * R

Apply RWSL risk reduction factor of 50% to non-ENS incursion risk (multiply by 1/2) 

and RWSL risk reduction factor of 33% for ENS incursion risk (multiply by 2/3):

.45 / 2 * R + .55 * 2/3 * R =

.23 * R   + .37 * R =

.6 * R � a risk reduction of ~ 40%

To find the risk reduction of 100-North over the Baseline (with RWSL), we compare the 

100-North Risk: (.32 * R) with the Baseline Risk (.6 * R) and reach the following conclusion.

Thus, the 100-North option reduces risk over the baseline by a factor of

(.60 - .32) R / (.6 R) = .47 �  47%

It is instructive to compare the incremental impact of RWSL in the two cases.  RWSL 

reduces the risk of the modified Baseline by 40%. On the other hand, RWSL reduces the risk of 

100-North (without RWSL) by a factor of (.59  - .32) * R / (.59 * R) = .46 or 46 %.  Does it make 

sense that the impact of RWSL on 100-North should be greater than its impact on the (modified) 

Baseline? In fact, the reason for this difference is that the centerline taxiway is very effective at 

reducing the risk of ENS incursions, whereas, RWSL are less effective with ENS incursions and 

more effective with others. Thus, in a sense the combination of RWSL and a centerline taxiway is 

a pairing of two measures that are most effective in complementary areas leading to a more 

pronounced effect.

It is certainly true that we had to apply some judgment in carrying out this analysis.

However, this rather significant risk reduction is certainly consistent with the controller and pilot 

input provided during the Sim. Further, it should be noted that this analysis only considered the 

impact of RWSL on the risk of ENS incursions. As discussed earlier there are other positive 

benefits to the centerline taxiway that should further reduce risk.

8.2.4 Impact of Fleet Mix Changes Including Group VI Aircraft 

The Baseline risk estimate served as the starting point for our analysis. Since it has taken 

into account a growth in traffic (and the implied quadratic growth in risk) our analysis has 

allowed for a growth in traffic predicted by the year 2020. However, by relying on historical data, 

the analysis described in Section 8.2 implicitly assumed the current fleet mix. Of particular 
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concern is an increase in the percentage of larger aircraft, most notably Group VI aircraft. We 

now investigate the degree to which fleet mix changes might impact our conclusions.

Recalling again equation (8.1), we can view this question in terms of whether larger 

aircraft might have a higher (or lower) risk of either being involved in a runway incursion or of 

having an incursion result in a collision. As data-driven starting point we examine the question of 

whether larger aircraft are more likely to be involved in runway incursions. Tables 8-5, 8-6 and 8-

7 give relevant statistics. 

Table 8-5: Fraction of Incursions Involving Heavy Aircraft.

Year 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 Average

Heavy Incursion %

North 0.67 0.20 0.25 0.14 0.00 0.08 0.17 0.17

Total Aircraft Involved in 

Incursions (North Airfield) 3 5 4 7 4 13 6

Heavy Incursion %
South 0.40 0.33 0.00 0.13 0.13 0.19 0.00 0.18

Total Aircraft Involved in 

Incursions (South Airfield) 15 21 12 15 15 27 4

Table 8-6: Fraction of Incursion Involving Group V Aircraft.

Year 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 Average

Group V Incursion (%)

North Airfield 0.33 0.00 0.25 0.00 0.00 0.08 0.17 0.10

Total Aircraft Involved in 

Incursions (North Airfield) 3 5 4 7 4 13 6

Group V Incursion (%)

North Airfield 0.13 0.05 0.00 0.13 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.06

Total Aircraft Involved in 
Incursions (South Airfield) 15 21 12 15 15 27 4
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The first two tables provide the relative frequency with which heavies and Group V 

aircraft appear in runway incursions. We note that a typical runway incursion involves two 

aircraft, although some involve only one. We count an “appearance” as either being one of the 

two aircraft in a two-aircraft incursion or the single aircraft in a one-aircraft incursion (Thus, the 

totals given in these two tables are the total number of aircraft that were involved in incursions 

not the total number of incursions. We also note the set of incursions considered in this analysis 

was the larger set that appears in the ASIAS database). Table 8.7 provides statistics on the 

representation of heavies and Group VI aircraft in the LAX fleet. A comparison of the data in the 

first two tables with the data in the third reveals that the representation of these aircraft types in 

runway incursions is very close to representation in the general fleet mix. Thus, we conclude that 

it is neither more nor less likely that these very large aircraft will appear in a runway incursion. 

Table 8-7: LAX Fleet Mix Characteristics.

Year ����� ����� ����� ����� ����� ���	� ���
� ��
�

�������������� ����� ����� ����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

���������������� ����� ����� ����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

We now move on to the question of whether the larger aircraft have a higher (or lower) risk 

of collision given that they are involved in an incursion. Two effects seem to be worth 

considering in detail:

1. Larger aircraft have longer takeoff rolls, i.e. they become airborne further down the 

runway; as a result it is less likely that they would overfly an aircraft that breaches the 

runway downfield.  

2. Larger aircraft, simply due to their size, are more likely to collide with another aircraft 

when the two get in close proximity.

Both of these effects are potentially significant. Effect 1) is analyzed in some detail for 

the IRSIP case (Section 7). It seems likely that increases in the per cent of very large aircraft in 

the fleet mix (including Group VI) will increase the collision risk estimate we have calculated. 
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However, we argue that this effect will apply equally to all alternatives assuming similar exit 

locations. Further the degree to which exits can be relocated (as is done with IRSIP) in such a 

way to influence the risk change, such changes can be applied to any of the options. We do not 

view the 100-North design used in the Sim as final and in fact we have proposed various 

recommendations some of which involve changes in exit placement (see Section 16). 

Thus, we conclude that while effect 1) may increase risk it will change risk in a similar 

way for the Baseline. Further, exit changes that mitigate this risk under the Baseline, 

e.g. IRSIP, could equally be applied under 100-North. 

One could argue that effect 2) is in fact the reason that FAA standards for runway 

displacement changes with aircraft size. Thus, it is certainly a very important consideration. 

However, it can also be argued that FAA requirements on both runway displacement and 

operational restrictions address this effect. In particular, under the 100-North alternative, Group 

VI aircraft cannot remain on the centerline taxiway while a departure takes place on the inboard 

runway (while under 340-North they can). There is, of course, a similar requirement for the 

Baseline. Thus, we conclude that effect 2) will most likely increase the collision risk under 100-

North. However, it would induce a similar increase under the Baseline. Thus, we conclude that 

this effect does not change our relative risk reduction calculation.

8.3.  Overall conclusion for 100-North Case 

The analysis of the LAX incursion data has indicated risk reduction of close to 50% due 

to the substantial reduction in the frequency of ENS incursions. Viewing this part of the analysis 

in isolation, this reduction factor can be viewed as lower bound on the magnitude of the reduction 

since other positive impacts of the centerline taxiway were not considered. Considering the Sim 

results, interviews with the subject controllers and pilots as well as the results of surveys also 

indicate a significant positive impact of the centerline taxiway and the 100-North changes. Sim 

data was less conclusive showing only a small positive impact in the area of capacity and delays. 

Further, our conversion of the controller survey data into a collision risk reduction factors

indicated a smaller impact than the historical data (e.g. between 19 and 29% vs 47 % for the 

controller data).  The pilot data, considered less reliable showed an even lower reduction factor. 

Balancing these various perspectives, we feel that the numerical estimates based on the 

historical analysis are more reliable than the numerical estimates from the surveys since the 

surveys themselves relied on human judgment. Further the Simulation results certainly do not 

contradict the historical analysis in any way. In fact, the Simulation results strongly support the 
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essential conclusions, if not the exact numerical value. A second reason to support the higher risk 

reduction estimate based on historical data is that our analysis did not take into account the 

positive effects of the centerline taxiway over and above its impact on ENS incursions. .At the 

same time, the numerical results from the Simulation suggest a slight lower risk reduction. Thus, 

we feel it prudent to reduce the estimate based on historical data slightly. Therefore,

We conclude that the 100-North alternative significantly reduces the risk of a fatal 

runway collision over the Baseline case and we estimate the magnitude of the risk 

reduction to be 40%  
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9. COLLISION-RISK ASSESSMENT: 340’ NORTH 

This section examines the collision risk associated with the alternative of moving runway 

24R/6L 340’ north and placing a center taxiway between it and the neighboring 24L/6R. 

Hereafter we will refer to this as 340-North.

From an operational point of view 340-North has certain clear cut advantages over all 

others considered, including 100-North, which moves 24R/6L 100’ north. The major difference is 

that under 340-North design group VI aircraft can—with a few exceptions when visibility is low--

occupy the center taxiway without disrupting operations on the north runways. This increases the 

capacity of the airport when there are group VI operations, as discussed in Chapter 13. It is also 

apparent that, from the viewpoint of residents and businesses in the areas north of LAX, 340-

North has clear-cut disadvantages. LAWA and NORSAC have agreed that such concerns are 

outside the scope of this particular report.

The focus of this chapter is exclusively on collision risk. Should 340-North be built, how 

will this affect the probability of a collision between two aircraft? To get a handle on this 

question, the AP examined evidence from a variety of sources. First, we reviewed previous 

studies concerning the North Airfield in order to better understand the safety case for 340-North. 

Second, we considered results from the FFC simulations. Third, we examined the empirical 

record both at LAX and at other airports in order to ascertain whether the incidence of runway 

incursions is affected by the amount of separation between runways.

We first review the evidence from each of these sources as it pertains to the collision risk 

for 340-North. Then, in consideration of this evidence, we offer our summary estimate of the 

collision risk of 340-North relative to 100-North and the Baseline.

9.1. Prior Studies 
The safety impacts of 340-North are addressed in three previous studies. In 2007, LAWA 

sponsored a safety risk assessment of this alternative. The work, performed by the Washington 

Consulting Group, employed a panel of six individuals with extensive knowledge of LAX 

operations, the existing and proposed airfield layouts, and safety risk management procedures. 

The panel identified a total of 10 hazards associated with operations on the North Airfield, and 

qualitatively assessed how the risks from the hazards would affected by replacing the Baseline 

with the 340-North configuration. The panel concluded that the 340-North would greatly reduce 

or eliminate risks from 24R arrivals crossing 24L without a clearance, reduce the risk from “go-
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arounds” forced by conflicts between arrivals and departures, and reduce the risk from heavy and 

super-heavy aircraft occupying taxiways that restrict operations of nearby runways. Of the six 

highest specific hazards judged by the panel to carry the highest risks, three are entirely 

eliminated, one is made less probably and much less severe, and two are made less probable. 

These findings are, in the words of the report, based on “the analysis of qualitative data obtained 

from subject matter experts,” not historical data from LAX.

The WCG study considers only the Baseline and 340-North, and does not attempt to 

quantify the reduction in collision risk that results from the latter. The results may, however, be 

used to make such an estimate, and also to assess how it might differ for 100-North.

To convert the WCG findings into an estimate of collision risk reduction, consider Figure 

9-1 below, which reproduces Figure 8 of the WCG study. Figure x.1 is a risk matrix, a widely 

used construct in safety analysis. The rows correspond to the likelihood of occurrence of some 

hazard, while the columns correspond to the severity of the hazard. The entries in the table 

correspond to different hazards. For example, LAX 001 is the hazard of an arrival on 24R 

crossing 24L without a clearance on taxiway Yankee or Zulu, when there is a non-heavy aircraft 

departing. The likelihood of this hazard is viewed by the panel to be “Extremely Remote,” but the 

event is viewed as quite serious—“Hazardous” in the terminology of the matrix--should it occur. 

It is common practice to quantify the degree of hazard as the product of two numbers, 

one associated with its row and the other with its column. For example, if Likelihood Category D 

is associated with the value 1/100 and Severity Category 2 is assigned the value 1/10, then the 

hazard score for LAX 001 is . Assuming that all collision hazards are included in 

Figure 8, the total collision hazard is the sum of the hazard scores of each. 

Figure 9-2, also taken from the WCG report, depicts how the risk matrix would change, 

in the judgment of the WCG panel, if 340-North were implemented.  Some hazards are 

eliminated entirely, others made less likely, and others less severe. Using the same procedure as 

before, a total collision hazard could be calculated for this scenario. The ratio of the two scores is 

a measure of the degree of risk reduction if the Baseline configuration were replaced with 340-

North.

Unfortunately, the WCG report does not specify the numerical values associated with the 

Likelihood and Severity categories. Normally, the variation is logarithmic, with adjacent 

categories differing by a constant multiplicative factor on the order to 10. For example, the 
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Likelihood Category A might be 100 times a year, B 10 times a year, C once a year, etcetera. If 

we assume this is the case, then it is possible to calculate the ratio of the two risk scores, even if 

we don’t know the exact numerical values for the categories. If the multiplicative factor is indeed 

10, the result obtained is about 0.06, implying that 340-North would reduce the risk of a collision 

by about 94%. The ratio is 0.03 if the multiplicative factor is 20, and 0.11 if it is 5. In sum, the 

WCG risk analysis suggests a reduction in collision risk of between 90 and 97 percent if 340-

North is constructed.

While the WCG panel did not explicitly consider 100-North, it appears that most of their 

findings would apply to this option as well. The major exception is that 100-North would not 

address Hazard LAX 009—“increase in complexity associated with new mix of Design Group 

V/VI aircraft.” Thus, referring to Figure 9.2, under 100-North the LAX 009 would remain in the 

Likelihood Category C cell instead of moving to the Likelihood Category D cell. Repeating the

above calculation with this one change, and again, assuming a multiplicative factor of 10, we 

obtain a risk score ratio of 0.23, suggesting that 100-North would yield a risk reduction of 77% 

compared to the Baseline.  Similarly, the ratio of the 100-North and 340-North risk scores is 0.25. 

In other words, by moving 24R 340’ north instead of 100’ north, we reduce collision risk 75%, 

according to these calculations.

Figure 9-1: Risk Matrix for LAX North Airfield Baseline, According to WCG Panel.
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Figure 9-2: Change in Risk Matrix from Going from Baseine to 340-North, 
According to WCG Panel.

Two other studies from the same period also support the 340-North alternative. The 

“Special Peer Review” of the LAX North Airfield concluded that this was “the North Airfield 

alternative offering maximum safety, balance, and efficiency.” This conclusion was based on a 3-

day visit by the Peer Review Group, which included briefings from LAWA staff, a tour of the 

airfield and tower, and a review of historical background information and data. The group also 

had a favorable view of the 100-North alternative, preferring 340-North mainly because of its

compatibility with group VI aircraft. Alternatives involving building a runway to the south were 

considered undesirable because of their impact on the terminal area, while the “present North 

Airfield configuration is prone to runway incursions.” The second study, entitled, “Analysis of 

LAX North Airfield Alternatives” and prepared by the International Aviation Management Group 

concluded that 340-North has a “High” potential to mitigate runway incursions, while 100-North 

has a “Medium” potential. The basis for this difference is not clear, although it is stated that, in 

contrast to 340-North, 100-North “provides minimal increased separation between runways.”

9.2. Results from FFC Simulations 

Controller and Pilot Feedback

As elaborated in Chapter 8, controllers and pilots participating in the FFC simulations 

considered the center taxiway featured in 340-North—as well as 340-South and 100-North—to be 

a significant safety improvement. The taxiway would virtually eliminate runway incursions onto 
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24L of aircraft exiting 24R, either because of excessive aircraft speed or pilot inattentiveness 

(ENS incursions as defined in Chapter 8).  The taxiway forces pilots to maneuver a longer, more 

complicated, path to from the 24R exit to the 24L crossing, so that the crossing is made in a more 

deliberate and controlled manner. Controllers also cited the greater holding capacity of the center 

taxiway as compared to the exits in the Baseline configuration. This reduces pressure to cross 

arriving aircraft in order to clear the exits for subsequent arrivals. It also eliminates the risk of an 

aircraft on the exit intruding into the obstacle free zone 24R.

While above advantages hold for Alternatives 340-South and 100-North as well as 340-

North, controllers and pilots also perceived certain advantages of 340-North over the other two. 

Controllers noted that with 340-North, in contrast to 100-North, they did not have to remember 

special rules for super-heavy aircraft, or face the pressure to immediately cross them in order to 

allow a subsequent departure. Controllers also placed some value on the extra exit traversal time 

resulting from the additional separation between the runway and the center taxiway, which could 

be used for braking, tower-cockpit communication, and more deliberate decision making on how 

to route the aircraft to the gate. Some pilots believed that 340-North enabled them to orient their 

planes to be perpendicular with 24L at the crossing, affording them the ability to see down the 

runway for approaching aircraft.

Controller’s quantitative survey responses suggested that 340-North reduced the 

difficulty of their tasks compared to the Baseline. On a seven-point scale, the overall difficulty of 

runs involving 340-North was rated 0.6 points easier than either Baseline alternative. Tasks with 

the greatest reduction in difficulty included “deciding how to best manage traffic” and “gathering 

or and applying the information needed to control aircraft.” There were also sizable improvement 

in controller ratings of “potential for confusion” and controller assessment of “the relative 

likelihood of a runway incursion on North versus South.”

The survey responses revealed considerable less difference in controller ratings for 340-

North and 100-North. On most questions, the ratings were not significantly different, although 

100-North came out slightly better. On the all-important question of the relative likelihood of 

runway incursion compared to the South, however, 340-North was judged to have the lower risk, 

by a margin of 0.6 points on a seven-point scale. Considering these results together, it appears 

that controllers saw little difference between 340-North and 100-North in terms of the overall 

difficultly and complexity of controlling traffic, but a significant difference in the ability to 

prevent incursions.
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As described in Chapter 8, one approach to assessing collision risk is to assume that the 

numerical survey responses reflect controllers’ perception of relative risk. Using the same 

assumptions and methods described in Chapter 8, we converted controllers’ ratings of runway 

incursion risk into estimates of relative risk, using both linear and logarithmic interpolation. The 

results appear in Table 9-1. Based on the incursion risk question, the reduction in risk relative to 

the Baseline is estimated to be 34% using linear interpolation and 46% using logarithmic 

interpolation.

Table 9-1: Estimation of Relative Risk from Controller Rating of Incursion Risk.

Risk Relative to Highest Risk 

Rating, Linear Interpolation

Risk Relative to Highest Risk 

Rating, Logarithmic 

Interpolation

Baseline 0.57 0.27

100-North 0.46 0.19

340-North 0.34 0.15

340-North improvement 

over Baseline%

34% 46%

340-North improvement 

over 100-North %

26% 21%

A similar analysis was performed on the pilot survey responses regarding airport safety. 

Following the logic described in Chapter 8, we extracted estimates of perceived risk from 

answers to the question in which pilots rate the safety at LAX compared to other major airports 

they have experienced. The results, shown in Table 9-2, suggest that pilots see less difference in 

safety among the alternatives then controllers do, but still favor 340-North over the Baseline and 

100-North.

Anomalies

As explained in Chapter 4, the FutureFlight simulations included scripted “anomalies”—

mistakes by pseudo-pilots. By observing how controllers responded to these anomalies, we hoped 

to gain additional insight about the complexity and safety of the different airfield alternatives. If 

controllers are very busy with other tasks, they may be less likely to notice an anomaly. This has 
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a direct safety implication, since a correct controller response to a pilot error can prevent a 

mistake from turning into a catastrophe.

Table 9-2: Estimation of Relative Risk from Pilot Rating of Airport Safety.

Risk Relative to Lowest 

Safety Rating, Linear 

Interpolation

Risk Relative to Lowest Safety 

Rating, Logarithmic 

Interpolation

Baseline 0.62 0.33

100-North 0.58 0.28

340-North 0.55 0.25

340-North improvement 

over Baseline %

12% 22%

340-North improvement 

over 100-North %

6% 10%

Table 9-3 compares the percentage of incorrect controller responses for the three types of 

anomalies included in the simulations under the Baseline, 100-North, and 340-North alternatives. 

These results are based on small samples, since care had to be taken to avoid making a simulation 

into a “chamber of horrors.” As a result, none of the differences are statistically significant. They 

do, however, suggest that under 340-North controllers respond better to pilot errors. In particular, 

the average of the incorrect response rates for 340-North is about 25% lower than for the Baseline 

or 100-North, while the latter alternatives score about the same on this metric. This evidence 

conflicts somewhat with the slightly higher ratings controllers give to 100-North in the survey.

Let us assume that virtually every accident involves a pilot error and a failure of the 

controller to correctly respond to that error. 340-North and 100-North probably have about the 

same effect on the likelihood of pilot error. However, the anomaly results suggest that 340-North 

increases the probability that the controller responds correctly to such an error. This implies that 

the differences between the alternatives observed in Table 9-2 translate directly to a reduction in 

risk of a failure of a controller to avert a collision in the face of a pilot error, and hence into a

similar reduction in collision risk. On this reading, the results suggest that 340-North has a 

collision risk 26% less than 100-North.
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Table 9-3: Percentage of Anomalies with Incorrect Controller Response, by
Category and Alternative.

No Pilot Call 

In Readback Error

Busted Hold 

Line Average

Baseline 56% 32% 76% 55%

100-North 62% 43% 64% 56%

340-North 62% 15% 47% 42%

340-North

improvement over 

Baseline %

-11% 51% 39% 24%

340-North

improvement over 

100-N %

-1% 64% 27% 26%

9.3. Empirical Evidence 
In addition to results from previous studies and the FutureFlight Central simulations, 

there is empirical evidence regarding the incidence of runway incursions at US airports.  As noted 

in Chapter 6, the FAA maintains a runway incursion database that includes all such events from 

October 1, 2001 to the present. As of this writing, the database includes some 8248 incursions.

We used these data to compare the incidence of runway incursions at LAX, airports 

whose geometry is similar to 340-North, and airports whose geometry is similar to 100-North. 

For Alternative 340-North airports, we selected those with parallel runways separated by more 

than 1000’ up to 1300’, and with centerline taxiways. Airports in this category include ATL, 

DFW, PIT, CLE, and STL. 100-North airports have parallel runway separations 1000’ or less, 

along with centerline taxiways. This category includes LAS, MIA, and MEM.

While the incursion data extend back to 2001, for analysis we considered incursions 

starting in 2004. By this time, ASDE-X and AMASS had been implemented at most airports. We 

divided the time since 2004 into two periods. The first extended through May of 2008, since in 

June of that year the south airfield centerline taxiway at LAX became operational. The second 

period runs from July 2008 to September of 2009.

SPAS-PC00149

271



90

We compared incursion rates for each airport category. Two different rates, a linear rate 

and a quadratic rate, were calculated. The linear rate is calculated as:

where is the number of incursions for airport a and month t, and is the total airport 

operations (arrivals plus departures) for airport a in month t. The quadratic rate is calculated as:

In both of these equations, the summations are over all airports in a given category and 

months in the analysis period. The rational for the quadratic rate is the theory, explained in 

Chapter 6, that the incidence of runway incursions is proportional to the square of the airport 

traffic. In calculating these rates we did not consider incursions involving ground vehicles, since 

these are not likely to the affected by the geometric factors under consideration. 

Table 9-4: Runway Incursions Rates, by Airport Category, 1/2004-5/2008.
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The rate calculations for the first period are shown in Table 9-4. The results support the 

conclusion that LAX had higher incursion rates over this period that either the Category 100-

North or 340-North airports. The linear rate difference is greater than the quadratic rate 

difference, reflecting the fact that LAX has more operations than most of the Category 100-North 

and 340-North airports. The difference is particularly great for the more severe (AB) incursions, 
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for which even the quadratic rate differs by than an order of magnitude. (It should be noted that 

the AB rates are based on very small numbers of events—5, 1, and 2 for LAX, Category 100-

North, and Category 340-North airports respectively.)

Comparing rates for 100-North and 340-North airports, we see that the linear results are 

mixed, but the quadratic rate is consistently lower for 340-North. This again reflects that the 

Category 340-North airports are somewhat busier. Considering the quadratic results only, the 

340-North rate is lower than the 100-North rate by between 14 and 30 percent, depending on the 

severity level. Comparing the Category 340-North quadratic rates with those for LAX, the former 

are lower by 37, 18, and 91 percent for all incursions, ABC incursions, and AB incursions 

respectively.

In Chapter 6, it was suggested that a simple average is a reasonable way to combine the

reductions for different categories of incursions in order to estimate the reduction in collision risk. 

The average appropriately gives more weight to individual incursions that are more severe 

incursions, since the percentage reduction for these is based on a smaller number of events. 

Applying this method, and considering the quadratic results only, we estimate than 340-North 

airports have a collision risk 48% less than LAX without center taxiways, and 23% less than 100-

North airports.

The Baseline considered in study includes a center taxiway on the south of LAX, whereas 

the previous analysis is based on LAX without it. Table 9-5 compares the incursion rates for LAX 

and other airports before and after completion of the centerline taxiway on the south. The rates 

are based on all severity levels; since the definitions for these levels changed in 2008 severity-

specific comparisons are not available. Interestingly, the LAX rates with the center taxiway on 

the south are less than the other airports in the 340-North and 100-North categories. 

Table 9-5: Runway Incursion Rates, by Airport Category, Before and After South 
Airfield Improvements at LAX.

LAX Alternative 100-North 
Airports

Alternative 340-North 
Airports

Linear

(10-6)

Quadratic 

(10-9)

Linear

(10-6)

Quadratic 

(10-9)

Linear

(10-6)

Quadratic 

(10-9)

1/2004-
5/2008

14.1 0.255 8.70 0.215 8.73 0.162

7/2008-
present

4.76 0.101 7.09 0.200 10.07 0.202
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The dramatic reduction in runway incursions after the south centerline taxiway was built 

reflects that in the earlier period the majority of runway incursions occurred on the South. While 

based on sparse data, these results also raise some question about the potential for further 

improvement from adding a centerline taxiway on the north.

9.4. Summary of Collision Risk Estimates for 340-North 
Table 9-6 summarizes the collision risk results for 340-North, in terms of estimated risk 

reduction versus the Baseline and 100-North alternatives. We will focus on the risk reduction 

versus 100-North. With a few exceptions, there is a fairly close bunching in the range of 20-30%. 

There are reasons to question each of the outlier estimates, aside from their extreme values. 

Table 9-6: Summary of Risk Reduction Estimates, 340-North.

Basis for Estimate Risk Reduction 
Versus Baseline

Risk Reduction 
Versus 100-N

Comments

WCG Study 94% 75% Log-scaling or risk matrices.
Controller Survey 
Linear 
Interpolation

34% 26% Linear scaling of controller 
assessment of runway incursion risk.

Controller Survey 
Log Interpolation 46% 21% Log scaling of controller assessment 

of runway incursion risk.
Pilot Survey 
Linear 
Interpolation

12% 6% Linear scaling of pilot assessment of 
LAX comparative safety.

Pilot Survey Log 
Interpolation 22% 10% Log scaling of pilot assessment of 

LAX comparative safety.
Anomalies 26% Risk of failing to correct pilot error.

Cross-sectional I 48% 23% Cross-sectional comparison of 
quadratic incursion rates, 1/2004-
5/2008. Baseline assumes no 
centerline taxiway on north of south.

Cross-sectional II 0% 0% Cross-sectional comparison of 
quadratic incursion rates, 7/2007-
9/2009.

The WCG estimate is based on very specific assumptions about how to quantify the risk 

matrix, as well as a matrix that is itself very coarse. The Cross-Section II estimate is based on 

very little data for LAX. The pilot estimates are based on just a handful of landings, and are 

confounded by the fact that different pilots experienced different alternatives. All things 

considered,
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we estimate a 25% risk reduction for 340-North compared to 100-North.

Given that the estimated risk reduction of 100-North compared to the Baseline is 40%, 

we estimate 340-North to have a risk relative to the Baseline of (1-0.25)*(1-0.4)=.45. Thus,

we estimate a 55% reduction in risk for 340-North compared to the Baseline.
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10. COLLISION-RISK ASSESSMENT: 340’ SOUTH 

This section examines the collision risk associated with the alternative of moving runway 

24L/6R 340’ south and placing a center taxiway between it and the neighboring 24R/6L. 

Hereafter we will refer to this as 340-South. Those familiar with recent history at LAX will also 

recognize it as the North Airfield component of Alternative D, which was approved by the Los 

Angeles City Council as the Master Plan for LAX in late 2004 and by FAA shortly thereafter. A 

series of lawsuits against LAWA and the City of Los Angeles led to a settlement in which it was 

agreed that they would re-evaluate North Airfield improvements called for in Alternative D. 

Indeed, this report is part of the re-evaluation.

From a collision risk point of view, 340-South has a great deal in common with 340-

North. The processes of landing on 24R/6L, exiting, traversing the centerline taxiway, and finally 

crossing the 24L/6R will be essentially the same wherever these elements are located relative to 

the Central Terminal Area. The advantages of the centerline taxiway, greater separation between 

the runways, and compatibility with ADG VI aircraft will be realized under either 340-South or 

340-North.

With this as the starting point, the aim of this chapter is to identify differences between 

340-South and 340-North that may influence collision risk, and to estimate the change in risk that 

may result from them. We begin by reviewing past studies that qualitatively compare 340-South 

and 340-North. We then discuss results from the FutureFlight Central simulations, which for the 

alternative provide the major basis for risk quantification.

10.1. Prior Studies 

340-South was not part of the original LAX Master Plan, released in 2001, which 

identified as a preferred alternative a plan similar to 340-North known at Alternative C. Called 

the “Enhanced Safety and Security Plan”, it was shaped by public comments on the original plan 

and the 9/11 terrorist attacks. This description primarily reflected changes in the terminal 

designed to increase protection against terrorist attacks, and to “provide a facility that can 

continue to operate under the highest security levels with minimal impacts on the passenger 

processing experience.”  However, it was also noted that Alternative D, by increasing separation 

between runways and adding centerline taxiways, would reduce runway incursions. To our 

knowledge, the original analysis of Alternative D did not mention any difference with Alternative 

C from a runway safety standpoint.
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The risk analysis performed by WCG does not explicitly consider 340-South. It appears 

that most of the hazards in the Baseline configuration found in that study to be mitigated by 340-

North are mitigated by 340-South to an equal degree. The major difference is hazard LAX-008, 

which involves a Group V or VI aircraft on taxiway Echo impeding on the obstacle-free zone of 

runway 24L. While this hazard is eliminated by 340-North as a result of increased separation 

between the taxiway and runway, 340-South does not have this feature. Employing the method 

discussed in Section 1.2, the relative risk of 340-South compared to the Baseline is .26, the same 

as 100-N. The IAMG study concluded 340-North and 340-South both have “high” potential to 

mitigate runway incursions, but also noted that north airfield incursions on the east side of 24L 

“occur in part due to the close proximity of the ramp, taxiways, and runways in this area,” and, 

referring to 340-South, “reducing the distance between the runway and the adjacent taxiway 

environment will do little to mitigate the potential of runway incursions, and may be a factor in 

aggravating this issue.”

The Special Peer Review, in contrast to the other studies, is highly critical of 340-South, 

which it includes to be “clearly not feasible” because it would “require years of extensive and 

disruptive apron/gate and terminal demolition” while not allowing “balanced use of the airfield 

and terminal apron/gate complex.” The Review does not, however, explicitly state that 340-South 

is inferior to 340-North from the standpoint of safety. 

10.2. Results from FFC Simulations 

Controller and Pilot Feedback

In general, controllers viewed 340-South as an awkward layout because of the need to 

move a lot of traffic between the gates on the South side of the airport and the North runway 

complex. In the words of one controller, 340-South would “create more problems on the South 

than you solve on the North.” The operation put particular stress on the Ground Controller 1

position. With the Southwest gates moved to the south terminal, GC-1’s area included the gate 

complexes for three busy airlines. Pilots did not have much qualitative feedback on 340-South, 

although one reported a problem with the sequence of maneuvers involved in turning onto the 

centerline taxiway, traversing it for a short distance, and then exiting it.

In the survey, controllers in general rated 340-South and 340-North quite similarly. There 

was not a single question for which the ratings difference between these alternatives was 

statistically significant. In 12 of 14 questions, however, 340-North had the higher average rating. 

On the question of incursion risk, controllers rated 340-South above 100-N by a statistically 
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significant margin, as they did 340-North. While 340-North had a slightly higher rating than 340-

South on this question, the difference is so small as to be negligible. Thus, for the estimates of 

relative collision risk based on this question, we will use the values obtained from 340-North (9-

2).

Pilots, in contrast, tended to prefer 340-South, although again the differences for 

individual questions were not statistically significant. Pilots, on average, favored 340-South over 

340-North on nine of 10 questions. The largest difference in rating was on “potential for 

confusion” on which pilots rated 340-North to have greater potential by 1.5 points on a scale of 7. 

The advantage of 340-South over 340-North on this question and most other questions could the 

fact that pilots were landing on the north airfield, where the ground controller is less busy under 

340-South. This advantage did not, however, carry over into overall rating of safety compared to 

other airports, where advantage for 340-South over 340-North was just 0.3 points.

Anomalies

Examining controller responses to scripted anomalies, we find that, overall, the correct 

response rate for 340-South was higher than the Baseline and slightly lower than 340-North, as 

shown in Table 10-1. 340-South does is better than the Baseline and worse than 340-North on this 

metric. Following the logic of the analysis in 340-North, we estimate from these results that the 

probability of failing to avert a collision by failing to respond correctly to a pilot mistake 

increases by a factor of (1-.54)/(1-.58), an increase of 11%.

10.3. Other Evidence 

The evidence from runway incursion incidence at other airports considered for 340-North 

is equally applicable to 340-South. The estimates of collision risk drawn from that cross-sectional 

analysis are therefore equally valid for 340-North.

As shown in Chapter 13, voice communication activity for the midfield terminal ground 

controller is higher under 340-South than for any other alternative. This reflects the large amount 

of cross-field traffic that results from the 340-South gate configuration. The voice activity for the 

north field ground controller was concomitantly reduced. While higher workload is associated 

with increased collision risk, the risk implications of the workload redistribution associated with 

these results is not clear.
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Table 10-1: Percentage of Anomalies with Correct Controller Response, by 
Category and Alternative.

No Pilot 

Call In Readback Error

Busted Hold 

Line Average

Baseline 44% 68% 24% 45%

340-North 38% 85% 53% 58%

340-South 55% 40% 67% 54%

340-North

improvement %

-14% 24% 127% 29%

340-South 

improvement %

26% -42% 183% 20%

10.4. Summary of Collision Risk Estimates for 340-South 
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Table 10-2 summarizes our estimates of the difference in collision risk for 340-South versus 340-

North. With the exception of the estimate based on the WCG risk analysis, they suggest little or 

no difference. While a case could be made that 340-South has the same collision risk as 340-

North, observations from prior studied, controller interviews, as well as the estimates below 

suggest that there is 340-South is not quite as safe as 340-North.  On the basis of these sources, 

our estimate is that 340-South has a collision risk 10% greater than 340-North. This implies 

that this alternative has a collision risk 50% less than the Baseline.
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Table 10-2: Summary of Estimates of Collision Risk Difference between 340-South 
and 340-North.

Basis for Estimate Difference in Risk Versus 
340-North

Comments

WCG Study +75% Log-scaling or risk matrices.

Controller Survey Linear 
Interpolation

No change Linear scaling of controller 
assessment of runway incursion 
risk.

Controller Survey Log 
Interpolation

No change Linear scaling of controller 
assessment of runway incursion 
risk.

Pilot Survey Linear 
Interpolation

No change Linear scaling of pilot assessment 
of LAX comparative safety.

Pilot Survey Log Interpolation No change Log scaling of pilot assessment of 
LAX comparative safety.

Anomalies +11% Risk of failing to correct pilot error.

Cross-sectional I No change Cross-sectional comparison of 
quadratic incursion rates, 1/2004-
5/2008. Baseline assumes no centerline 
taxiway on north of south.
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11. COLLISION-RISK ASSESSMENT: THREE-RUNWAY AIRFIELD

We turn next to the three-runway alternative (“3R”) in which the existing two-runway 

system of the North Airfield is replaced by a single Runway 24 that would handle most of the 

airport’s Group V and VI aircraft. Smaller planes would be concentrated on the South Airfield.  A 

preliminary design of this runway and associated taxiway system was described in Section 3.6 

and is shown again in Figure 11-1.  The availability of plentiful space in the North Airfield to 

accommodate a single runway would make it possible to develop a full-fledged supporting 

infrastructure (two parallel longitudinal taxiways, high-speed exits, right-angle exits) for a 

runway and taxiway complex designed to Group VI standards, as described in Section 3.6.  The 

design outlined in that section, although carefully prepared, should be viewed as preliminary, as 

there may be possibilities for further improvements. It was prepared for the purposes of the FFC 

Simulation and implemented in the FFC environment.   

Figure 11-1: Los Angeles International Airport Alternative 3R (3 Runways). Source: 
LAWA and HNTB (2009).

The 3R alternative is different in a fundamental way from all others considered in this 

report. Whereas, in all other alternatives, one runway (24R/6L) is dedicated almost exclusively to 

arrivals and the other (24L/6R) to departures, in the case of 3R the single runway on the North 

Airfield would be used for “mixed” operations and would, in the long run, serve about as many 

arrivals as departures. 

This chapter continues with a description of how Runway 24 would probably be operated 

under the 3R alternative (Section 11.2) followed by a short, qualitative discussion of the 

implications of this mode of operation for safety and ATC workload (Section 11.3).  With this 
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background, we then review the assessments of the 3R alternative by the controllers and pilots 

who participated in the FFC Simulation (Section 11.4), as well as some empirical evidence from 

other airports (Section 11.5).  The chapter concludes (Section 11.6) by providing an overall risk 

estimate for 3R that combines all the above considerations.

11.1 .  Airport Operations under the 3R Alternative 

There are two different modes of operating a runway which serves arrivals and departures 

in about equal numbers.  Mode 1 is to have alternating “strings” of arrivals and departures 

operating on the runway.  During a period of heavy demand under this approach, ATC would 

have departing aircraft form a queue next to the threshold of the runway while a string of 

consecutive arriving aircraft land on the runway.  When all the arrivals in the string have landed, 

the runway is turned over to take-offs and (all or some of) the waiting departures are served 

before the runway begins serving arrivals again.   If, in the above scenario, a string of arrivals 

proves to be so long that the departures queue grows excessively, ATC may intervene to have 

some departing aircraft take off by interrupting the arrivals string and having arriving aircraft wait 

for a while in the air.  The reverse may also happen if the departures string is too long.  (Serving 

arrivals is typically, but not always, given priority over serving departures, for obvious reasons.)

In summary, under Mode 1, sequences like AAAADDDDDAAADDDDAAAAAA… will be 

observed on the runway, where “A” denotes an arrival and “D” a departure. 

Figure 11-2: Inserting a takeoff between a pair of landings (source: Academic 
Panel). Numbers in the diagram show the sequence of operations on a single 

runway.

The second approach, Mode 2 (see Figure 11-2) is to sequence operations so that single 

arrivals and departures alternate, more or less, on the runway for an extended period of time.

Sequences like ADADDADADAADA… might be observed under Mode 2.  As far as airport 
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capacity is concerned, Mode 2 is often superior by a significant margin.  The reason is that the 

required ATC separations on final approach between certain pairs of consecutive landing aircraft 

are, in some cases, large enough to make it possible to insert a takeoff (and sometimes two 

takeoffs) between the two landings without having to increase the separation between the landing 

aircraft.  This essentially means a “free” extra movement (a takeoff) between two landings in 

such cases.  More commonly – and more important, from the practical point of view – it is 

typically true that a relatively small increase in the required separation between a pair of 

consecutive landing aircraft will provide a gap between the landings (Figure 11-2) which is 

sufficiently long to insert a takeoff or possibly two takeoffs.   In summary, under Mode 2, it is 

sometimes possible to nearly double the landing capacity of a runway by “stretching” the 

separations between consecutive arriving aircraft as needed to insert a departure between them: 

with a small “sacrifice” in the number of arrivals served, the runway can serve as many 

departures as arrivals during any particular period of time.

For illustration purposes, we give here typical ranges for the capacities achievable under 

the two modes in good weather conditions at busy U.S. commercial airports with a 50%-50% mix 

of arrivals and departures: 50 – 58 movements per hour (e.g., 28 arrivals and 28 departures per 

hour) under Mode 2; and 42 – 48 movements per hour (e.g., 24 arrivals and 24 departures per 

hour) under Mode 1.  In other words, Mode 2 may enjoy a capacity advantage of 10 – 30% over 

Mode 1 depending on local circumstances.  This advantage is extremely important at busy 

airports, as it may result in very large differences in the air traffic delays experienced under the 

two approaches.

11.3.  Qualitative Characteristics of the 3R Alternative 

LAX is expected to be a congested airport in 2020 or later years under the demand 

scenarios posited to the Academic Panel (AP).  It was therefore necessary for the AP to assume 

that the Mode 2 approach to runway operations sequencing would be adopted in operating the 

single runway (Runway 24) of the North Airfield under the 3R alternative.  The AP thus designed 

the FFC Simulation of Alternative 3R in a way that encouraged ATC controllers to utilize this 

second operating mode, i.e., controllers generally handled traffic by “stretching” separations 

between consecutive landing aircraft in order to insert one or, sometimes, two departures between 

them.  The reader should therefore keep in mind that the assessments of risk and operability 

provided by FFC pilots and controllers and described below for Alternative 3R refer to Mode 2 of 

operations.
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This is important because it is reasonable to expect a priori that the comments and ratings 

concerning safety that were submitted by the FFC controllers and, possibly, the pilots would be 

influenced significantly by this mode of operating the North Airfield runway.  Mode 2 requires 

considerable skill and concentration on the part of ATC controllers.  For example, with reference 

to Figure 13 – 2, as soon as the leading arrival (Operation 1) touches down on the runway, the 

local controller must decide whether to clear the waiting departure (Operation 2) to enter the 

runway and take off prior to the landing of the trailing arrival (Operation 3).  To make this 

decision the controller must answer mentally questions like:  How long will the leading arrival 

(Operation 1) take to exit the runway, so that the take-off roll of the departing aircraft (Operation 

2) may begin?  How close to the runway will the airborne trailing arrival (Operation 3) be at the 

time when the take-off roll (Operation 2) will begin? At that point, will there be sufficient time 

for the departing aircraft (Operation 2) to become airborne (or, at least be more than 6000 feet 

away from the beginning of the take-off roll) before the trailing aircraft (Operation 3) will touch 

down on the runway? Note that the controller must project mentally that no unsafe conditions 

will arise throughout this process before issuing the clearance to the departing aircraft to enter the 

runway.  And the situation must be monitored continuously, in case there is a need to advise the 

trailing arrival (Operation 3) to perform a go-around.  Thus, the overall risk associated with 

operating the single runway on the North Airfield might be perceived as increasing.

Two other characteristics of operations with the 3R alternative may have a bearing on 

risk and on perceptions concerning risk.  One is that, while Runway 24 on the North Airfield 

would be operated in mixed mode with a large fraction of Group IV, V, and VI aircraft in the 

fleet mix, the two runways on the South Airfield would continue to be operated as essentially all-

departures (25R/7L) and all-arrivals (25L/7R) with a significantly “lighter” fleet mix.  Thus, local 

controllers and TRACON controllers assigned to the North and South Airfields may require 

different types of training and may end up operating, in the long run, with two different mental 

“frameworks” regarding traffic control and sequencing.  Among other consequences, this might 

reduce flexibility in ATC personnel assignments with, conceivably, some negative implications 

for safety. 

Other potentially negative consequences from the safety viewpoint are that, with the 3R 

alternative, (i) the South Airfield would handle significantly more movements than the North and 

(ii) the airspace structure around LAX would have to be carefully re-designed to ensure

maximum flexibility in assigning arriving and departing aircraft – irrespective of provenance or 
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destination – to the appropriate airfield.  For example, “Heavy” aircraft from/to the South would 

have to “cross-over” to/from the North Airfield.

Similarly, the ground movement of aircraft on the airport’s surface may be complicated 

by the fact that most Heavy aircraft will be operating on the North Airfield and most other aircraft 

on the South. 

Finally, reliance on a single runway on the North Airfield may pause a risk in situations 

where the runway has to be closed temporarily (e.g., due to a disabled aircraft) and no back-up

runway is available, unlike the case for all other alternatives.

Weighing against all these potential negatives is a major safety benefit:  the absence of an 

“outboard” runway (24R/6L for all other alternatives) removes the possibility of incursions by 

aircraft which have just landed and attempt to cross the “inboard” runway (24L/6R for all other 

alternatives).  In short, the study of risk on the North Airfield under 3R need not consider runway 

collisions due to aircraft taxiing across an active runway.  This risk has been a focus of much of 

the analysis in this report.  However, the possibility of other types of incursions still remains and 

must be considered.

11.4. Qualitative and Quantitative Assessments of the 3R Alternative 

With this background, we proceed to review qualitative and quantitative assessments of 

3R by controllers and pilots participating in the FFC Simulations.

In the case of controllers, the comments submitted were in line with what was expected 

(see previous section).  We summarize below separately the comments from the three groups of 

controllers to underline the considerable uniformity of the views expressed:

Group 1: 

• Ground control is much easier (on the North Airfield) under 3R, but overall this is a poor 

configuration; the local controller must constantly perform “squeeze play” (to interweave

arrivals and departures); there is also potential for more go-arounds by aircraft landing on 

Runway 24; operations on the South Airfield would also become more difficult.

Group 2:

• The interweaving of arrivals and departures on Runway 24 was deemed “inherently” 

unsafe by LAX- trained controllers, who did not like mixed operations; go-arounds will 

be a problem for aircraft landing on Runway 24; good co-ordination of traffic from/to the 
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South will be necessary; when it comes down to it, the Baseline alternative is preferable 

to 3R

Group 3:

• Ground control on the North Field will be easy, but local control (landings and takeoffs 

on runway) will be like “hitting holes” which will become tighter and tighter as traffic 

increases; there is potential for many go-arounds; cannot plan ahead for more than a few 

minutes because you always have to deal with ongoing operations; there are no runway 

crossing problems, but arrivals and departures on the same runway may cause bigger 

problems; the possibility of having to close the runway due to an unforeseen event makes 

this a bad option. 

In interpreting the above comments, a potential consideration is that LAX controllers do 

not generally have much experience with mixed operations on a single runway under conditions 

of heavy demand.  This may have shaded, to a certain extent, the opinions expressed about 3R.

The quantitative scores that the controllers assigned to the various alternatives did not 

quite reflect the negative tenor of the opinions they voiced during their group debriefing sessions, 

as outlined in the above paragraphs.  Specifically, as Table 11-1 indicates, Alternative 3R was 

assigned the lowest “risk value” by the controllers, ranking first among alternatives with a “risk 

reduction” potential of 52% compared to the Baseline alternative. The method used to compute 

the relative risk values was described in Section 8.1.2.

The apparent inconsistency between the oral comments and the risk reduction scores 

assigned to 3R may have several possible explanations.  For example, “group dynamics” may 

have played a role during the debriefing sessions with some individuals with strong views 

regarding the various alternatives possibly dominating the discussion.  Or, it is possible that, 

when it came to assigning a “grade” to 3R, the safety benefits resulting from the removal of 

runway crossing conflicts outweighed concerns about the risks involved in interweaving arrivals 

and departures on Runway 24.
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 Table 11-1: Relative risk values and risk reduction relative to Baseline of the 
various alternatives according to controllers participating in the FFC Simulations.

Alternative Relative Risk Value

Risk Reduction Relative to 

“Baseline” Alternative

Baseline 0.567 0%

100-N 0.461 21%

340-N 0.377 37%

340-S 0.393 34%

3R 0.297 52%

Pilot comments seem to make no reference to risk associated with interweaving arrivals 

and departures during mixed operations on Runway 24.  Instead, perhaps due to experience with a 

broad range of airport operations, pilots seemed to treat such mixed operations as routine and 

commonplace.  In fact, there were very few comments explicitly addressing the 3R alternative. 

 Table 11-2: Relative risk values and risk reduction relative to Baseline of the 
various alternatives, according to pilots in FFC Simulation; responses corrected for 

potential bias (see Chapter 8).

Alternative Relative Risk Value

Risk Reduction Relative to 

“Baseline” Alternative

Baseline 0.624 0%

100-N 0.581 7%

340-N 0.548 12%

340-S 0.472 24%

3R 0.489 22%
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One pilot stated that the 3R alternative on the North Airfield is “very easy” as there is no 

runway to cross and taxiing to/from a gate is simple.  Another pilot mentioned that 3R is much 

safer than San Francisco, Narita, and Chicago O’Hare.  (The criteria on which this comparison 

was based are not clear.)  The same pilot indicated that he preferred 100-N (and presumably 340-

N) to 3R because of the higher capacity of the former.

When it came to the quantitative assessment of the alternatives, pilots collectively rated 

3R as the second best alternative, behind 340-S, with a “risk reduction” potential of 22% 

compared to the Baseline alternative (Table 11-2).

11.5. Empirical Evidence 

The AP also sought empirical evidence about the safety associated with the mixed-use 

runway operation on the North Airfield by looking at other commercial airports operating with a 

single runway. Unfortunately, of the 35 busiest airports in the United States, only one, San Diego 

(SAN), operates with only one runway.  For this reason, this investigation was extended to: (a) 

three other, less important airports, South West Florida International (RSW), Bangor (BGR) and 

Harrisburg (MDT) that operate with a single runway handling a significant number of movements 

annually and (b) two major airports, Charlotte (CLT) and Washington Reagan (DCA), which 

have multiple runways but are known to operate their principal runways in mixed mode, with 

arrivals and departures often interweaved in the manner described in Section 11.2. 

Table 11-3: Runway Incursions Rates, for LAX and for airports with extensive use 
of mixed operations on the same runway, 1/1/2004-5/1/2008.

All Incursions ABC Incursions AB Incursions

Linear

(10-6)

Quadratic 

(10-9)

Linear

(10-6)

Quadratic 

(10-9)

Linear

(10-6)

Quadratic 

(10-9)

LAX 14.1 0.255 3.77 0.0473 1.72 0.0311

Comparison

Airports

5.3 0.176 1.43 0.0473 0.4 0.0135

We performed an analysis of incursions at these six airports (SAN, RSW, BGR, MDT, 

CLT, and DCA) similar to the one described in Chapter 9 (cf. Table 9.1).  As in Chapter 9, the 
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focus was on the period January 1, 2004 to May 1, 2008.  Table 11-3 compares the rate of “all 

incursions”, “ABC incursions” and “AB incursions” (landings and takeoffs) at the six airports 

combined with the corresponding rates per LAX.  The comparison, as in Chapter 9, is performed 

for both a linear model and a quadratic model.  For the linear model, it can be seen that the rates 

for the six comparison airports are equal to 38%, 38%, and 23%, respectively, of the rates for 

LAX.  The average of these three estimates is 33%, implying a roughly two-thirds reduction in 

the rate of incursions.

For the quadratic model, the rate reductions are smaller than for the linear one, reflecting 

the fact that LAX has far more operations than all the comparison airports with the exception of 

CLT.  The rates are equal to 69%, 69% and 43%, respectively, of the rates for LAX, with the 

average of 60% implying a roughly 40% reduction in the rate of incursions.

A review of the ASN Aviation Safety Database also indicated that there have been no 

fatal accidents at any of the six comparison airports during the 1990s or the 21st century (or earlier 

for that matter) that could be construed as related in any way to the use of their runways for 

mixed operations.

11.6. Estimation of Risk Reduction 

Finally, we proceed to calculate the risk reduction provided by the 3R alternative, 

following the approach already described in Sections 8.2.1 and 8.2.3 of this report.  Little 

explanation will be offered, as all the steps duplicated those in the referenced sections. 

Consider as a starting point the level of risk for a modified Baseline that assumes the 

2020 traffic levels, ASDE-X and AMASS but no RWSL. We define this starting risk level as RISK.

The absence of an outboard runway means that “ENS collision risk” has been removed in 

the case of the 3R alternative.  Based on the data analysis of Chapter 8, we then have that the 

remaining collision risk (“non-ENS collision risk”) for the 3R alternative is given by:

non-ENS collision risk = .45 * RISK

It was also argued in Section 8.2.3 that RWSL would further reduce by 50% the non-ENS 

incursion risk, leading to the reduced risk of:

.45 / 2 * RISK = .23 * RISK

As in the earlier analysis this must be compared to the reduced risk of the Baseline with 

RWSL:  .6 * RISK.  The risk reduction relative to this level is:
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(.6 - .23 ) RISK / (.6 RISK) = .62 � 62%.

Thus, the analysis produces a risk reduction estimate for 3R of 62%. 

We feel it is likely that operating with a mixture of arrivals and departures should 

increase the likelihood of certain "non-ENS incursions". Specifically, there may be a 

greater likelihood of a "threshold incursion", where an aircraft goes into position and 

holds without clearance. Thus, while this estimate should provide some indication of risk 

reduction, it may overestimate the reduction.

11.7. Overall Assessment 

In conclusion, and with the exception of the subjective opinions expressed by some of the 

FFC controllers, the combination of evidence from the FFC Simulations, empirical data and 

probabilistic analysis points to a significant reduction of risk under the 3R alternative.

• The FFC controllers’ evaluations indicate a 52% reduction:

• The FFC pilots’ evaluations indicate a 22% reduction:

• Empirical evidence from other airports suggests a 67% reduction according to the linear 

model and a 40% reduction according to the more standard quadratic model; and 

• The empirically based model and analysis of Chapter 8 indicates a 62% reduction.  

On the basis of this fairly consistent information, it is reasonable to use 50% as our 

estimate of the risk reduction (relative to the Baseline) that can be obtained through the 3R 

alternative.
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12. COMPARATIVE SUMMARY OF SAFETY ASSESSMENTS 

Given the large and bewildering array of safety numbers about that the reader has 

encountered in previous sections, it is worth pausing to stress what the key statistics are and what 

they imply about risk to LAX air travelers.   The main estimates are:

• In the Baseline case for the North Airfield, fatal runway collisions would occur at 2020 

traffic levels on average once every 200 years. They would cause an average of five

deaths per decade, which works out to approximately one death per 150 million LAX 

passengers.

• Compared to the Baseline case, the risk of a fatal runway collision would drop 

approximately 40% if the existing North Airfield were replaced by the 100’ North 

configuration with a centerline taxiway. Thus, instead of five lives lost per decade, the 

estimated number would drop to three.

• Compared to the Baseline case, the risk of a fatal runway collision would drop 

approximately 50% if the existing North Airfield were replaced by the 340’ North 

configuration with a centerline taxiway. Thus, instead of five lives lost per decade, the 

estimated number would drop to an average of 2.5. (Compared to 100’ North, deaths 

per decade would drop from three to 2.5.)

• Compared to the Baseline case, the risk of a fatal runway collision would drop 

approximately 40% if the existing North Airfield were replaced by the 340’ South

configuration with a centerline taxiway.  Thus, instead of five lives lost per decade, the 

estimated number would drop to three.

• Compared to the Baseline case, the risk of a fatal runway collision would drop 

approximately 50% if the existing North Airfield were replaced by a single runway 24 

in a three-runway airport. Thus, instead of five lives lost per decade, the estimated 

number would drop to 2.5. 

But some perspective is provided if we note that, under risk levels in the first decade in the 

21st century, US air travelers face a 1 in 10 million chance of perishing on each flight because of 

aviation crises beyond the runways (e.g., a mechanical failure that causes total loss of control, as 

occurred on Alaska Air 261 near LAX).  Assuming that risks remain at that level in the next 

decade or so, the roughly 750 million passengers who pass through LAX per decade would suffer 

750 million x 1 in 10 million = 75 deaths. The overall situation is suggested in Figure 12-1. 
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Figure 12-1: Mortality Risk Summary at 2020 LAX Traffic Levels.

These numbers imply that reconfiguring the North Airfield could save perhaps one life 

every four years, and could reduce passenger death risk per flight to about 97% of its level under 

the Baseline case. The question is whether the sums spent in the reconstruction might save many 

more lives if used in other ways.
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13. CAPACITY AND WORKLOAD ASSESSMENTS FOR THE VARIOUS 

CASES

This section describes a capacity assessment for the Los Angeles International Airport 

derived from FFC simulation data and complemented using analytical and simulation studies. 

This section is organized into five parts: 1) throughput analysis results of FFC, 2) taxi-in and taxi-

out analyses for all alternatives, 3) FFC voice communication analysis, 4) runway capacity 

modeling and 5) conclusions of capacity analysis.

13.1. FFC Throughput Analysis 

The experiment at the NASA Ames FutureFlight Central provided an opportunity to 

estimate airport system throughputs in a complex man-in-the-loop simulation. The mean arrival 

rate of aircraft into each one of the 6 alternatives investigated is presented in Figure 13-1. The 

results are presented for all three weather conditions studied in the FFC simulation facility. The 

results of the graph illustrate the arrival rates designed by the AP Panel and programmed in the in 

FFC logic by NASA to present a relatively high demand condition. The aim was to present ATC 

local controllers with a fast pace of arrivals during each one-hour experiment. 

Visual Meteorological Condition (VMC) arrival rates presented in Figure 13-1 are 

approximately the same for all five alternatives with 4 runways. In the design of the FFC 

experiments, the Academic Panel employed current ATC separation rules to schedule between 

75-77 arrivals per hour during the one-hour simulation time period. The range denotes that in 

some FFC runs, more super-heavy aircraft were introduced and thus fewer arrivals could be 

scheduled in the one-hour period. The three-runway alternative (3R) could handle fewer arrivals 

in the North compared to the Baseline alternative. With a single runway in the North, the nominal 

aircraft separation between successive arrivals was set at 5.5 nautical miles for VMC conditions 

and 5.9 nautical miles for IMC conditions. This is typical spacing used in mixed operations (i.e., 

arrivals and departures on the same runway) at other airports in the United States. Nighttime 

arrival rates are similar to VMC rates because the same aircraft separation rules apply at night in 

VMC conditions. As a point of comparison, the LAWA design day for year 2020 had high-

demand hourly arrival rates ranging from 73 to77 per hour for the top three peak hours of 

operation.
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The Instrument Meteorological Condition (IMC) arrival rates were designed to be 21% 

lower than the VMC conditions using known ATC separation rules and the Academic Panel 

analysis of Los Angeles International Airport terminal radar data (PDARS data). 3R simulations 

produced a 16% reduction in arrival rates for the three-runway alternative (3R). 

The arrival rates designed in the FutureFlight Simulations represent realistic upper bound 

values of what Southern California (SoCal) air traffic controllers could deliver to LAX under 

saturation conditions. According to personal communication between the Academic Panel and 

LAX tower controllers, the upper limit of arrival traffic per hour from SoCal controllers is around

80 aircraft per hour in two arrival streams. 

Figure 13-1:  Mean Arrival Rates per Hour Observed for All Six Alternatives 
Studied.

A measure of the departure throughput capacity of the airport is presented in Figure 13-2.

Departure rates observed in the FFC simulations were slightly higher than expected. The numbers 

shown in Figure 13-2 nevertheless offer a qualitative assessment of the various alternatives tested. 

In general, it was observed that ATC controllers used similar departure separation rules for IMC 

and VMC conditions. This would result in nearly similar departure rates under VMC/Night and 

IMC conditions. However, the departure rates for VMC and Nighttime conditions are affected by 

four inboard arrivals per hour per complex scheduled in the simulation under VMC/Night 

conditions. This fact reduces the departure rate for VMC and Nighttime conditions as shown in 
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Figure 13-2. All VMC and Nighttime FFC simulations were designed with four inboard arrivals 

per hour per complex to balance the arrival and departure flows to the airport. The Academic 

Panel studied in detail the LAWA commissioned fast-time simulations for Alternative 340-South 

and they included 7-8 arrivals to inboard runways per hour for the complete airfield (4 per 

complex). No inboard arrivals were designed into the IMC runs following standard practice at 

LAX. The behavior of ATC in sequencing departure traffic under IMC conditions was considered 

aggressive by the Academic Panel but perhaps understandable given the large number of 

departures scheduled during each FFC simulation run. In Section 13.4 we estimate measures of 

runway capacity correcting for this behavior. 

Figure 13-2:  Mean Departure Rates per Hour Observed for All Six Alternatives 
Studied.

An assessment of the throughput arrival rates expected in the North field is presented in 

Figure 13-3. By design, the arrival rates to the North complex for all 5 alternatives are very 

similar representing saturation arrival conditions. The three-runway alternative has significantly 

lower arrival rates (22-23 per hour) allowing departures to occur between successive arrivals. The 

gap between successive arrivals for the three-runway alternative was optimized using a Monte 

Carlo simulation performed by the Academic Panel using several parameters observed at LAX 

using limited ASDE-X data collected for this study. 

SPAS-PC00149
115

 Departure rates observed in the FFC simulations follow similar trends to those observed 

for the complete airfield. Departure rates in VMC and Nighttime conditions are affected by four 

inboard arrivals per hour scheduled in each simulation run. Using the numeric averages of three 

weather conditions simulated for five of the alternatives we observe some trends shown in Figure 

13-5. Alternative 3R is in a class by itself with the lowest departure rates. This was expected 

since the gaps between successive arrivals were designed to accommodate one departure per gap. 

The FFC simulations proved that controllers could release two departures per gap in some 

instances making the results for 3R better than expected. In the Academic Panel’s opinion, local 

controllers were pushing very hard to release departure operations in the North airfield and some 

adjustment is warranted to estimate realistic departure saturation rates for the three-runway 

alternative. This will be covered in Section 13.4. Alternatives 340-South, 100-Northorth and 

Baseline are clustered in a second group as shown in Figure 13-5. This second group produces an 

average of 42 departures per hour. Alternative 340-North is in a class by itself with close to 46 

departures per hour. This result was expected because in alternative 340-North all aircraft, 

including design Group VI aircraft, are allowed to taxi in the center taxiway without affecting the 

departures on the inboard runway (i.e., runway 24L). 

Alternative 340-South shares similar runway separation with 340-North. However, this 

alternative could not achieve the same departure rates as 340-North and it proved to be 

challenging to air traffic controllers. The linear terminal in alternative 340-South creates a large 

imbalance of gates in the North airfield requiring significantly longer aircraft taxiing to the North 

to balance the South and North departure flows. This produced similar departure rate performance 

with the Baseline and alternative 100-North.

A comparison of the number of operations in the South and the North Airfields is shown 

Figure 13-6. The results indicate that the North airfield was more efficient in handling departures 

than the South. This was expected since the air traffic controllers in the North were all former 

LAX controllers and were more familiar with specific LAX airfield procedures. The results for 

Baseline-S should be interpreted with care. Our observations show that in many instances ATC 

controllers in the South handled aircraft design Group VI just like aircraft design Group V 

contributing to the high departure rates observed for the Baseline-S alternative. It is our 

assessment that under real world circumstances, the South airfield should experience departure 

saturation rates more inline with alternatives Baseline and 100-North. 
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Figure 13-3:  Mean Arrival Rates per Hour Observed in the North Airfield.

Figure 13-4:  Mean Departure Rates per Hour Observed in the North Airfield. 
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Figure 13-5: Average Departure Rates per Hour Observed in the North Airfield. 
Five Alternatives with all Three Weather Conditions Simulated in FFC.

Figure 13-6:  Mean Departure Rates per Hour Observed in the North Airfield Under 
Various Weather Scenarios.
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13.2. Taxi-in and Taxi-Out Analysis 

While this study concentrates on safety of the Los Angeles International Airport, airport 

operations should be efficient to handle traffic on runway, taxiways and in apron areas near gates. 

This section describes the taxi-in and taxi-out results of the FutureFlight Central simulations.

Taxi-In Times

Taxi-in times measure the time interval between the aircraft touchdown condition and the 

time when the same aircraft reaches its gate. Table 13-1 presents a summary of the taxi-in time 

results obtained in the FFC simulations.  Figure 13-7 shows the mean taxi-in times observed in 

the FFC simulations for six airport alternatives. The y-axis represents taxi-in time per arrival in 

seconds.  Statistical analysis of the data for 52 FFC runs shows that there are significant 

differences in taxi-in times for each alternative (at 95% confidence level). 340-South performs 

last in terms of taxi-in times with a mean taxi-in time of 708 seconds per arrival. The best 

alternative in terms of taxi-in times is 340-North with a mean taxi-in time of 612 seconds per 

operation followed closely by 100-North (630 seconds per operation). While runway 24R in 340-

North is located further from the gates, the taxiing times are better than 100-N because of 

improved ground flows observed in the simulations. In other words, alternative 100-North 

produced more frequent aircraft stops on the ground for arriving aircraft compared to alternative 

340-N. The ground stops for arriving aircraft are affected by both arrival and departing traffic 

flows in the airfield. Since 340-North has the best departure saturation capacity of all alternatives 

(i.e., fewer departure queues), this produced fewer bottlenecks on the ground network thus 

reducing taxi times in the airfield for both arrivals and departures in 340-North compared to other

alternatives. This provides evidence that 340-N is a more efficient configuration to handle ground 

traffic.  The poor performance of 340-South is attributed to the large imbalance in the number of 

gates in the North (i.e., linear terminal) compared to the South complex. The results for 

alternative Baseline-S include two weather conditions (VMC and IMC). The five remaining 

alternatives include all three weather conditions (VMC, Night and IMC). Comparisons between 

Baseline-S and other alternatives should be done with reservations since Baseline-S had no 

nighttime runs. Analysis of track data from FFC simulations reveals that alternative 340-South 

had the longest average travel distance in the field of all alternatives tested. This comes to no 

surprise, since many aircraft arrivals processed on the North airfield taxied long distances to the 

more numerous South airfield gates. 
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Taxi-Out Times

Taxi-out times measure the time interval between the aircraft push back condition at the 

gate and the time when a departure is processed on the runway (i.e., aircraft becomes airborne). 

Taxi-out times statistics are gathered for flights that reach the airborne phase. A summary of taxi-

out times is shown in Table 13-2. Figure 13-8 shows the mean taxi-out times (i.e. taxi times for 

departures) observed in the FFC simulations. The y-axis represents taxi-out times per departure in 

seconds.  Statistical analysis of the data for 52 FFC runs shows that there are significant 

differences in taxi-out times for some alternatives. 3R performs last in terms of taxi-out times 

with a mean taxi-out time of 1,309 seconds per departure. The best alternatives in terms of taxi-

out times are 340-North and 340-South with mean taxi-out times of 1,198 and 1,208 seconds per 

departure, respectively. As would have been expected, 3R performs last with an average of 1,309 

seconds of taxi-out time per operation. During the FFC runs for 3R, the North field taxiway 

“Echo” became very congested. Under 3R the North complex did not have the ability to handle 

the same amount of traffic as others.

Table 13-1: Taxi-In Time Analysis. FutureFlight Central Simulation Analysis 
Results. 

Alternative

Mean Taxi-In 

Time (s)

Overall

Mean Taxi-In Time 

(s)

IMC

Mean Taxi-In Time 

(s) Night

Mean Taxi-In Time 

(s)

VMC

3R 627 613 617 650

Baseline 645 606 713 633

Baseline-S 609 599 N/A1 619

340-South 708 640 697 789

100-North 630 584 624 684

340-North 612 601 636 600

                                                       

1 No Night condition was simulated in FFC for Baseline-S. Thus comparisons with others should be 

viewed with care.
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Figure 13-7: Taxi-In Times per Operation Observed for all Six Alternatives Studied.

Table 13-2: Taxi-Out Time Analysis. FutureFlight Central Simulation Results. 

Alternative Mean Taxi-

Out Time 

(seconds)

Overall

Mean Taxi-Out 

Time (seconds)

IMC

Mean Taxi-Out 

Time (seconds)

Night

Mean Taxi-Out 

Time (seconds)

VMC

3R 1,309 1,356 1,306 1,266

Baseline 1,267 1,218 1,271 1,312

Baseline-S 1,236 1,255 N/A 1,217

340-South 1,208 1,132 1,195 1,292

100-North 1,257 1,239 1,259 1,272

340-North 1,198 1,201 1,197 1,198
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Figure 13-8: Taxi-Out Times per Operation Observed for Six Airport Alternatives.

In order to understand the implications of the FFC results, a simple economic analysis 

was conducted to understand the long-term impacts of added taxi-in and taxi-out times for various 

airport alternatives. The analysis considers periods of demand at the airport with conditions above 

a minimum threshold of demand to justify the use of FFC taxi-out and taxi in results. During the 

FFC simulations, the range of demand values tested varied from a low 127 operations per hour 

(for 3R) to a high of 163 operations per hour. Examination of the expected demand function over 

a 24-hr period at LAX (see Figure 4-3) provides insight of the range of the operations expected at 

the airport in the future. Using a low threshold of 127 operations per hour, we estimate 9 one-

hour periods in the year 2020 with demand values above that minimum threshold. A total of 

1,220 operations are impacted and considered in the analysis of delays based on FFC taxi-in and 

taxi-out times. Note that this approach assumes the contribution of delays in the remaining hours 

of operation during the day is zero. However, this is compensated because not all 9 one-hours 

selected are operated at the highest demand load simulated in FFC. 

The results of the first-order cost analysis are presented in Table 13-3. The table presents 

the estimated annual operating cost savings ($2010) between the Baseline and all other 

alternatives (see column 2). The same table presents the operating cost with reference to 

alternative 340-North. 340-North was the alternative with the lowest operating cost per year of all 

six simulated in FFC. The results show that the Baseline would have an  added cost of ground 

operations of  20.5 million dollars compared to alternative 340-North. Similarly, alternative 340-
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North could save 10.9 million dollars per year compared to alternative 100-North. It is important 

to realize that part of the savings account for fuel burn savings that impact emisisons. The 

Academic Panel has not evaluated the environmental impact of these operations.

Table 13-3: First-Order Estimation of Annual Delay Savings for Six LAX 
Alternatives. Aircraft Operating Cost $3,250 per hour ($2010). 1,220 Daily Flight 

Operations Impacted and Considered in the Analysis.

Alternative

Total Savings vs. Baseline

($2010) 2020 Demand

Total Savings vs. 340-North

($2010) 2020 Demand

3R -7,750,167 -20,482,583

Baseline 0 -12,732,417

Baseline-S 5,720,361 -7,012,056

340-South 10,887,139 -1,845,278

100-North 1,845,278 -10,887,139

340-North 12,732,417 0

13.3. FutureFlight Central Voice Communication Analysis 

Voice communication results obtained for every FFC alternative are presented in this 

section. We compare four voice communication metrics for each alternative: 1) transmissions per 

hour, 2) average length of transmissions, 3) average airtime distributions and 4) transmission 

efficiency (number of transmissions per aircraft per hour). These metrics have been used in past 

studies (references) to estimate measures of workload that could potentially affect safety.

Frequency Transmissions Analysis

We first study the results for Local Controller 2 Position (i.e.,North Controller). The 

results of ATC frequency passages per hour are shown in Figure 13-9. There were statistically 

significant differences observed in the number of transmissions per hour among several of the 

alternatives. 3R had the lowest transmission rate. This is explained due to a lower number of 

operations in the North airfield. A second group formed by Baseline-S, 340-North, 100-North,

and Baseline had the highest transmission rates (In that order). Alternative 340-South was in the 
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middle.

Figure 13-9: North Airfield Local Controller (LC2) Transmissions per Hour.

The transmission rates observed for 340-North and 100-North alternatives are not 

significantly different than the Baseline at the 95% confidence level. Transmission efficiency 

rates are shown in Table 13-4. The transmission efficiency ratings (transmissions per operation) 

for 340-North and 100-North are comparable to those of the Baseline alternative. This would 

suggest that all alternatives with a center taxiway do not have a significant disadvantage with 

respect to workload compared to the Baseline alternative.

Table 13-4: Transmission Efficiency for LC2 Transmissions for Six Alternatives.

Alternative North Airfield Operations 

per Hour

LC2 Transmissions per 

Hour

LC2 Transmissions per 

Operation

3R 61.68 238 3.86

Baseline 78.67 283 3.60

Baseline-S 84.89 294 3.46

340-South 78.42 270 3.44

100-North 79.29 281 3.54

340-North 82.26 293 3.56

The results for the North Ground Controller (GC2) are examined next. There were 

statistically significant differences observed in the number of transmissions per hour for the GC2 

position for some of the six alternatives studied (see Figure 13-10). 340-South had the lowest 

transmission rate. This can be explained due to the limited number of gates on the North airfield. 
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A second group formed by Baseline, 100-North, 340-North, and Baseline-S had the highest 

transmission rates (In that order). 3R was in the middle. The transmission efficiency observed for 

340-North and 100-North alternatives are not significantly different compared to the Baseline 

alternative at the 95% confidence level (see Figure 13-11).

Figure 13-10: North Airfield Ground Controller (GC2) Transmissions per Hour.

Table 13-5: Transmission Efficiency for GC2 Transmissions for Six Alternatives.

Alternative North Airfield 

Operations per Hour

GC2

Transmissions per Hour

GC2

Transmissions per 

Operation

3R 61.68 279 4.53

Baseline 78.67 312 3.97

Baseline-S 84.89 299 3.52

340-South 78.42 246 3.13

100-North 79.29 308 3.89

340-North 82.26 303 3.69

The last set of transmission results apply to a midfield ground controller position called 

GC3. This is a new ground control position created to deal with the added complexity of a new 
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midfield terminal and additional gates on the West side of the Tom Bradley International 

Terminal. 

Statistically significant differences were observed among several of the alternatives in 

terms of the number of transmissions per hour for the GC3 position (see Figure 13-11). 340-

South had the highest transmission rate. This result can be attributed to the large number of 

crossings between North and South fields observed during the FFC simulations due to the limited 

number of gates on the North. This alternative created significantly more workload for GC3. A

second group formed by 3R, Baseline, Baseline-S, 100-North, and 340-North had lower

transmission rates (in that order). 

Figure 13-11: Midfield Ground Controller (GC3) Transmissions per Hour.

The transmission rates observed for 340-North and 100-North alternatives are not 

significantly different than the Baseline at the 95% confidence level. Transmission rates have 

been known to correlate with controller workload. 

The results obtained in these simulations were compared to those obtained by NASA 

Ames in a previous FFC simulation study of the Los Angeles International Airport (NASA, 

2003). The previous study analyzed the South Airfield to understand workload measures with a 

center taxiway in the South. In a previous NASA FFC study, the tower simulator was staffed by 

two controllers on each side (GC1, LC1 and GC2, LC2) with no GC3 controller (NASA, 2003). 

The transmission rates for GC1 and LC1 controllers (South-side controllers) in the 

previous study were 300 and 309 transmissions (i.e., passages) per hour, respectively. The 
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average transmissions per hour for GC2 in our study for alternatives 100-North and 340-North 

were 308 and 303 transmissions per hour for GC2. The average transmissions per hour for LC2 in 

our study for alternatives 100-North and 340-North were 291 and 293 transmissions per hour for 

GC2. While many variables can affect the transmission rates, the transmissions rates observed in 

this study seem comparable with the previous center taxiway study performed by NASA. Our 

discussion with Air Traffic Controllers suggests that the workload for the South Field has been 

acceptable. Consequently, the results of the North Airfield Study suggest both ground and local 

controllers should be able to cope with the workloads expected in the North field with alternatives 

100-North and 340-North. Alternative 340-South would probably result in higher workload for 

the mid-field controller (GC3) compared to today’s ground controllers.

Airtime Frequency Analysis

Airtime frequency use is another important variable to estimate precursor measures of 

ATC controller workload. Starting with Ground Controller position #2 (i.e., North Controller), 

there are statistically significant differences in the airtime distributions for some of the 

alternatives at the 95% confidence level (see Figure 13-12). In the FFC simulations, 340-South

had the lowest airtime frequency use. This was expected due to the small number of gates in the 

North airfield complex compared to the Baseline alternative. A second group formed by Baseline-

S, 100-North, Baseline, and 340-North had higher airtimes (in that order) than 340-South. Based 

on our own analysis, none of the airtimes seemed excessive. The airtime observed for 340-North

and 100-North alternatives are not significantly different than the Baseline alternative at the 95%

confidence level. 
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Figure 13-12: North Airfield Ground Controller (GC2) Airtime Frequency Use.

Figure 13-13 shows the percent of time of frequency use for local controller # 2 (North 

Controller). The results for LC2 (local controller position 2 – North Airfield) show that 

statistically, no appreciable differences observed in the airtime distribution at the 95% confidence 

level. 3R had slightly lower airtime demands. This was expected due to lower demand on the 

North Airtime frequency demand varied from 23.1% to 26.9% for all 6 alternatives tested. 

These values are comparable to those observed in a previous NASA center taxiway study 

(i.e., 26.3%) for South LC1 controllers. The airtimes for LC2 seem to be within acceptable 

controller workload thresholds. The airtimes observed for center taxiway alternatives (340-South, 

100-North and 340-North) are not significantly different than the Baseline alternative at the 95%

confidence level. 
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Figure 13-13: North Airfield Local Controller (LC2) Airtime Frequency Use.

The final airtime analysis corresponds to position GC3 or the ground controller in charge 

of midfield terminal traffic. The airtime percent use of the frequency for GC3 is shown in Figure 

13-14. The results show statistically significant differences observed in the number of 

transmissions per hour for the GC3 position at the 95% confidence level. 340-South had the most 

demanding airtime requirement. This was attributed to the limited number of gates on the North 

creating substantially more crossover traffic and thus more workload for GC3. A second group 

formed by 340-North, Baseline, Baseline-S, 100-North, and 3R (in that order) had airtime 

distributions that were very similar. 
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Figure 13-14: Northfield Ground Controller (GC3) Airtime Frequency Use.

The airtime results illustrated in Figure 13-14 show that 24% of the GC3 controller was 

busy in alternative 340-North and 26% of the time for alternative 100-North. These percentages 

are lower than the airtimes observed for South Airfield ground controllers (GC1) in a previous 

NASA study (NASA, 2003). The airtime results should provide confidence that a GC3 position 

can be staffed as simulated in this North Airfield FFC study. This position will be critical in 

future operations at Los Angeles International Airport due to the complexity of the midfield 

terminal and the limited visibility available from the existing ATC Control Tower as shown in 

Figure 13-15 and Figure 13-16.
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Figure 13-15: Visibility from LAX ATC Control Tower to Midfield Terminals. FFC 
Simulation (A.A. Trani).

Figure 13-16: Current Visibility from LAX ATC Control Tower to the Tom Bradley 
Terminal (A.A. Trani).

Average Transmission Length Analysis

The third voice communication metric obtained from the FFC simulations was the 

average transmission length. For the Local Controller position in the North Airfield (LC2) no

appreciable differences were observed in the average transmission length among all alternatives. 

The results are shown in Figure 13-17. Transmission lengths varied from 3.17 to 3.54 seconds. 

The values observed in this study are comparable to those observed in a previous NASA taxiway 
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study (NASA, 2003) for South LC1 controllers. The transmission lengths for LC2 seem to be 

acceptable and in line with a previous South Airfield NASA study. The average transmission 

lengths observed for all center taxiway alternatives are not significantly different than the 

Baseline alternative at the 95% confidence level. 

Figure 13-17: North Airfield Local Controller (LC2) Average Transmission Length.

For the Ground Controller position in the North Airfield (GC2) no appreciable 

differences were observed in the average transmission lengths among all alternatives. The results 

are shown in Figure 13-17. The average transmission lengths observed for all center taxiway 

alternatives are not significantly different than the Baseline alternatives (Baseline or Baseline-S)

at the 95% confidence level. Transmission lengths for the GC2 position varied from 3.40 to 3.81 

seconds. These values are comparable to those observed in a previous NASA center taxiway 

study (NASA, 2003) for South GC1 controllers.

Finally, the Ground Controller position in the Midfield (GC3) had similar average 

transmission lengths among all alternatives. The average transmission lengths observed for all 

center taxiway alternatives are not significantly different than the Baseline alternative at the 95%

confidence level. The results are shown in Figure 13-18. Transmission lengths for GC3 position 

varied from 3.73 to 3.84 seconds.
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Figure 13-18: North Airfield Ground Controller (GC2) Average Transmission 
Length.

Figure 13-19: Midfield Ground Controller (GC3) Average Transmission Length.

Summary of Voice Communication Analyses 

Three precursor workload metrics were studied using FFC output data: transmissions per 

hour (transmission rate), average transmission length, and airtime distribution. For all three 

metrics and 3 North controller positions, alternatives 340-North and 100-North demonstrated 

similar precursor workload parameters than the Baseline alternative. The 340-South alternative
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was particularly demanding in transmission rate and airtime for the GC3 controller position. This 

could indicate that if alternative 340’ South were to be adopted, it would likely result in the 

highest workload conditions for the Ground Controller in charge of the midfield. All three metrics 

for the North Airfield local and ground controllers were very similar in absolute terms to those 

measured in the previous NASA study (NASA, 2003) 

13.4. Runway Operations Analysis Model 

Section 13.1 presented the throughput analysis of the airport in terms of actual 

observations in the FFC simulations. As noted before, air traffic controllers were pushing very 

hard to service many departures from inboard runways and in some cases it was observed that, for 

some configurations more than others, the separation minima was either below the FAA standards 

or close to it. In real life, air traffic controllers would act more conservatively and thus 

adjustments to the throughput values obtained in Section 13.1 are warranted. This section 

provides an independent evaluation of runway capacity to understand the impacts of various 

alternatives in the future of LAX operations.

Discrete-Event Simulation Model of North Airfield Interactions

To evaluate in some detail the impact of ADG VI aircraft operations in the North airfield, 

a discrete event simulation model of the runway operations was created. The model, created in 

the ExtendSim modeling language, consists of blocks connected to model the interactions 

between arrivals on runway 24R and departures on runway 24L. The model includes an 

interaction block to delay departures on 24L while ADG VI aircraft are operated on the center 

taxiway under alternative 100-North. The diagram of the model is shown in Figure 13-20. The 

model runs the complete LAWA 2020 demand schedule for one day of operations with the 

percent of ADG VI aircraft varied parametrically between 1 to 3% simulating various futures of 

operations at LAX. To model 100-North operations the model blocks departure operations on 24L 

while a design Group VI aircraft occupies the center taxiway and performs a crossing of runway 

24L in 2.8 minutes. This is the expected travel time of a super-heavy using runway exits K3, K4 

and BB in 100-North. The travel time has been estimated using the Academic Panel observations 

at the airport for Qantas Airbus A380-800 operations and considers the FAA Modification of 

Standard (MOS) prescribed limit of 15 miles per hour taxiing speed on 75-foot taxiways. The 

analysis for 340-North includes a ½ minute blocking time for departures on 24L while the ADG 

VI aircraft crosses runway 24L at low speeds observed in the field. This time was added because 

the time gaps between successive departures will lack sufficient time to allow a super-heavy 
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aircraft crossing the departure runway and clear the runway Object Free Area (OFA) or Runway 

24L.

To obtain stable results, we ran 100 repetitions of the model simulating 100 independent 

days of operation. A sample output of the model is shown in Figure 13-21. The results of the 

discrete-event simulation model are shown in Table 13-6 for Visual Meteorological Conditions 

(VMC). The table summarizes the values of incremental departure delays per operation at the 

airport over a 24-hour period. The values of delay in the table represent the departure delays that 

would be added if the runway is blocked because a Group VI aircraft maneuvers in the center 

taxiway. Other delays at the gate or taxiways are not factored in here because we are attempting 

to understand the effect of runway blocking for departures only. In general, other sources of delay 

on taxiways will add to the analysis presented here.

The results of the simulation show reductions of 0.20 to 0.54 minutes per departure 

operation for alternative 340-North compared to 100-North. These results are average numbers 

accumulated over a complete day of operations for every departure in the North airfield. 

Figure 13-20: Block Diagram of Discrete-Event Simulation of the North Airfield to 
Measure Departure Delay Impacts in the North Airfield.
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Figure 13-21: Departure Queue Output of the Discrete-Event Simulation of the 
North Airfield. IMC Scenario with LAWA 2020 Demand Profile. 100-North 

Alternative with 2% ADG VI Aircraft in the Fleet Mix.

Table 13-6: Incremental Departure Delays per Operation (LAWA 2020 Demand: 
2284 operations per day). ADG VI Fleet Varies from 1-3%. VMC Operating 

Conditions. Tally of 100 Discrete Event Simulations Representing 100 Days of 
Activity at the Airport.

% ADG VI in Fleet Mix

Alternative 1% 2% 3%

100-North 1.81 2.21 2.37

340-North 1.61 1.74 1.83

Improvement 340-

North vs 100-North

0.20

min/operation

0.47

min/operation

0.54

min/operation

The situation in Instrument Meteorological Conditions (IMC) is presented in Table 13-7.

The table shows incremental delays ranging between 0.62 and 0.99 minutes per departure 

operation. To put in perspective the results shown in Tables 13-6 and 13-7, it is necessary to 

consider a mixed scenario that accounts for both VMC and IMC conditions. According to FAA 

Aviation System Performance Metric database (FAA, 2009) LAX is operated 24% of the time as 
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equivalent IMC conditions. The remaining 76% of the time the airport is operated in equivalent 

VMC conditions.

Table 13-7: Incremental Departure Delays per Operation (LAWA 2020 Demand: 
2284 operations per day). IMC Operating Conditions. ADG VI Fleet Varies from 1-
3%. Tally of 100 Discrete Event Simulations Representing 100 Days of Activity at 

the Airport.

% ADG VI in Fleet Mix

Alternative 1% 2% 3%

100-North 3.11 3.58 4.11

340-North 2.49 2.90 3.12

Improvement 340-

North vs 100-North

0.62

min/operation

0.68

min/operation

0.99

min/operation

Using this breakdown in the analysis we estimate the annual cost of departure delays due 

to improvements in operations with 340-North. In this analysis we use 2% of the fleet mix in the 

year 2020 to be ADG VI aircraft. According to the LAWA demand estimate, in 2020 there could 

be 525 departures per day that will be affected by any improvement in the North (assuming 46% 

departures in the North airfield). The cumulative added delay using a 76/24 split of VMC/IMC 

conditions yields 273 aircraft-minutes of added delay per day if 100-North is implemented 

instead of 340-North. This translates into $5.4 million dollars per year saved using an operating 

cost of $3,250 per hour using conservative numbers ($2010). This number only considers the 

added delay due to runway blocking effects of runway 24L for departures due to ADG VI 

operations in the North airfield. 

Using the taxi-in and taxi-out times presented in Section 13.2 (see Table 13-2) we make a 

first-order estimate of the taxi-out times for each operation discounting the stopped times at the 

runway departure queue. The results are summarized in 

Table 13-8. The difference in taxiing times between 340-North and 100-North is 57 

seconds discounting all stopped delays. This delay is due to increased taxiing distance effects of 

one alternative versus another one (i.e., extra routing to overcome traffic).  Using this number as 
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first-order cost estimation, another 499 aircraft-minutes (8.3 aircraft-hours) of delay per day 

would be added to the 100-North alternative compared to 340-North. This translates into $9.9 

million dollars in the year 2020. The total delay savings accounting for loss of departure capacity 

and taxiing effects is estimated to be $15.3 million per year in 2020. In summary, the second cost 

analysis presented here provides a first-order estimate of added delay costs of 100-North versus 

340-North.

Table 13-8: Estimated Taxi-Out Times without Stopped Delay.

Alternative Average Taxi-

Out Time 

(seconds)

Mean Taxi-Out Time 

Without Stopped Delay

(seconds)

Average Stopped 

Delay per 

Departure

(seconds)

100-North 1,257 1,186 71

340-North 1,198 1,129 69

Improvement 340-

North vs. 100-North

57 seconds

(0.95 minutes)

Table 13-9: Estimated Delay Cost 100-North vs. 340-North. 340-North is used as 
the Reference Condition. $3,250 per Hour.

Alternative Departure Delays 

due to Runway 

Blocking Effect

($2010 Millions)

Added Taxiing Delays 

(zero Stopped Delay)

($2010 Millions)

Total Added Cost 

($2010 Millions)

100-North 5.4 9.9 15.3

340-North 0 0 0

13.5. Conclusions of Capacity and Operational Analysis 

Comparing the two economic analyses presented in Sections 13.2 and 13.4 it is clear that 

alternative 340-North offers operational efficiency advantages and cost benefits over all other 

alternatives. If 340-North is compared with 100-North, the cost savings presented in Section 13.2 

using FFC estimates alone produce $10.9 million dollars per year. The estimation using both FFC 
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data and the discrete simulation model yield $15.3 million in cost savings per year. The 

conclusion of this analysis is that there are tangible advantages for 340-North from a capacity and 

operational efficiency viewpoint. There are other delay effects that are likely to appear if the 

analysis is carried in more detail. For example, arrival delays resulting from a smaller capacity in 

the airfield have not been factored in the FFC or in the discrete-event model. These arrival delays 

would likely add costs to the operation for each alternative with lower saturation capacities. This 

would be critical for alternatives like 3R that have the lowest acceptance rate of all. The reader 

should realize that once an airport is operated at the “knee” of the delay curve (like it is proposed 

in the year 2020) over extended periods of time during the day, small reductions in the capacity 

function of the airport result in large changes in delays (i.e., non-linear behavior). The following 

final conclusions can be made about the alternatives studied:

i) We conclude that the 340-North alternative offers superior operational efficiency 

and capacity of the airport over all others including the Baseline and 100-North cases. We 

estimate the magnitude of the cost savings to be 15.3 million dollars per year compared to 100-

North just on ground taxi and runway blocking operations. The effect of a modest gain in 

departure capacity for 340-North would yield operational benefits to better cope with the 

expected demand in the year 2020. These benefits would produce reduced arrival delays that our 

study has not estimated.

ii) Besides capacity, the operational benefits of having a centerline taxiway, 340-North

provides an added benefit of holding capacity to deal with unexpected conditions. The 

Baseline configuration is limited in terms of holding capacity for arrivals queueing at taxiways 

AA, Zulu and Yankee today. Our analysis of future runway operations using the IRSIP 

configuration will place higher demands on the new location for Zulu and under periods of heavy 

arrival conditions, could produce unwanted queues at new Zulu and AA.

iii) The 340-North configuration could also improve the situational awareness of 

pilots crossing runway 24L by providing better viewing angles from the flight deck. While it 

is difficult to state that “poor” viewing angles or runway exit angles are the main cause of high 

runway incursion rates in AA and Zulu, it is clear that proper geometric design of taxiway-

runway junctions provides another safety net to avoid runway incursions. The 340-North 

configuration provides the best alternative to design good high-speed geometries and at the same 

time, taxiway-runway junction to the inboard runway.

iv) The three-runway alterative (3R) would not provide adequate capacity for 

conditions expected in 2020 or similar to the LAWA 2020 demand profile. For 9 hours of each 
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day the capacity of 3R would fall short of the capacity needed to maintain the airport delays at a 

reasonable level. Moreover, 3R does not offer backup ability in case a runway is closed. Runways 

are closed at airports for maintenance duties and for operational reasons.

v) The Baseline configuration provides reasonable capacity in the short term. However, 

based on two first-order cost analysis presented in this Section the Baseline configuration is 

inferior to 340-North for a 2020 demand scenario. The Baseline alternative with IRSIP offers 

limited queueing capacity between runways 24R and 24L. The provision of high-speed exits for 

the Baseline condition requires careful attention to detail to avoid inducing pilots to take runway 

exits at such high speeds as to cause blunders.
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14. CAVEATS IN THE ANALYSIS  

The North Airfield Safety Study is necessarily an exercise in approximation, an attempt 

to amass and work with clues rather than to reach exact truths.   Some of key caveats related to 

our analysis are listed below.

The 2020 forecasts about traffic levels at LAX, and the fraction of traffic involving Group VI 

aircraft, are subject to considerable uncertainty.  

This point needs little elaboration, given the extent to which recent demand patterns have 

deviated from forecasts made a decade ago.     Because commercial US air traffic in 2009 was far 

below what was anticipated, one might wonder whether growth will resume sufficiently so that 

2020 forecasts emerge as accurate.   And Boeing and Airbus have long disagreed on whether 

Group VI planes like the Airbus 380 will be crucial to future international passenger travel, or 

whether instead point-to-point services on smaller aircraft will gain growing prominence.    One 

way to interpret the forecasts is as representation of future demand levels at some point in the 

future, perhaps not 2020 but (say) 2030.  Because decisions about the North Airfield concern its 

future over many decades, too literal a focus on 2020 might be misplaced. 

The experiments at NASA-Ames were extremely sophisticated and well conducted, but they can 

only approximate what might happen under various configurations of the North Airfield.

Aviation is forever changing, and even assumptions in the simulation that were sensible 

when they were made might not reflect what might happen in the future.  To pick but one 

example, aircraft are now taking off with reduced thrust, which means that they travel farther 

down the runway before becoming airborne than they did in recent years.    That procedure limits 

wear-and-tear on the engines and is popular with airlines, but it means that the probability a plane 

will be in the air within a certain time and at a certain distance down the runway may be less than 

the simulation assumed. That circumstance affects the evaluation of the “built-in” safety of 

moving crossing points down the runway, and it also has implications about airport capacity.

The Panel tried to make adjustments for such factors, but they arise in too many ways for such 

adjustments to be complete and exact.

Likewise, we gained a great deal from the oral and written surveys of both pilots and 

controllers in the simulation.   But, sometimes, what was said in the oral sessions diverged (in 

tone at least) from what was written.   Such differences are to be expected when people are 

questioned after intense simulated sessions in heavy air traffic; it is not obvious how best to 
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reconcile any such diversions.   The Panel used judgment in synthesizing the information, but its 

judgments are far from infallible.   

Historical experience is valuable, but the data are subject to random variability that poses 

major challenges for statistical estimation.

This point is illustrated if we consider how the changes on the South Airfield have 

reduced runway incursions when planes landing on runway 25-L cross runway 25-R en route to 

the terminals.  There have been no such A and B incursions on the South since the 

reconfiguration was completed in 2007. That is good news but, given that such incursions were 

rare on the South in the several preceding years, it is too early to come up with an estimate of the 

incursion rate reduction with a high degree of accuracy.   Many of the numbers we estimated in 

the analysis are subject to the volatility associated with rare events, and they are subject to 

margins of error that are potentially large and hard to quantify.

A Final Perspective

It should be obvious from our report that we generally took a conservative approach to 

estimating risk:  if we erred, we did so on the side of overestimating risk. Further, where there 

was a degree of uncertainty in estimating a risk reduction parameter, we generally took of the 

approach of obtaining multiple estimates using diverse techniques and then taking a 

“consensus” estimate.

While the Panel admits that its estimates have degree of uncertainty associated with them, 

it believes that the thrust of its conclusions is basically accurate. Thus, it believes that the 

experiment at NASA-Ames and the review of historical and other data serve to point in the right 

direction, even if there remains considerable uncertainty about the exact angle.
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15. ANSWERS TO THE NINE QUESTIONS 

15.1. What are the causes of past and ongoing runway incursions and surface incidents on

the LAX North Airfield? Simulate/recreate circumstances and conditions to assess 

and identify all primary and contributing factors. 

We have reviewed and classified incursions on the North and found the following.

55% of the incursions are of the exit-no-stop (ENS) type. They have been discussed at 

other parts of the report. They involve an aircraft arriving on the outboard runway and 

erroneously crossing the inboard runway or breaching the hold bar at the inboard runway without 

stopping. They are usually caused by a distracted or disoriented pilot or a pilot that takes a 

runway exit at  very high speed. In many cases, some form of miscommunication between the 

pilot and controller is a contributing factor. In a few cases, they are caused by a controller 

incorrectly giving a clearance.

15% of the incursions are “threshold” incursions. These involve an aircraft entering a 

runway at or near the threshold without clearance. In many cases, these incursions result in a go-

around for an airborne arriving aircraft. These are caused by some miscommunication between 

the pilot and controller.

15% of the incursion are “takeoff without clearance” incursions. These involve an 

aircraft starting its takeoff role without clearance. These are caused by some miscommunication 

between the pilot and controller.

The remaining incursions could involve i) service vehicles, ii) an aircraft arriving on the 

outboard runway and entering the inboard runway without clearance after a stop or iii) an 

aircraft entering the active inboard runway from taxiway E. 

We did not have the resources to simulate these incursions as requested. 

15.2. Are these incursions indicative of a current unacceptable level of risk by the FAA 

safety standards? 

As indicated in our Baseline analysis, the incursion (and collision) risk on the North 

Runway Complex are in line with national averages. Moreover, by objective standards, the 

fatality risk is extremely low so we conclude it is not unacceptable.
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15.3. What role does the existing airline fleet of aircraft serving LAX play in the risk of 

runway incursions? 

We have found no reason to believe that the existing LAX fleet mix has a significant 

impact on the risk of runway incursions at LAX when compared to national averages. An analysis 

of historical incursion files indicated that the representation of larger aircraft (Group V, heavies) 

in incursions was very close to their representation within the fleet. Thus, there is no reason to 

believe that larger aircraft are more or less likely to be involved in an incursion. However, the 

risk that an incursion causes a collision may increase with aircraft size (see discussion in this 

report). We feel that the differential risk does not vary substantially among the alternatives 

considered, given the differential operational restrictions imposed by the FAA..

15.4. What roles do airfield marking, lighting, and signage play in the risk of runway 

incursions at LAX? 

As discussed in the report’s Baseline risk assessment, there has been a substantial 

decrease in incursion risk nationally over the past eight years. Much of this decrease is most 

likely due to the introduction of ASDE-X and AMASS. However, in that time period, there has 

been a concerted effort by the FAA and airport operators to improve marking, lighting and 

signage and, in fact, as a group, even airports that did not receive ASDE-X and AMASS have 

experienced a risk reduction. This provides evidence that such measures do reduce the risk of 

runway incursions. The FAA has specifically estimated that RWSL should decrease runway 

collision risk by 50%.  Thus, it certainly would appear that these mechanisms, as a group, have a 

noticeable positive impact on risk. 

15.5. What role does human error play in the risk of runway incursions? What role does 

traffic controllerstaffing play in the risk of runway incursions? 

A review of incursion reports reveals that human error plays the major role in virtually all 

runway incursions. Further, pilot error is much more frequently the cause than controller error, 

although controllers often have an opportunity to correct pilot errors before they lead to 

incursions. We observed in the FFC Simulation on multiple occasions that the Local Assist 

Controller (an optional position) was critical in identifying a hazardous condition and averting an 

operational error. Thus, if increased staffing levels increase the percent of time that a Local Assist 

Controller is available, staffing level increases should increase safety. We have been unable to 

quantify this effect, however. 
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15.6. What other factors play a role in the risk of runway incursions? 

While it is true that human error is virtually always the cause of a runway incursion, 

many other factors can play a role in reducing (or increasing) incursion risk.

Weather conditions, especially those causing poor visibility, can increase the likelihood 

that a pilot becomes disoriented and erroneously enters an active taxiway. As discussed earlier 

collision risk grows quadratically with traffic levels. As discussed in other parts of the report 

runway exit geometry can influence the likelihood of incursions. The IRSIP analysis shows that 

exit placement can change the likelihood that a departing aircraft is able to fly over an aircraft 

that has entered an active runway.  Fleet mix may potentially influence collision risk as 

discussed under an earlier question and elsewhere in this report. Finally, technology, e.g. ASDE-

X, AMASS and RWSL, signage and runway complex architecture, which are analyzed 

extensively elsewhere in the report, clearly impact incursion risk.  

15.7. Why has the South Airfield historically been subject to substantially more runway 

incursions than the North Airfield? 

Prior to the introduction of the centerline taxiway on the South, the rate of incursions on 

the South airfield was substantially greater than on the North. If one goes back to 1998 the 

difference in rates was about three to one; if one starts with 2002, the rate was closer to two to 

one. We have identified three factors that could contribute to this difference.

Exit locations and relative gate locations: The old South Complex had multiple high-

speed exits (J, K, M) that led across the inboard runway directly to heavily used gate complexes. 

This configuration could potentially have led pilots to focus on getting to a gate quickly and 

possibly ignore the fact that they were crossing the (possibly active) inboard runway. By contrast 

the North Complex exits, with the exception of Y, tend to lead aircraft away from busy gate areas. 

While taxiway Y on the North does directly face a busy gate area, it has experienced a single 

incursion since 1998.  A likely reason for this low incursion rate is that it requires an acute turn 

forcing aircraft to slow down and it allows pilots a clear line of vision toward the inboard runway

threshold.

Presence of facilities and a taxiway on non-terminal side of runway complex: A very 

significant difference between the North and South runway complexes is that the South Complex 

has cargo and general aviation facilities on the South (non-terminal) side of the runway complex. 

In addition, there is also a parallel taxiway (A) to the South of the parallel runways. No such 

SPAS-PC00149
145

equivalent facilities exist on the North. An examination of incursion files reveals that several 

incursions on the South involved aircraft traveling to or from those facilities and/or taxiway A.

Traffic differences: The South Runway complex has historically had slightly higher 

traffic levels than the North. While the difference is relatively small, considering the quadratic 

growth in incursion risk with traffic, it could account for a noticeable (but small) difference in 

incursion rates.

15.8. Is there a relationship between the LAX North Airfield and South Airfield 

operations and the risk of incursions at the airport in general? If so, is this 

relationship a safety issue or problem?

The principle that says collision risk grows quadratically with traffic levels implies that 

risk is minimized by balancing traffic between the two runway complexes. It appears that the 

slight imbalance in traffic distribution between the North and South has caused a slight increase 

in collision risk. It is also certainly the case that congestion in the terminal area, and on taxiways 

B and E, can add challenges to the crossing of arriving aircraft over the inboard runway. This 

certainly can be detrimental to incursion (and collision) risk.

15.9. Will the planned airline fleet of aircraft have an impact on the LAX North 

Airfield operations? If so, is this a safety issue or problem? 

It is certainly the case that a growth in the percentage of larger aircraft, especially Group 

VI, will impact operations on the North Airfield.  Under the Baseline and 100-North alternatives, 

Group VI aircraft will require special handling. We investigated the extent to which larger aircraft 

are more likely to be involved in runway incursions and found the representation of Group V 

aircraft and heavy aircraft match their representation in the fleet, indicating larger aircraft do not 

have a higher incursion risk than others. It is also possible that incursions involving larger aircraft 

may be more likely to lead to collisions. While arguments for this are plausible, given the special 

operational procedures required for various alternatives, we feel that any risk differential among 

North Airfield alternatives relative to changes in the fleet mix is small.   
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16. GEOMETRIC DESIGN ISSUES

This section describes relevant aspects of airport geometric design considered in the 

safety analyses presented in Sections 6-12. This section ends with general airport design 

recommendations compiled during the conduct of the study.

16.1. Geometric Design Considerations and Aircraft Maneuvering for Centerline 

Taxiway Alternatives 

The Academic Panel studied the geometric design implications of various alternatives 

and their impact in aircraft maneuvering and visibility while crossing an active runway. This 

discussion is important in the context of the high variability observed in the runway incursion 

rates of the North airfield runway exits (see Chapter 7). The ability of an aircraft to maneuver 

efficiently in the taxiway is of paramount importance in the design of any runway-taxiway 

configuration. Runway exit geometry could be linked to runway incursion rates as shown in 

Section 7 of the report. To understand the maneuvering capabilities of large aircraft in various 

airport configurations we used aircraft manufacturer data (Boeing, 2010; Airbus, 2008) to verify 

visibility angles and critical sight distances for various configurations in the North airfield. Table 

16-1 lists relevant dimensions of the critical aircraft operating at Los Angeles International 

Airport. The table contains data estimated by the AP Panel for a stretch version of the Airbus 

A380 (called A380-900). Note that some vehicles are critical than others in one dimension. For 

example, the Airbus A340-600 has the longest wheelbase whereas the Airbus A380-800 has the 

tallest tail.

Figure 16-1 contains the definitions of two critical parameters examined in this analysis: 

1) turning angle at the hold line and 2) critical sight distance from the reference eye position in 

the flight deck. Both parameters are important to verify if a departing aircraft is taking off from a 

runway to be crossed. While technologies such as runway status lights and ASDE-X and AMASS 

at LAX warn pilots and air traffic controllers of a potential runway incursion blunder, human 

visual inspection becomes the last condition to avoid a runway incursion. 
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Table 16-1: Critical Dimensions of Aircraft Operating or Expected to Operate at 
Los Angeles International Airport. Sources: Boeing Commercial Co. and Airbus 

Documents for Airport Design. 

Aircraft Overall Length (ft) Overall Height (ft) Wheelbase

(feet)

Wheeltrack

(feet)

A340-600 228.9 58.8 112.1 35.1

A380-800 238.1 80.1 104.6 40.9

B747-400 231.8 64.0 84.0 36.1

B777-300 239.8 61.5 102.0 36.0

B747-8 250.2 71.02 97.4 36.1

A380-900 258.0 80.1 112.0 40.9

Figure 16-1 clearly indicates that in ideal conditions, pilots should have good visibility 

angles (i.e., total visual angle) to recognize a potential threat departing in an inboard runway. 

Similarly, distance (ds) is critical for pilots to be able to see potential traffic at long distance on 

the runway. The critical sight visibility distance (ds) is measured from the datum position of the 

pilot’s seat. Pilots have limited movement in their seat (assuming their shoulder belts are 

unbuckled). This implies that pilots can achieve wider visual angles if unbuckled and move 

forward and close to the side windows. The critical sight distances represent the maximum 

distance (in the horizontal plane) that a pilot can see seated in the datum position of its seat 

(without doing any unusual movements). 
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Figure 16-1: General Aircraft Maneuvering Envelope, Visibility Angles and Critical 
Sight Distance.

Baseline Configuration

The Baseline configuration at LAX offers a wide array of visual angles and critical sight 

distances at four runway exits used in West-flow operations. Table 16-2 lists the angles for each 

runway exit on Runway 24R. Table 16-2 indicates that visibility and critical distance (ds) are 

limited if an aircraft holds between Runways Runway 24L and 24R. The critical sight distances 

calculated by the Academic Panel are around 500 feet for Zulu and around 700 feet for Alpha-

Alpha. Incidentally, Zulu and AA have the highest runway incursion rates (34.2 and 12.6 

incursions per million landings, respectively) of all runway exits in the North. Figure 7-3 shows 

the runway incursion rates for individual runway exits.

As LAWA embarks in building new high-speed runway exits in the North airfield as part 

of the Interim Plan, it is important to pay special attention to the geometric design aspects (i.e., 

design exit speed, centerline geometry, runway exit width, etc.) of the junction between Runway 

24L and the new exits. Noteworthy in Table 16-2 is taxiway Yankee. Yankee has had one 

incursion in 12 years. This suggests that careful attention should be paid to the geometric design 

aspect of the new runway exits suggested for IRSIP to avoid high RIR rates as in the current 

taxiway Zulu. 
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Table 16-2: Turning and Visibility Angle Analysis for the Baseline Alternative. 
Academic Panel Analysis Using Boeing Commercial Co. and Airbus Documents for 

Airport Design. 

Runway Exit

Final Turning 

Angle and Hold 

Line (deg.)

A

Visual Angle 

Beyond

Perpendicular

(deg.)

B

Total Visibility 

Angle (deg.)

C

Critical Sight 

Distance - ds

(feet)

Yankee 135 44* 189** Unlimited***

Zulu 30 31** 61 507

Alpha-Alpha 37 31** 68 696

Bravo-Bravo 89 35 134 Unlimited***

* Critical aircraft is Boeing 737-700
** Critical aircraft is Airbus A380-800
Estimated by Academic Panel using Boeing and Airbus airport design documents
*** Unlimited in CAVU (Clear Air Visibility Unlimited) conditions

Configurations with Center Taxiways

The configurations with center taxiways provide operational advantages over the 

Baseline configuration in the North airfield. These advantages been stated in Sections 8, 9 and 10 

of the report. Of special interest in the geometric design analysis is the estimation of turning 

angles at the hold line and the critical distance (ds). Table 16-3 shows a comparison of the turning 

angles for configurations 100-North and 340-North/340-South.  The angular difference between 

configurations 340-North and 340-South and 100-North averages 32 degrees. The impact of this 

difference in terms of critical sight distance is demonstrated later in this section. A scale drawing 

of the turning maneuvering envelopes for the Airbus A380-800 are shown in Figures 16-2 and 

16-3 for configurations 100-North and 340-North/340-South, respectively.

Figure 16-2 illustrates an Airbus A380-800 making a turn from a center taxiway located 

400 feet from the runway centerline. The diagram clearly indicates that visibility is restricted 

because the aircraft turns 38 degrees before stopping at the hold bar.   The diagram shows the 

hold bar to be located 281 feet from the runway centerline. The turning angles improve for 

Boeing 777-300ER and Boeing 747-400 but not by much (3-5 degrees).  
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Table 16-3: Final Turning Angles at Hold Line Locations for Two LAX Centerline 
Taxiway Alternatives. Academic Panel Analysis Using Boeing Commercial Co. and 

Airbus Documents for Airport Design. 

Aircraft 100-North

Turning Angle (deg.)

340-North/340-South

Turning Angle (deg.)

Angular Difference (340-

North/South – 100-

North) (deg.)

A340-600 39 72 33

A380-800 38 68 30

B747-400 42 73 31

B777-300 40 74 34

Figure 16-2:  Airbus A380-800 Maneuvering Envelopes: 100-North Alternative 
Source: Airbus Document for Airport Planning with Adaptations by Academic 

Panel (2009).

Figure 16-3 illustrates an Airbus A380-800 making a turn from a center taxiway located 

520 feet from the runway centerline for configuration 340-North. The diagram clearly indicates 

that visibility is greatly improved because the aircraft turns 68 degrees before stopping at the hold 

bar. The new visual angle should allow pilots to be more alert of the traffic on an inboard runway.
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Figure 16-3:  Airbus A380-800 Maneuvering Envelopes: 340-North or 340-South 
Alternatives. Source: Airbus Document for Airport Planning with Adaptations by 

Academic Panel (2009).

Alternatives 340-North and 340-South clearly offer pilots better visibility conditions to 

monitor runway activity and provides them with improved situational awareness to cross an 

active runway. The pilot’s visibility from super-heavy aircraft (i.e., Airbus A380) is limited to 

121 degrees (31 degrees beyond the perpendicular). The Boeing 747-400 aircraft has the highest 

visibility angle of all the critical aircraft studied (145 degrees). For the Boeing 747-400 aircraft, 

even negotiating right angle taxiways from the centerline taxiway in the 100-North alternative,

the aircraft has an unlimited critical sight distance due to its large horizontal field of view. 

Pilots can still achieve higher visual angles if they unbuckle and move closer to the 

lateral windows for all the alternatives. However, the provision of adequate visibility is of 

paramount importance in airport geometric design. This might well serve as the last line of 

defense against runway incursions – when other primary and secondary systems such as ASDE-

X, AMASS, and Runway Status Lights fail to provide ample warning of the impending incursion.

SPAS-PC00149

152

Tables 16-3 and 16-4 present the critical angles and critical sight distances estimated for 

all four critical aircraft flying into LAX. According to our calculations, the Airbus A380-800 has 

the smallest visibility angle and the shortest critical sight distance (~700 feet). Tables 16-3 and 

16-4 demonstrate the critical sight distance visibility gains moving from 100-North to 340-North 

or 340-South. For both 340-North and 340-South, the pilot’s of very large aircraft, including 

ADG VI aircraft, would have unrestricted view of the departures on the inboard runway (see 

Table 16-4). In this case, any visibility restriction would be due to environmental effects (i.e., 

weather) and not due to geometric design limits.

Table 16-4: Turning and Visibility Angle Analysis for 100-North Alternative. 
Academic Panel Analysis Using Boeing Commercial Co. and Airbus Documents for 

Airport Design. 

Aircraft

Final Turning 

Angle at Hold Line 

(deg.)

A

Visual Angle 

Beyond

Perpendicular (deg.)

B

Total Visibility 

Angle (deg.)

C

Critical Sight 

Distance (feet)

ds

A340-600 39 45 84* 2677

A380-800 38 31 69 732

B747-400 42 55 97 Unlimited**

B777-300 40 35 75 1049

* Estimated by Academic Panel

** Unlimited in CAVU (Clear Air Visibility Unlimited) conditions.
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Table 16-5: Turning and Visibility Angle Analysis for 340-North Alternative. 
Analysis by Academic Panel.

Aircraft

Final Turning 

Angle at Hold Line 

(deg.)

A

Visual Angle 

Beyond

Perpendicular (deg.)

B

Total Visibility 

Angle (deg.)

C

Critical Sight 

Distance (feet)

ds

A340-600 72 45 117* Unlimited**

A380-800 68 31 99 Unlimited

B747-400 73 55 128 Unlimited

B777-300 74 35 109 Unlimited

* Estimated by Academic Panel

** Unlimited in CAVU (Clear Air Visibility Unlimited) conditions.

16.2. General Design Issues Identified for the North Field 

During this study several recommendations emerged from comments made by air traffic 

controllers, pilots and the Academic Panel’s own observations. The following list is a series of 

recommendations that will be expanded in the final version of the report:

1) For all center taxiway configurations, provide a full parallel taxiway Kilo to Runways 

24R and 24L,

2) The single-lane design of Taxiway Echo-7 should be revised allowing air traffic 

controllers more flexibility in departure sequencing,

3) The stagger of thresholds 24R and 24L in the center taxiway configurations requires air 

traffic controller’s careful management of wake vortex, separations. This adds workload 

and reduced departure separation capacity.

4) The runway exits for airfield configurations with a center taxiway should be optimized 

in the same way as 3R,

5) Three high speed runway exits are recommended for all center taxiway configurations 

and West-flow arrivals,
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6) Two optimal high-speed runway exits should be provided for East-flow arrivals

7) Runway safety areas need to be protected for all runway ends, 

8) Careful design work is needed for crossing taxiways in all center taxiway configurations. 

The crossing taxiways were placeholders and not optimized in relation with the high-

speed runway exits provided on Runway 24R, and

9) Careful attention should be paid to the geometric design aspect of the new runway exits 

suggested for IRSIP to avoid high RIR rates as in the current taxiway Zulu.
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17. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The primary aim of the North Airfield Safety Study was to estimate, as specifically as 

possible, the level of future safety of several alternate configurations of the LAX North Airfield.   

An auxiliary goal was to provide useful information about the capacity implications of the various 

configurations, in light of projections about LAX traffic levels in 2020.  

A central component of the study was a human-in-the-loop simulation exercise, 

conducted during August 2009 at the NASA-Ames FutureFlight Central (FFC) facility in 

Mountain View, California.     But the study also relied heavily on empirical evidence about 

runway safety and capacity, based on historical experience at LAX and elsewhere.    The 

Academic Panel (AP) took careful note of the changes completed in 2008 on the LAX South 

Airfield, which moved the two parallel runways 100 feet further apart and created a centerline 

taxiway between the runways.

The principal conclusions of the study can be summarized as follows: 

The North Airfield of LAX is extremely safe under the current configuration.   Changes to 

the configuration could create even greater safety, but they would be expected to reduce only 

slightly the overall risk that LAX air travelers face in their journeys.   (That overall risk level is 

itself minuscule because air travel is exceedingly safe.)   Considerations of capacity appear to 

make some alterations to the North Airfield less attractive, and others – particularly the option of 

moving Runway 24-R 340 feet North – significantly more so.  But the AP believes that it would be 

difficult to argue for reconfiguring the North Airfield on safety grounds alone����

17.2.  The Alternative Configurations 

The study focused on five possible configurations of the North Airfield, including two 

variants of the existing layout:

(1A) Baseline: The existing configuration, in which runways 24L and 24R are separated by 

700 feet, with no centerline taxiway between them.

(1B) Baseline with Interim Runway Safety Improvement Project (IRSIP): The existing 

configuration, but with changes to the taxiways leading from runway 24R so that 

planes landing on 24R would cross runway 24L closer to its west end.  

(2) 100-North:  The “100-North” alternative would create on the North Airfield essentially a 

mirror image of the new arrangement on the South Airfield.   Runway 24R would be 
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moved North by 100 feet, and a centerline taxiway placed between runways 24L and 

24R.

(3) 340-North: The “340-North” alternative would move runway 24R 340 feet to the North 

and create a centerline taxiway between runways 24L and 24R.

(4) 340-South: The “340-South” alternative would move runway 24L 340 feet to the South 

and create a centerline taxiway between runways 24L and 24R.   This option would 

entail the demolition of existing Terminals 1-3 and the construction of a new “linear” 

terminal facing the North Airfield. 

(5) 3R: The “3R” alternative would reduce the total number of runways at LAX to three by 

replacing runways 24L and 24R with a single Runway 24, which would handle most of 

the airport’s Group V and VI aircraft, while smaller planes were concentrated on the 

South Airfield.

17.3.  The FFC Simulation and the Available Data 

The Panel was fortunate to have a wealth of information generated by the real-time 

simulations at NASA-Ames.  Actual controllers oversaw simulated landings and takeoffs at LAX 

(on both the North and South Airfields), during busy hours based on 2020 traffic forecasts 

prepared by Ricondo Associates.  Three visibility conditions were explored in different hours:  

Daytime Visual, Daytime Instrument, and Night Visual.  Across the simulation hours, the number 

of Group VI aircraft – the grouping with the largest existing airplanes, namely, the Airbus 380 

and the Boeing 747-8 – varied from two to six, in order to capture a range of possibilities about 

the extent of their presence at LAX.  Some of the landings were performed by actual pilots in 

Boeing 747-400 flight simulator, while other aircraft were landed by “pseudo-pilots” using a 

computer-based interface.     

Several types of information were derived directly or indirectly from the simulation. 

After the sessions, intensive oral and written interviews were conducted with both pilots and 

controllers.   Moreover, some “anomalies” were introduced into the simulation to provide a

perspective on how well the controllers were coping with heavy and diverse traffic.   For 

example, some pseudo-pilots were asked deliberately to read back controller instructions 

incorrectly, to see whether the controller noticed and reacted to the error.  In addition, data were 

available about the frequency and duration of transmitted messages between pilots and 

controllers. This information offers some insight about controller workload.
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At the same time, the Panel considered information from many other sources, including:

• FAA projections about the national risk of fatal runway collisions in 2020

• FAA assessments about the accident-reduction potential of new technologies, such as the 

ASDE-X radar and Runway Status Lights (RWSL)

• The history of runway incursions on both the South and North Airfields of LAX

• The runway incursion history at other US airports besides LAX

• Worldwide historical data about casualty patterns in fatal runway collisions

• Worldwide historical data about runway excursions, in which a single aircraft deviates 

sharply and suddenly from its intended path

• Data about easterly arrivals at LAX, which were not included in the NASA simulation

17.4. Findings about Safety 

The main findings of the study concerning the safety characteristics of the various 

alternatives will be summarized next.  Detailed descriptions of the analysis for each of the 

alternatives are provided in Chapters 6–11.

17.4.1.  The Baseline Case 

After much analysis, the AP unanimously concluded that the existing North Airfield will 

be extremely safe even under traffic levels projected for 2020.   More specifically:

The AP estimates that, at 2020 traffic levels, fatal runway collisions on the existing North 

Airfield would occur on average approximately once every 200 years.

A quick synopsis of the reasoning is as follows: 

1. Various FAA studies imply that, at 2020 traffic levels, fatal runway collisions would 

occur at some towered US airport once every eight years.

2. This estimate assumes high effectiveness for new technologies like AMASS (Airport 

Movement Area Safety System) ASDE-X radar and Runway Status Lights.  (LAX South is one of 

the very few US airports that have all three technologies.)  Thus far, the FAA’s optimism has 

been justified by events: major runway incursions in the US dropped 80% between Fiscal 2000 

and Fiscal 2009 (from 67 to 12).  Furthermore, there have been no fatal runway collisions 

anywhere in the US since March 2000, and the accident on 2/2/91 at the LAX North Airfield – 
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nineteen years ago – was the last collision at a towered US airport that caused deaths to scheduled 

airline passengers.

3. To be conservative, the AP estimated that fatal runway collisions would occur at 2020 

traffic levels once every four years, rather than every eight.  In effect, the AP was assuming twice 

the level of collision risk estimated by FAA.

4. But if a fatal runway collision occurred at 2020 traffic levels at one of the US towered 

airports, what is the chance it would take place on the LAX North Airfield rather than elsewhere?  

The AP made eight different estimates of this probability, based on:

• The runway incursion history at LAX-North relative to that for the entire US

• The LAX-North share of squared traffic levels in the US, a metric that figures 

prominently in FAA risk models

• Safety levels at other US airports that pilots in the NASA-Ames simulation considered 

equally safe with LAX-North (the “peer airports”).  These peer airports included Atlanta, 

San Francisco, Miami, and New York-JFK.

5. The eight estimates of the chance that a fatal runway collision that took place in the US 

would occur at LAX-North ranged from a low of 1 in 140 to a high of 1 in 60.  To be 

conservative, however, the AP estimated as 1 in 50 (2%) the probability that the venue would be 

LAX-North.     In other words, the AP used a risk estimate for LAX-North that was higher than 

any that arose under its diverse estimation methods.

The Panel also explored whether the growing frequency of Group VI aircraft on the 

North Airfield might pose incremental collision risk, and concluded that it would not.   A major 

reason for this conclusion is that Group V aircraft (the largest planes for which historical data 

exist) have not been involved in incursions at LAX to a disproportionate extent.

The Panel then combined its numerical risk estimates:  

• if fatal runway collisions occurred once every four years at some towered US airport and 1 in 

50 of these collisions took place at LAX-North, it then follows that fatal runway collisions at 

LAX-North would occur every 4x50=200 years.

Using the “one in every 200 years estimate,” plus estimates about the casualties in a fatal 

runway collision at LAX North, as well as data about LAX passenger traffic around 2020, the AP

reached a further approximation:
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At 2020 traffic levels, the Panel estimates that fatal runway collisions at LAX-North 

would claim approximately five lives per decade.

Because of the margin of error associated with this estimate, a range estimate for the 

actual rate extends from a low of one death per decade to a high of eight deaths per decade.  

Given that roughly 750 million passengers would use LAX each decade at 2020 traffic

levels, the figure “five deaths per decade” works out to one death per 150 million passengers.    

The statistic “one in 150 million” is obviously small in absolute terms.   It is also 

extremely small relative to other accident risks that Los Angeles residents and others face: for 

example, an American baby born today has approximately a 1 in 100 chance of eventually dying 

in an automobile accident.   Moreover, the risk is small even relative to the exceedingly low risks 

of passenger air travel: the death risk per flight for US air travelers is approximately 1 in 10 

million, which is fifteen times the risk that the LAX-North runways would present in the Baseline 

case.

17.4.2.  The Interim Improvements to the North Airfield (IRSIP) 

The AP explored evidence about whether IRSIP would improve North Airfield safety by 

requiring planes landing on Runway 24R and heading towards terminals to cross Runway 24L 

further down the runway.  The AP estimates that the plan (IRSIP) could increase the chance that a 

departing aircraft on 24L would already be airborne if a landing plane blunders onto the takeoff 

runway (from approximately 33% to approximately 51%).  But the probability that a landing 

plane blunders onto 24L in the first place might not decrease significantly if the new runway exits 

proposed in IRSIP induce the high runway incursion rates associated with taxiways Zulu and AA.

Indeed, for planes that now use Taxiway Yankee, the data suggest that the risk of incursion might 

well go up.  Thus, it is possible that closing Taxiway Yankee would do more harm than good, and 

the matter warrants further study.

17.4.3.  Moving Runway 24R 100 Feet North (100-N)

Because such a proposal would essentially replicate on the North Airfield what has 

already been done on the South Airfield, the AP put considerable weight on evidence about 

whether incursions have dropped on the South since its reconfiguration.  While only about 18 

months of data are at hand about safety under the new arrangements, they suggest that the 

changes have reduced incursion risk on the South by about 40%.  The apparent reason for the 

improvement is the new centerline taxiway, which causes landing planes to slow down before 
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crossing the takeoff runway and which gives controllers greater flexibility in deciding when and 

where planes landing on Runway 25-L should cross Runway 25-R.

The AP also considered a good deal of other evidence about the effectiveness of the 100-

N configuration.  Data were available from the FFC simulations about anomalies and radio 

communications between tower and pilot, as well as survey reactions from pilots and controllers.   

Incursions data from airports other than LAX that have configurations similar to 100-N were also 

studied.  This review indicated that Runway Status Lights might be especially effective when 

accompanied by a centerline taxiway.  Some of this evidence suggested that the benefits of 100-N 

would exceed the 40% suggested by South Airfield data, while other evidence suggested a benefit 

smaller than 40%.  The AP concluded that, on balance:

40% is a reasonable estimate of the reduction in the risk of a fatal runway collision if 

the existing North Airfield were replaced by a 100-N configuration.

17.4.4. Moving Runway 24R 340 Feet North (340-N)

The AP considered various data about this option, which has the distinguishing feature 

that its centerline taxiway is far enough from the active runways that Group VI aircraft need not 

require special treatment.   The reconfiguration would also allow some landing pilots crossing 

24R to get a better view than otherwise of departing traffic.

The AP concluded that 340-N reduces collision risk relative to 100-N, but not by an 

enormous factor (perhaps 25%).  Much of the benefit of introducing a centerline taxiway would 

already be achieved with the 100-N configuration.  The AP believes that:

55% is a reasonable estimate of the reduction in the risk of a fatal runway collision if 

the existing North Airfield were replaced by a 340-N configuration.

17.4.5. Moving Runway 24L 340 Feet South (340-S)

Operationally, this arrangement is similar to 340-N.  But the AP concluded that the safety 

benefits would be slightly smaller, largely because the FFC simulations suggest that ground 

arrangements associated with revamping the terminals could get more complex and demanding 

for controllers.  The Academic Panel believes that:

50% is a reasonable estimate of the reduction in the risk of a fatal runway collision if 

the existing North Airfield were replaced by a 340-S configuration.
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17.4.6. Moving to a Three-Runway Airport (3R)

If there were only one runway on the North Airfield, then aircraft landing there would not 

have to cross a takeoff runway en route to terminals.  On the other hand, the North Airfield would 

be continuously involved in mixed operations, in which landings and takeoffs occur on the same 

runway.  (Mixed operations on the North Airfield would occur even under the other 

configurations, but to a much lesser extent.)  Results from the FFC simulations and data about 

other US airports that extensively conduct mixed operations suggest that a three-runway 

configuration would largely achieve the safety benefits for which its proponents hope.  The AP 

believes that:

50% is a reasonable estimate of the reduction in the risk of a fatal runway collision if 

the existing North Airfield were replaced by a single Runway 24 under a three-runway 

configuration for LAX.

17.5. Capacity Assessment

The AP was asked whether any limitations of airport capacity under individual 

configurations of the North Airfield would “unduly impact” the ability of LAX to handle the 

volume and mix of air traffic projected for 2020.  Here the experiments and NASA-Ames 

provided illuminating data about how many departures could be achieved under peak traffic 

conditions, as well as taxi-in and taxi-out times for, respectively, arriving and departing aircraft.

Across the simulation hours, there were variations in weather and visibility conditions and in the 

number of Group VI aircraft, allowing a clearer picture of the sensitivity of capacity findings to 

the background assumptions.

The AP concluded that the baseline, 100-N, and 340-S configurations could handle even 

peak traffic without “unduly” suffering stress and delay.  It is noteworthy that, in 2000, when 

daily operations at LAX were only about 5% below the level projected for 2020, the airport fared 

quite well.    

In the 340-N configuration, however, there was conspicuous improvement in capacity 

over the baseline and 100-N cases.  The AP estimates an annual cost savings of $15 million just 

because of the reduction in taxiing times and runway blocking operations.  The gain in departure 

capacity would be modest (perhaps four additional operations per hour), but it would open the 

door to reduced arrival delays.  (The study did not estimate the size of this benefit.)  In addition to 

the capacity gain, having a centerline taxiway allows greater flexibility in handling aircraft, a 

benefit that is especially helpful in unexpected conditions.  Furthermore, pilots who land on 
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Runway 24R in 340-N would often have a better view of departing traffic on Runway 24L before 

crossing that runway. 

The capacity results for the three-runway configuration were less encouraging: the 

reduction in arrivals and departures observed at FFC could have adverse direct and indirect 

consequences.  Given that mixed operations would occur on the North Airfield (i.e., landings and 

takeoffs on the same runway), arranging for departures in the face of frequent arrivals would be 

challenging.  It is also true that unexpected conditions – such as the temporary shutdown of a 

runway – can cause considerably more disruption when there are only three runways rather than 

four. The AP fears, therefore, that the capacity limitations in the three-runway case would be 

unduly constraining in peak conditions, which would prevail for nine hours of the day under the 

2020 forecast.

17.6. Caveats

The various estimates summarized above and presented in more detail elsewhere in this 

report should be interpreted as plausible approximations, rather than exact results.  Among the 

reasons for caution are:

• The 2020 forecasts about traffic levels at LAX, and about the fraction of traffic involving 

Group VI aircraft, are subject to considerable uncertainty.  

• The experiments at FFC were sophisticated and well conducted, but they can only provide an 

approximate indication of what might happen under various configurations of the North 

Airfield.

• Data about historical experience are valuable, but there are issues in generalizing from other 

airports to LAX, and from past patterns to those that might prevail in the future under new 

arrangements; moreover, many of the data are subject to the high random variability 

associated with rare events, a circumstance that poses real challenges for statistical

estimation.

17.7. Main Conclusions

The AP is unanimous on all of the following points:

For projected 2020 traffic levels and traffic mix, the LAX North Airfield is extremely safe 

under the current configuration. 
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The AP estimates that, at 2020 traffic levels, fatal runway collisions would occur on the 

North Airfield at an expected rate of one every 200 years, and that such fatal collisions would 

cause approximately one death for every 150 million LAX passengers.     That level of risk is low 

even relative to the exceptional safety of US passenger aviation.

All the proposals to create new configurations on the North Airfield would reduce by a 

substantial percentage the risk of a runway collision.

More specifically, the evidence from the NASA-Ames simulation and numerous kinds of 

historical data suggest that:

Moving Runway 24R 100 feet North and creating a centerline taxiway could reduce 

collision risk on the North by about 40% relative to the baseline.

Moving Runway 24R 340 feet North and creating a centerline taxiway could reduce 

collision risk on the North by about 55% relative to the baseline.

Moving Runway 24L 340 feet South and creating a centerline taxiway could reduce 

collision risk on the North by about 50% relative to the baseline.

Creating a single Runway 24 to replace 24L and 24R could reduce collision risk by about 

50% relative to the baseline.

However, because the baseline level of collision risk is so low, reducing that risk by a 

substantial percentage will have a limited practical effect. 

Aviation at LAX is exceedingly safe.  Of the 750 million passengers who would use the 

LAX North Airfield per decade at 2020 traffic levels, only about 80 might be expected to perish 

in air disasters from all causes in the Baseline case.  Of these 80 deaths, five might occur in 

runway collisions on the North Airfield.  Reconfiguration of the North runways might be 

expected to reduce total deaths to about 78.

In terms of capacity, changes in the configuration could have major effects.

Moving to a three-runway configuration could cause major difficulties, in terms of flight 

schedule reliability and congestion, even under visual flight conditions.

Moving to the 340-N configuration, on the other hand, might significantly reduce airport 

congestion during peak hours and could provide appreciable capacity benefits.
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Indeed, a serious case could be made for building 340-N based on its capacity benefits.  

This would also improve safety.  But these safety benefits would essentially be a “side benefit”, 

not the principal one.

However, the North Airfield Safety Study was, as the name implies, primarily about 

safety.   All things considered, the Panel cannot construct a compelling argument for 

reconfiguring the North Airfield on safety grounds alone.

SPAS-PC00149
165

18. REFERENCES

1. Airbus S.A., Airbus A340-500/600: Airplane Characteristics for Airport Design, Blagnac, 

France, 2002.

2. Airbus S.A, Airbus A380-800: Airplane Characteristics for Airport Design, Blagnac, 

France, 2006.

3. Barnett, A. and G. Paull, Effectiveness Analysis for Aviation-Safety Measures in the 

Absence of Actual Data, Air Traffic Control Quarterly, vol 12, no 3, 275-294.

4. Barnett, A., Paull, G., and J. Iadeluca, Effectiveness Fatal US Runway Collisons Over the 

Next Two Decades, Air Traffic Control Quarterly, vol 8, no 4, 253-276.

5. Boeing Aircraft Company, Boeing B747-400: Airplane Characteristics for Airport 

Design, Seattle, 2004.

6. Boeing Aircraft Company, Boeing B777-200LR/300ER: Airplane Characteristics for 

Airport Design, Seattle, 2007.

7. Boeing Aircraft Company, Boeing B737 Family: Airplane Characteristics for Airport 

Design, Seattle, 2006.

8. Federal Aviation Administration, “Airport Design”, Advisory Circular 150-5300-13, 

changes 1-10, Washington, DC., 2010.

9. Federal Aviation Administration, “Safety Management System”, Advisory Circular 150-

5300-13, changes 1-10, Washington, DC., September 30, 2009.

10. Federal Aviation Administration, Aviation System Performance Metric, Aviation 

Database Accessible through: http://aspm.faa.gov/aspm/entryASPM.asp.

11. FAA Engineering Brief No. 75: Incorporation of Runway Incursion Prevention into 

Taxiway and Apron Design, November 19, 2007. 

12. Feldman, M., “ Update of Interim Runway Safety Improvement Planning”, Los Angeles 

World Airports, November 16, 2009.

13. Feldman, M., “ Update of Interim Runway Safety Improvement Planning: Hazard 

Descriptions”, Los Angeles World Airports, November 16, 2009.

14. Gu, X., Trani A.A., and Zhong, C.Y., Characterization of Gate Location on Aircraft 

Runway Landing Roll Prediction and Airport Ground Networks Navigation, 

Transportation Research Record Vol. 1506, pp. 61-7, 1995.

15. Hobeika, A. G., Trani, A. A., Sherali, H. D. and Kim, B. J. A Microcomputer Model for 

Design and Location of Runway Exits, Journal of Transportation Engineering, Vol. 119, 

No. 3, pp. 385-401, 1993.

SPAS-PC00149

290



166

16. International Aviation Management Group, Inc., “Analysis of LAX North Airfield 

Alternatives”, Report to Los Angeles World Airports, May, 2007.

17. International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO), “ Safety Management System Manual: 

First Edition”,  ICAO, Montreal, Canada, 2006.

18. Longo, M.R. and Lurenco, S. F. Spatial attention and the mental number line: evidence 

for characteristic biases and compression., Neuropsychologia, vol 45, 1400-1406, 2007.

19. NASA FutureFlight Central, “Los Angeles International Airport Runway Incursion 

Studies: Phase I – Baseline Simulation”. NASA Ames Research Center, Moffett Field, 

California, May 9, 2001.

20. NASA FutureFlight Central, “Los Angeles International Airport Runway Incursion 

Studies: Phase II – Alternatives Simulation”. NASA Ames Research Center, Moffett 

Field, California, August 22, 2001.

21. NASA FutureFlight Central, “Los Angeles International Airport Runway Incursion 

Studies: Phase III – Center Taxiway Simulation”. NASA Ames Research Center, Moffett 

Field, California, July 31, 2003.

22. Peer Review Group, “LAX North Airfield: Special Peer Review”, Summary Report, 

March 13-15, 2007.

23. Trani A. and Venturini, A. A Systems Engineering Framework to Assess the Effect of 

Very Large Capacity Aircraft in Airport Operations and Planning,” Transportation 

Research Record, Vol. 1662, pp.55-66. 1999.

24. Trani, A.A., J. Cao, and M.T. Tarrago-Trani, Flight Simulation and Characterization of 

High-Speed Runway Exits, Transportation Research Record Vol. 1662, pp.82-89, 1999.

25. Washington Consulting Group, Inc., “LAX North Airfield Proposed Runway 

Configuration: Risk Assessment”, Bathesda, Maryland, May 2007.

SPAS-PC00149
167

SPAS-PC00149

   

Los Angeles International 
Airport North Airfield Safety 
Study

Addendum to Final Report 
Prepared by:

Dr. Arnold Barnett (Chairman)
Dr. Michael Ball
Dr. George Donohue
Dr. Mark Hansen
Dr. Amedeo Odoni
Dr. Antonio Trani

May 15, 2010�

EXHIBIT F

SPAS-PC00149
ii

�������	�
������
�

1.� Critiques of the North Airfield Safety Study and Responses to Them .....................................1�

2.� Response to FAA Comments ....................................................................................................3�

2.1.� Responses to Specific Comments in FAA Critique .........................................................12�

3.� EDITORIAL............................................................................................................................24�

4.� Responses to Comments and Questions about Chapter 6: ......................................................26�

5.� RESPONSES TO COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS ABOUT CHAPTER 7.......................30�

6.� Other Responses ......................................................................................................................32�

7.� References ...............................................................................................................................36�

SPAS-PC00149

291



1

1. CRITIQUES OF THE NORTH AIRFIELD SAFETY STUDY AND 

RESPONSES TO THEM 

After the preliminary version of the North Airfield Safety Study was released on February 19, 

2010, eight letters were written about it. These letters were dispatched by:

Air Line Pilots Association

Alliance for a Regional Solution to Airport Congestion  (ARSAC)

City of El Segundo

Cities of Inglewood and Culver City

Federal Aviation Administration

LAX Airline Airport Affairs Committee

LAX-TEC

Los Angeles International Airport Advisory Committee

In addition, the Los Angeles Times wrote an editorial about the study titled “Redefining 

Safety at LAX,” which appeared on February 23, 2010.

In this addendum, we present these nine commentaries just as we received them.   We 

then offer the Panel’s reaction to the letters; when the Panel decided not to change its report 

despite comments in the letters, we generally explain why.  We did make some changes to the 

report in response to the letters, including correcting some errors that eluded us in preparing the 

report but did not escape careful readers.

Our treatment of the individual letters/critiques varies a bit.  The Panel prepared a 

detailed response to the FAA critique, believing that doing so was important to the credibility of 

the study.   That response appears here in its entirety.  So does the Panel’s response to the Los

Angeles Times editorial.  For other letters, we prepared brief chapter-by-chapter discussions about 

points that were raised, identifying the sources of individual comments.   Many comments 

concentrated on our baseline risk estimates for the North Airfield under its existing configuration 

at 2020 traffic levels.

The Panel decided not to attempt a detailed response to the letter from ARSAC.  Many of 

the requests in that letter go beyond the scope of the Panel’s responsibilities; to the extent that 

others fall within those responsibilities, we have tried to answer them in the report.
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We are grateful for the efforts that the letter-writers made to assist us in improving the 

report.  The discussion about North Airfield safety is richer and clearer because of these letters 

and also, we hope, because of the responses that they provoked.
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2. RESPONSE TO FAA COMMENTS 

        April 21, 2010 

Ms. Gina Marie Lindsey

Executive Director,

Los Angeles World Airports

Los Angeles, CA 90045

Dear Gina Marie:

The FAA has done an outstanding job of advancing aviation safety in the United States.

For that reason, we—the authors of the LAX North Airfield Safety Study—take extremely 

seriously the concerns raised by FAA about the analysis we presented in February 2010. We 

wanted to report to you in detail what we concluded after reviewing FAA’s comments, so that 

you can make your own judgment about the cogency of our study.

The FAA’s concerns center on our risk estimates in the baseline case, under which the 

north runways at LAX would remain where they are. We estimated that, at traffic levels projected 

for 2020, fatal collisions would occur on the North Airfield on average once every 200 years, and 

would cause the deaths of one of every 150 million LAX passengers.   After reviewing the FAA 

critique of our study, we see no reason to amend our estimates. We disagree with the assessment

that our work suffered from “several critical flaws in the study's assumptions, methodology and 

conclusions" We continue to believe that our analysis was logical, accurate, and conservative.

We reach these conclusions for five primary reasons:

• The North Airfield Safety Study relied heavily on work performed by FAA.  We used 

FAA effectiveness studies about new runway technologies, FAA models for the 

distribution of runway risk across US airports, FAA data about the time and place of 

runway incursions, and FAA severity classifications for individual incursions.   Despite 

its negative tone, the critique does not identify any instances in which we applied FAA 

methodologies inappropriately or cited FAA data erroneously.
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• Data analyses in the critique that are said to contradict our findings also contradict the 

FAA’s own methods and findings related to runway safety.

• Incursion data and other evidence suggest that the existing North Airfield at LAX is just 

as safe as the South Airfield with its new centerline taxiway.

• Since completion of the centerline taxi on LAX-South in mid-2008, both LAX- North 

and LAX-South match or outperform the incursion records of Atlanta, Chicago O’Hare, 

and Dallas-Fort Worth, three airports cited in the FAA critique as safer than LAX.

• Many comments in the critique are not relevant to assessing the absolute level of safety

on LAX North Airfield, a quantity we were specifically asked to estimate.

We amplify on these comments below, but postpone detailed responses to many 

individual FAA comments to an Appendix.

The Baseline Risk Estimate

We reached our baseline risk estimate by considering in turn three questions:

• At 2020 traffic levels, what will be the average frequency of fatal runway collisions at 

towered US airports as a group?

• Given that a fatal runway collision occurred under 2020 traffic levels at a towered US 

airport, what is the probability that it would occur at LAX North Airfield rather than 

elsewhere?

• Given a fatal runway collision on the LAX North Airfield, what number of deaths

might be expected?

 As we understand the FAA critique that accompanied Administrator Babbitt’s letter, the 

FAA did not disagree with our procedures for answering the first and third of these questions.

More specifically: 

The critique took no issue with our estimate of the national frequency of fatal runway 

collisions at 2020 traffic levels.

Our national risk assessment started with the study “Fatal Runway Collisions Over the 

Next Two Decades,” which was performed under contract with FAA and was presented to the 

FAA Administrator.  It was published in the Air Traffic Control Quarterly in 2000 after a peer-

review process, and estimated risk based on technologies and procedures used in the 1990’s.

The critique does not criticize this national-level study or suggest that we misquoted its findings.

SPAS-PC00149

292



5

We went on to note three major technological innovations that arose in the first decade of 

the 21st century:  AMASS, ASDE-X, and Runway Status Lights.  We cited FAA’s own safety 

analyses, which estimated that, taken together, these three technologies would reduce runway 

collision risk by 88%.    Again, FAA does not suggest that we misrepresented these studies.

We cited recent evidence that suggests that these technologies and changes in procedures 

have indeed improved aviation safety. Over the last ten years, category A and B runway 

incursions have declined by 80% at towered US airports.    We pointed out that the last fatal 

runway incursion at a towered US airport occurred in March 2000 and that, in the ten years since 

that time, there has not been a fatal collision in over 500 million landings and takeoffs.    FAA 

does not challenge the accuracy of these statistics.

Taking these factors together, we estimated that, at 2020 traffic levels, fatal runway 

collisions at towered US airports would occur on average every four years.    That estimate was 

conservative, and applied nothing more than simple arithmetic to the information we cited above.

Nor does the critique take issue with our estimate of the consequences of a fatal collision 

on the LAX North Airfield.

We estimated that a fatal runway collision at LAX-North would cause 100 deaths.    That 

number is fourteen times the average of seven deaths in US runway collisions in the last forty 

years, and about three times as high as the greatest death toll in an actual US runway collision  

(which arose at LAX in February 1991).     This high statistic reflects our full awareness of a 

point raised in the FAA critique:  if a fatal runway collision occurred at LAX-North, it would 

have a higher chance of involving large passenger planes than a collision at many other airports.   

(The critique suggests a factor-of-seven correction for this tendency (14% vs 2%), but we applied 

a larger factor-of-fourteen adjustment.)   Our strategy was to incorporate aircraft size into the 

projected consequence of a fatal collision at LAX-North, rather than in the estimated probability 

of such a collision.

The critique does question some (though not all) aspects of our procedure for estimating 

the chance that a US runway collision would occur at LAX-North rather than elsewhere.   But we 

consider its arguments unconvincing.

In the second stage of our analysis, we estimated the probability that a fatal US runway 

collision at 2020 traffic levels would occur on the LAX North Airfield rather than at another one 

of the roughly 500 other towered US airports.    There is no definitive way to make such an 

estimate, so we proceeded in eight different ways.
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Several of these approaches used the FAA’s quadratic traffic model of runway risk, 

which posits (based on empirical evidence) that major runway incursions at towered US airports 

occur in proportion to the square of their numbers of operations.   We worked with quadratic 

traffic shares in 2000-the recent year in which LAX’s proportion of national traffic was 

greatest—as well as projected shares in 2020.    FAA’s critique does not take issue with our use 

of this key FAA model for distributing risk across airports; nor does it suggest that we used the 

model inappropriately.

Still other estimates arose from the simulation at NASA Ames.   Actual Boeing -747

pilots landed in cockpit simulators in the baseline configuration at LAX North under 2020 traffic 

levels  (and with Group VI aircraft like the Airbus 380 in the traffic mix).   These pilots were 

asked directly to compare the safety of their landings at LAX-North baseline with the landings 

these pilots now perform in the same visibility conditions at other US airports.    On a scale from 

1 to 7, in which 1 meant “LAX-North much safer” to “LAX-North much less safe,” the pilots 

gave LAX North an average rating of 3.65.   In effect, they judged LAX-North slightly safer than 

the other airports as a group.   Questioning revealed that these other airports included Atlanta, 

JFK, Dallas-Fort Worth, and San Francisco.      The critique does not suggest that these pilots 

gave inaccurate assessments, or that it was improper to use these assessments in estimating risk at 

LAX-North.

But the critique does raise questions about our interpretation of recent incursion data at 

LAX and elsewhere.    For some of our LAX-North risk estimates, we explored the possibility 

that recent incursion patterns serve as “barometers” for runway collision risk.   The critique does 

not object to this approach; on the contrary, it uses it extensively.     There was, however, a major 

difference between our approach and that in the critique.    We made use of the FAA severity 

classification for every runway incursion, while the critique took the surprising position that the 

severity classification was irrelevant. Thus, the critique performed analyses with total numbers 

of incursions, ignoring the difference between a category A incursion—in which a collision was 

either narrowly avoided or actually occurred—and a category D incursion that posed “little or no 

risk of collision.”

That convention is contrary to FAA’s usual practices. An FAA Fact Sheet released on 

10/8/09, for example, begins with the statement:

“The reduction in the number and severity of runway incursions is one of FAA’s top 

priorities.  The number of serious runway incursions—classified as Categories A and B—dropped 

by more than 63 percent from fiscal year 2000 through fiscal year 2008.   In fiscal year 2009—
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which ended September 30—there were 12 serious runway incursions, 50 percent fewer than in 

the previous fiscal year.”

The sheet provided a detailed table of total A and B incursions by fiscal year.   It did note 

in one sentence that “all categories of runway incursions were down by six percent in fiscal year 

2009 versus fiscal year 2008—951 in 2009 compared to 1009 in 2008.   But it was clear that FAA 

gave far greater weight to the trend in the few dozen serious incursions than in the nearly 1000 

other incursions it did not classify as serious.

The critique challenges our assumption that technologies like AMASS and ASDE-X

reduce runway collision risk at LAX-North, stating that there were three incursions per year both 

before and after these technologies reached LAX North.     In our work, we focused on runway 

incursions that had appreciable potential for collisions, namely, those in categories A through C.    

For the years 1999-2009 that we considered in our study, such incursions at LAX North exhibited 

the pattenr shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Runway Incursions at Los Angeles International Airport North Airfield.

Annual Rate of Incursions

Period A B C

Before AMASS (1999-2000) 1.00 1.00 1.00

After AMASS (2002-2009) 0.00 0.38 0.50

Table 1 shows that, of the ten A-C incursions at LAX North over 1999-2009, six of them 

occurred in the two years before AMASS reached LAX, including both of the Category A 

incursions. The rate of A-C incursions fell from three per year before AMASS to ½ per year after 

its arrival (i.e. by a factor of six).    Yet the critique argues that AMASS brought no safety 

progress to LAX-North, because three serious incursions in 2000 (one A and two B’s) were 

replaced by three category-D incursions in 2009 that entailed “little or no” collision risk.     The 

Panel considers this position implausible. 

And neither, apparently, does FAA.   In its airport-by-airport analysis the safety benefits 

of AMASS, FAA used as its key safety metric the “before/after” change in the rate of A and B 

incursions in the years surrounding the installation.   To illustrate its methodology, FAA focused 
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on one airport: LAX.   It estimated that the traffic-adjusted level of A and B incursions on the 

North and South airfields dropped between 59% and 66% when AMASS was introduced.    This 

statistic meant that AMASS brought safety benefits to LAX wholly in line with those observed 

elsewhere.

The critique also noted that experience with Group VI aircraft like the Airbus 380 is so 

limited at this time that we cannot make direct assessments of whether they pose special risks.

We agree, but we tried to cope with this issue by doing the next best thing: examining the 

historical record of Group V operations at LAX (i.e., we assumed that experience with the 747-

400 says something about risk for the 747-8).   We found no evidence that Group V planes were 

involved in runway incursions at LAX to a disproportionate extent.    Thus, we concluded that 

Group VI aircraft—if given the special handling they require—would not pose incremental 

threats to safety.   To put it another way, Group VI aircraft require special cautionary procedures, 

but these procedures, which are already in place at LAX, counteract the additional risk that might 

arise in their absence.

To summarize:

 The FAA critique took issue with only one aspect of one of the three components of our 

baseline risk analysis for LAX North.    Its objections there strike us as unconvincing and often 

inconsistent with usual FAA techniques for analyzing runway safety.    We therefore reaffirm our 

confidence in our risk calculation.

The North and South Airfields of LAX

FAA is pleased that the LAX South Airfield was reconfigured in 2008 to include a 

centerline taxiway between its two runways, which were moved 100 feet further apart.   It 

believes that the reconfiguration may have reduced runway incursions on the South Airfield by 

80%.  (We think 40% a more plausible estimate, because AMASS/ASDE-X and reduced traffic 

deserve some of the credit for the drop.)   FAA wonders why a similar reconfiguration on the 

North Airfield (or one that would move the parallel runways even further apart) would not seem a 

natural step in making LAX safer. That is a reasonable question, and one that we certainly 

considered in our work.    Indeed, we estimated that increasing the separation between the 

runways would reduce the risk of fatal runway collisions by 40-55%.   But that question is 

separate from the question: how great was the baseline risk in the first place?

The critique pays considerable attention to the point that two runway incursions occurred 

at LAX-North in March 2010.  But the critique did not mention something else that is apparent 
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from a visit to the FAA website (Runway Safety Office Runway Incursion Data Base): the five 

LAX incursions prior to March 2010 all occurred on the South airfield, and after it received its 

next centerline taxiway.   Indeed, since the centerline taxiway was opened on June 24, 2008, the 

LAX incursion pattern is shown in Table 2.

Table 2. LAX Runway Incursions since Center Taxiway Opened in the South.

Airfield Runway Incursions

South 12

North 6

Note:  The “North” tally includes the 3/16/10 incursion not yet posted at the FAA website.

Nor were the incursions on the North systematically more severe than those on the South: 

while two planes on the North got within 3000 feet of one another on March 6, 2010, two planes 

got within 82 feet of each other on the South on October 25, 2009. 

It is also instructive to consider the responses of air traffic controllers who took part in

the NASA-Ames simulation.  The controllers were asked to compare the LAX-North baseline 

configuration with the new South Airfield with its centerline taxiway. On a scale from 1 to 7, in 

which 1 meant “LAX North much safer” and 7 meant “LAX South much safer,” the controllers 

gave an average response of 4.2.  In short, they judged the existing north configuration without a 

centerline taxiway as about equally safe as the south airfield with such a taxiway.

We do not mean to be critical, but the critique suffers an inconsistency.  It cannot depict 

the new LAX South airfield as a paragon of safety and yet claim that the North—which appears 

just as safe as the South now—poses an unacceptable risk to LAX passengers.   If LAX North is 

really “not good enough,” then it follows that neither is LAX South.

Fortunately, it appears that both LAX airfields are extremely safe.  The critique presents 

comparisons that suggest that, over 2000-09, LAX had a higher incursion rate than Atlanta, 

Chicago O’Hare, and Dallas-Fort Worth.    But those comparisons give heavy weight to 

developments on the South airfield prior to its reconstruction, a change that everyone agrees 

improved safety.   If we focus on the present era that started when the centerline taxiway opened 

on the South, the critique’s comparison looks quite different (see Tables 3 and 4). If we consider 
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only incursions that pose collision risk (i.e., categories A-C), the picture is more dramatic as 

shown in Table 4.

 Table 3. Runway Incursions, July 2008-December 2009. 

Airport
Number of Runway 

Incursions

Rate per 100,000 Operations

LAX 12 1.43

DFW 19 1.96

ATL 23 1.58

ORD 18 1.42

Table 4. A-C Runway Incursions, July 2008-December 2009. 

Airport
Number of Runway 

Incursions

Rate per 100,000 

Operations

LAX 4 0.48

DFW 15 1.55

ATL 14 0.96

ORD 11 0.87

In light of these statistics, we would suggest that it is time to stop describing LAX as a 

high-risk airport.   Both the North and South airfields more than “hold their own” against other 

major US airports.
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The Critique’s Other FAA Comments

As noted, we discuss in Section 2 other issues raised in the critique.  Some of them do not 

pertain to our baseline risk estimate for LAX-North.  The critique notes, for example, that several 

studies prior to our own have recommended moving the north runways further apart.  But, as we 

have pointed out elsewhere1, these studies offered no estimates of the level of risk in the baseline 

case.  Our risk estimates are not inconsistent with previous baseline-risk estimates because there 

were no such estimates.   

We admire FAA’s achievements in runway safety and every other aspect of aviation 

safety, and have repeatedly praised FAA in this regard in our published work.  If the FAA 

critique had presented valid criticisms of our analysis, then we would have hastened to make full 

corrections:  never would concerns about “saving face” have meant anything to us compared to 

the imperative of saving lives.  But we were charged with the task of estimating the absolute level 

of risk for the LAX North Airfield, and were encouraged by all parties to do nothing but tell the 

truth.  This we have done, and this we will continue to do.

Sincerely,

  All Six Members of the Academic Panel (named)

                                                       

1 Los Angeles Times, Letter to the Editor, February 28, 2010
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2.1. Responses to Specific Comments in FAA Critique 

Below we first quote the eleven criticisms in the critique, and then respond.

1. The Academic Panel inappropriately uses an aggregate probability calculation to reach an 

airport-specific conclusion at LAX.

This statement does not accurately describe what we did.  The first stage of our 

analysis was the estimation of the national risk of a fatal runway collision at 2020 traffic 

levels.  But we did not assume that the national statistic applied to the LAX North

Airfield; instead, we moved promptly to the question “if a fatal runway collision occurred 

in the US at 2020 traffic levels, what is the probability it would do so at LAX North 

rather than elsewhere?”  We obtained answers to this latter question in eight different 

ways, all of which allowed for the possibility of a much higher risk level at LAX-North 

than prevailed at other airports.

We do not agree that “the rate of runway incursions (at LAX) is higher than 

comparable airports.”  As we showed earlier, the rate of incursions at LAX--both North 

and South--has been well below the average for Atlanta, O’Hare, and Dallas-Fort Worth 

since June 2008, when the centerline taxiway was completed on the South.  We see little 

value in calculations that are dominated by events prior to June 2008, a period when 

everyone agrees that LAX was at greater hazard.

2. The methodology used by the Panel in determining the risk for a runway collision did not 

adequately consider the specific risk factors of the LAX North Airfield.

Every aspect of our LAX-North risk calculation in the baseline case was sensitive 

to specific risk factors there.  We asked both pilots and controllers to compare baseline 

safety at 2020 traffic levels with that at the South Airfield or at other airports, taking 

account of whatever factors they thought relevant.  If the specific risk factors at LAX 

North had led to disproportionate numbers of incursions there, that circumstance would 

automatically be reflected in several of our metrics for estimating its share of national 

collision risk.

As for more specific responses:

The LAX North Airfield risk factors (according to the critique) include: 
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(a) The current LAX waiver to FAA Order JO 721 O.3V, Facility Operation and 

Administration. This waiver was developed in response to the increasing size of aircraft that use 

LAX. Waiver 98- T -69D authorizes LAX to hold certain aircraft types at specific taxiway 

locations even though these aircraft are within the obstacle free zone and the runway safety area.

The Academic Panel had access to all FAA Modifications of Standard (MOS) for LAX 

and used the waivers in coordination of LAX tower supervisors and NASA to develop FFC 

simulation procedures.  The Panel and NASA consulted with experienced LAX tower personnel 

on the operational procedures to handle ADG VI aircraft in the North and South airfields. The 

AP observed and recorded operations of ADG VI at LAX using personal computer data 

collection analysis, video equipment and ASDE-X display data to understand the impact of FAA 

MOS waivers at the airport.  Before all FFC simulations, all participating controllers and 

pseudo-pilots were fully briefed on how the airport would be operated under each of the six 

configurations studied including specific handling procedures of ADG VI aircraft. Such 

procedures were derived from FAA MOS documents. 

(b) The NASS does not address the impact of 2020 aircraft levels and traffic mix on the 

risk of the hazard introduced by this waiver. The 100-north and 340-north alternatives would 

eliminate this hazard. 

The Panel considered LAX demand scenarios with increased demand levels and 

substantial variations of ADG VI aircraft in the mix.  The analysis done by the AP Panel suggests 

that hazards can be mitigated but not “eliminated.” Specifically a reduction of 55% in runway 

incursion risk is predicted with 340-N. There are many airports in the NAS with no operational 

constraints on the aircraft (i.e., no MOS waivers) and yet runway incursions and other hazards 

continue to occur.

We used the LAWA year 2020 demand scenario prepared by LAWA and Ricondo 

Associates as a guideline in our demand projections.  The baseline 2020 demand scenario was 

studied carefully and judged to be consistent with the statutory capacity limits of the airport: 153 

contact gates and 78 million passengers annually. The baseline LAWA 2020 scenario assumed 

2,284 operations daily (~143-157 during the peak hour). This is 10% above the demand levels 

observed at LAX airport in the peak days of the year 2000 and early 2001. LAX tower record 

data confirmed the FAA ASPM data used by the Panel to assess historical demand. . By 

comparison, according to the current FAA Terminal Area Forecast (TAF) projections LAX will 

not reach the level of daily operations projected in the LAWA year 2020 demand scenario until 

the year 2028.
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The LAWA/Ricondo 2020 baseline scenario assumes up to 4 ADG VI operations per 

hour in the busiest periods of operation of the airport in the year 2020. The Panel created 

simulation demand sets with variations of ADG VI aircraft ranging from a low 2 (half of the 

ADG VI aircraft demand expected at LAX by LAWA) to a high of 6 ADG VI per hour (50% above 

the LAWA demand scenario).   Thus, the number of ADG VI operations is an experimental 

variable in the simulation study.

(c) The unique air traffic control operating rules at LAX for handling of very large 

aircraft such as the A380 Operational Plan V.12. This introduces an additional level of 

complexity into the operating system at the airport. The FAA notes that with a new centerline 

taxiway, LAX would have air traffic control (ATC) procedures and pilot expectations consistent 

with other large airports in the United States. This can reduce the potential for human error. 

The level of complexity stated was simulated in FFC. Each configuration had 

operational limits on how ADG VI were handled using approved FAA MOS. The study measured 

the relative and absolute risks of operating an airport under various configurations. It is 

important to recognize that other airports in the NAS expected to receive ADG VI aircraft in the 

future will have similar limitations as LAX, such as no centerline taxiways. One example is SFO.  

The question addressed by the study was to estimate the level of safety of the existing airport and

compare it to the level of safety associated with each of the various configurations suggested by 

the sponsor and by the community.

LAX accommodates a large number of foreign flag air carriers and a large number of 

international pilots for whom English is not their native language. The study does not address 

how language barriers coupled with the special ATC procedures affects the rate of runway 

incursions or the risk of a fatal runway collision. 

The AP Panel recognized this issue early in the design of the study. It was not possible 

to bring foreign pilots to the study (except for one Cathay Pacific pilot to command the NASA 

Boeing 747-400 simulator).  The study introduced numerous pseudo-pilot errors that attempted 

to model the foreign language effect. However, it is not clear to us that foreign crews are a 

primary cause of runway incursions at the numerous international airports.   

(e)The north airfield not meeting FAA standards. Design standards not met include: 
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(i) Insufficient lateral separation between parallel runways for Airplane Design Group

(ADG) V and VI aircraft. 

The Panel was asked to estimate the safety of operating the North Airfield under certain 

configurations and levels of demand, and not to assess the consistency of these operations with 

FAA design standards.  The AP Panel recognizes that all the North Airfield configurations 

studied except 3R (a three-runway airport) would fall short of at least one FAA design standard. 

For example, the recommended lateral separation between parallel runways (for VFR 

Operations) for ADG V and VI is 1,200 feet (FAA AC 150/5300-13 Paragraph 208). This implies 

configurations Baseline, Baseline-S, 100-N, 340-N and 340-S all fail to meet the recommended 

standard. A second recommended standard for simultaneous approaches and departures 

recommends 1,200 feet of runway separation for ADG V and ADG VI. Again, only 3R would 

meet such a standard (as there is no parallel runway under this alternative). The South Airfield, 

as modified with the new centerline taxiway, does not meet that standard either. 

In short, if deviations from recommended FAA design standards were enough to 

invalidate a configuration, there would have been no point in conducting the study.

(ii) Insufficient area to hold ADG V and VI heavy aircraft between Runway 24R and 

Runway 24L. 

The Baseline configuration has well-known drawbacks of holding capacity 

between the two runways. This requires special handling of ADG VI and some long ADG 

V aircraft such as the Boeing 777-300ER. Configuration 100-N improves holding 

capacity but restricts movements on runway 24L while ADG VI aircraft occupy the 

centerline taxiway. Configurations 340-N and 340-S improve the holding capacity of the 

Baseline substantially and further improve in operational efficiency as noted in the 

report.

The statement seems to imply that these limitations were not considered in the 

FFC simulations.  But they were: there were instances in the simulation where small and 

large aircraft queued at a single runway exit (a highly undesirable condition). This 

happens infrequently today.

(iii) Current modifications to standards to allow A380 and other ADG VI aircraft 

operations at LAX.
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FAA Modifications of Standard were considered in the simulations. For 

example, ADG VI speeds were restricted to 15 mph while taxiing in the airfield. ATC 

operational procedures for 100-N and on the South considered ADG VI aircraft handling 

procedures developed at LAX today. This considered the MOS developed for LAX.

(iv) Insufficient runway width for ADG VI aircraft such as the A380 and the Boeing 

747-8.

FAA Modifications of Standard contain provisions to operate ADG VI from 150-

foot-wide runways with wider shoulders (50 feet on each side). The Panel recommended 

200-foot-wide runways early in the project for the outboard runways (25L is already 200 

feet wide). This would be consistent with ADG VI aircraft design standards.  Runway 

width in the FFC simulations had no effect on the pilot and ATC responses because pilots 

flying the Boeing 747-400 were accustomed to runway widths of 150 feet. All 

configurations studied should be retro-fitted with 200-foot-wide runways. This does not 

invalidate any of the results of the simulations.

3. The NASS did not include simulation of several hazards that are major risk contributors at 

LAX.

The NASA simulations, like any simulation, could not cover all conceivable

possibilities.  However, they were very extensive and did go beyond what was initially 

planned.  More specifically:

The NASA FFC simulator is a high-fidelity, human-in-the-loop simulation.  The 

Panel studied the performance of individual aircraft LAX arrival patterns using PDARS 

data and modified many of the default performance behaviors of the FFC simulations to 

enhance the fidelity of these simulations. The Boeing 747-400 flight simulator used in 

conjunction with the FFC experiments is a Level-D simulator (i.e., replicates both air 

and ground behaviors of the aircraft at the highest level certified by the FAA). This 

aircraft simulator had a Boeing 747-400 rated pilot and has the ability to taxi and hold 

the aircraft at any position in the airfield with the same accuracy as the real aircraft. 

While the fidelity of the aircraft performance programmed in FFC can always be 

improved with the fine-tuning of multiple aircraft parameter databases, the fidelity was 

generally considered adequate for the experiments.  The FAA accepts results of much 

cruder fast-time simulations to prepare cost-benefit analyses of billion-dollar airport 

projects using models like SIMMOD and TAAM.  These fast-time simulation models do 
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not address critical pilot-ATC communications workload and other operational issues 

that can be studied in FFC. They also fall short when it comes to modeling complex real-

time ATC decision-making behaviors to balance demand in the airfield. The FFC 

simulations are complementary to fast-time simulation techniques used to justify large 

airport investments.  

The simulations did not include air traffic control communication errors to pilots.

That is not the case. Audio tapes from the FFC simulator were reviewed by AP 

Panel members to understand the errors made by ATC personnel. The errors made by 

ATC controllers included failure to clear an aircraft, failure to detect a hold line blunder, 

etc. These were factored in the analysis. We reviewed in detail the audio tapes of local 

controllers and identified patterns of errors to be used in the analysis. Each FFC 

simulation includes multiple channels of audio (i.e., 150 GB of data in all) that can be

further studied if necessary.

Lastly, the simulation failed to study night instrument meteorological conditions, 

which are arguably the most hazardous conditions in the airport environment. 

For budgetary reasons, it was not possible to include night IMC in the simulations.  (The 

simulations did include day IMC, day VMC, and night VMC.)  However, we used a great 

deal of information from outside the simulation to make risk inferences that include night 

IMC.  For example, if night IMC was especially hazardous at LAX North relative to other 

venues, then that circumstance would have been expected to show up in the incursion 

data.

4. The Panel did not fully account for all the risk associated with the operation of very large 

aircraft at LAX.

The Panel noted that, so far, there is no evidence that actual Group VI 

operations around the world have involved heightened risk of incursions.  But we did the 

next best thing absent extensive Group VI data: we conducted a historical review of 

involvement of Group V aircraft in LAX runway incursions.  If, for example, high fatigue 

might be associated with Group VI operations, that problem should already be present in 

Group V operations that we studied.  (Boeing 777 and Airbus A340 aircraft have been 

flying ultra-long flights out of LAX; Singapore Airlines now flies nonstop from Singapore 

to LAX.)  The critique notes that “ADG V aircraft do not have many of the same special 

procedures for operating at LAX” (as ADG VI aircraft do).  In fact some ADG V aircraft 
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have special handling procedures similar to ADG VI at LAX in the North airfield 

(e.g.,due to lack of holding capacity between runways 24R and 24L). The ADG VI

“special procedures” are designed precisely to avoid extra risk for ADG VI aircraft. 

(The procedures may affect airport capacity, but that is not the same as safety.)

More specifically:

The risk of a runway collision is calculated by:

Pr[runway incursion occurs] * Pr[incursion leads to collision]

Experience with ADG V aircraft provides strong evidence that ADG VI aircraft

will not have a significantly higher risk of incursion (the first term) than other aircraft. 

Both ADG V and VI aircraft cannot align perpendicularly to the inboard runway under 

the current North (and previous South) architectures. Both have visibility issues – it is 

true that these may be more severe with ADG VI aircraft but nonetheless they are similar. 

Further, the ability to look down the inboard runway provides a type of redundancy to 

controller clearances, but this is exactly what runway status lights also provide.   

There is perhaps less evidence one can point to regarding the risk that an 

incursion leads to a collision (second term). Our conclusion (that there are no 

significant differences for this case) is based on the following logic. First, the FAA has 

required many special procedures for ADG VI aircraft. These procedures should 

substantially mitigate the increased risk associated with ADG VI aircraft, to the degree

that such risk exists. Second, we point again to the similarities between ADG V and ADG 

VI aircraft operations. Finally, while one might argue that runway geometry may impact 

the risk of a runway incursion, it should have much less impact on the risk that an 

incursion leads to a collision. In conclusion, we do not believe that the second term 

changes significantly across the various alternative geometries considered in this study.

5. The NASS overlooks other fatal runway collisions since 1991, giving the impression that this 

type of event has become rare.

This statement is not correct:  our report specifically mentions the 2000 collision 

at Sarasota, and includes the 1994 event at St. Louis in the risk calculations.   We made 

clear that we (as FAA generally does) focused on the risk at towered US airports: the 

1996 collision at Quincy, Illinois took place at an airport without a control tower.
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The critique does not challenge our statement that, since the Sarasota collision 

over ten years ago, there have been no fatal runway collisions at towered US airports.  

During that period, more than 500 million landings and takeoffs have occurred at these

airports.   If our report “(gives) the impression that this type of event has become rare,” 

that could be because it has indeed become very rare.

6. The NASS assumes that system-wide reductions in incursions due to the use of technology 

such as Airport Surface Detection Equipment, Model X (ASDE-X), runway status lights 

(RWSL) and the Airport Movement Area Safety System (AMASS) apply equally at LAX.

We did not make this assumption. If these technologies were less effective at 

LAX than elsewhere, then LAX would not have benefitted from the reduction in incursions 

that these technologies allow.  Our metrics would have picked up that pattern.  Pilots and 

controllers in the simulation would also have noted the difficulty in their safety 

evaluations for LAX-North.

We do not agree that, because incursions remained at about three per year after 

AMASS arrived, the new technologies made no difference at LAX-North.   As we noted 

earlier, incursions with a potential for collision dropped by a factor of six after AMASS 

reached LAX.  (RWSLs have not yet reached LAX-North, and ASDE-X only arrived in 

2009.)  FAA itself estimated that AMASS had reduced collision risk at LAX between 59% 

and 66%, which is in line with the improvements elsewhere.  We did not assume a priori 

that AMASS would be as effective at LAX as elsewhere, but the empirical evidence 

indicates that it was.  

7. In overlooking the fact that technology has not significantly changed the rate of incursions on 

the north airfield, the Panel fails to capture how the current airfield geometry at LAX can 

limit the effectiveness of warning technologies and contribute to runway incursions.

As noted earlier, we believe that this “fact” is not informative, and neither does 

FAA.    We never suggested that a centerline taxiway would have no safety benefits: we 

assume that the 40% reduction in relevant incursions observed at LAX-South would also 

occur on LAX-North.  The issue is: what is the baseline level of risk that would be 

reduced by 40%?

8. It appears that the Panel did not give adequate weighting to the risk reduction on the South 

Airfield.
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We certainly studied the improvement on the South Airfield closely, and included 

it in our risk assessment. (Indeed, the critique quotes our own statistics about fewer 

incursions on the South after its reconstruction.)  The critique, however, appears to 

discount the role of both AMASS and reduced traffic as contributing factors to the decline 

in South Airfield incursions, despite their apparent role in the years before the centerline 

taxiway was completed in 2008.  We think we gave accurate weighting to the benefits of 

the centerline taxiway, and assumed the same percentage benefits would arise from such 

a taxiway on the North.

9. The NASS is overly reliant on historical numbers of fatal runway collisions as the basis of 

risk.

By no means did we rely solely on fatal runway events in our analysis.  We relied 

heavily on data about the increase in airport operations between now and 2020, and on 

the effectiveness of new technologies both as estimated by FAA and as evidenced in the 

reduction of non-fatal incursions.  When the critique states that “the Panel should also 

have examined the rate of runway incursions as a measure of collision risk,” it ignores 

the point that we studied extensively such data, and used them in our estimates of both 

national risk and risk on LAX-North.  On the other hand, we cannot imagine that it is 

irrelevant that fatal runway collisions have not occurred in the US over the last 500 

million operations at towered airports.  

The critique appears to suggest that the fatal runway collisions are merely “the 

tip of the iceberg” and that lower-severity events deserve substantial weight in assessing 

safety benefits from North Airfield improvements. For this to be true, total costs from 

non-fatal collisions would have to be of the same or greater magnitude as those from 

fatal ones.  The AP has looked into this issue.

The relative magnitude of fatal and non-fatal runway collision costs depends 

upon their relative frequency and relative cost. Regarding frequency, the FAA notes that 

there have been three non-fatal collisions since 2001. The AP reviewed NTSB records 

and found two such aircraft-to-aircraft collisions on runways since 2001. One, on 

February 9, 2001 at Leesburg FL, involved a non-towered airport. Since the basis of our 

analysis is collisions at towered airports, it appears that there have been either one 

(based on the NTSB records) or two (based on the FAA statement in the critique) non-

fatal collisions since 2001, during which time there have been no fatal collisions. Barnett 

(2000, p. 263) notes that between 1989 and 1998, there were three fatal collisions and 
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four non-fatal ones. Summing results for these two periods, we obtain four fatal collisions 

and five or six non-fatal ones. Thus it appears that the frequency of non-fatal collisions 

is, at most, about twice that of fatal ones.

We now consider the relative cost of non-fatal and fatal collisions. Our estimate 

is based upon “Economic Values for FAA Investment and Regulatory Decisions, A 

Guide” prepared by Gellman Research Associates for FAA in 2004 (Gellman, 2004). 

This publication includes cost factors for fatalities, injuries, and aircraft damage. To

apply these cost factors, we need to assume levels of fatalities, injuries, and damage for 

fatal and non-fatal accidents. In our analysis, we assumed that a fatal collision caused 

100 fatalities, the cost of which, based on the Guide, is $300 million. Assuming both 

aircraft are destroyed, there is an additional cost of about $23 million based on the 

Guide values. Let us assume that there are no injuries in fatal accidents.  For non-fatal 

collisions, we reviewed NTSB accident records involving non-fatal collisions (not 

necessarily on the runways) over the past decade involving Part 121 or Part 135 aircraft.  

A review of 18 such accidents found a total of 1 serious injury and 6 minor injuries, or an 

average of 1/18 serious and 1/3 minor injury per accident.  Based on ICAO cost factors 

for serious and minor injuries, the total cost would be about $47,000. Assuming that such 

an accident involves one destroyed and one damaged aircraft, the total property damage 

would be $15.2 million, which completely dominates the injury cost. 

Thus, it appears that costs of fatal and non-fatal collisions are respectively $323 

million and $15.2 million, yielding a cost ratio of about 20 to 1. Taking into account the 

relative frequency and the relative costs of non-fatal collisions, it appears that the costs 

of the latter are about 10% or less of the costs of the former. Considering such collisions 

therefore does not materially affect the results of our assessment.

10. The differences between a cost-benefit approach versus a Safety Management Systems 

(SMS) approach to safety management.

In context, this comment suggests that the NASS adopts a cost-benefit approach 

in assessing the north airfield alternatives, and that such an approach is of “limited 

applicability in airport specific safety-related decisions,” because “there are other 

factors that influence the acceptability of safety risks beyond the economics of fatality, 

injury, and property loss valuation.”
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The AP did not explicitly perform a cost-benefit analysis in its study. It does, 

however, take the view that safety benefits should be assessed in terms of the avoidance 

of losses from aircraft collisions, which in our view are dominated by fatalities (see 

answer to comment 9).  The FAA routinely performs a cost-benefit analysis (CBA) to 

evaluate many safety investments. It publishes guidance on safety-related values such as 

the value of a statistical life, injury costs by severity category, and aircraft damage costs. 

It has established procedures for performing CBA for airport projects involving 

navigation aids, lighting, towers, and other facilities, published in Order 7.031C, Airport 

Planning Standard Number One—Terminal Air Navigation Facilities and Air Traffic 

Control Services. The FAA does not require a CBA of airport safety projects funded 

under AIP. 

It is not clear what “other factors” FAA believes should be considered. 

As has been emphasized repeatedly, the AP has adopted a policy of full 

disclosure in sharing the assumptions, data, analysis, and reasoning it employed to reach 

its conclusions. Two tenets of its conclusions were: (1) that the dominant safety benefit 

from changing the North Airfield was a reduction in losses from runway collisions and 

(2) that benefits from further reduction in risk from a low baseline level (one event every 

200 years) are small relative to the costs of airfield reconfiguration. While both (1) and 

(2) are consistent with FAA CBA guidance, it is ultimately up to decision makers and 

stakeholders whether to accept them. The AP also recognized and stated that a case for a 

reconfiguration of the North Airfield could conceivably be made on the grounds of a 

combination of safety and capacity/delay benefits.  The results of our study should be 

viewed as one more datum for the process of resolving this complex issue.

Finally, this comment in the critique suggests that SMS and cost-benefit analysis 

are alternative approaches to safety management. The AP disagrees. Cost benefit 

analysis is not an approach to safety management, but one for determining whether an 

expenditure of resources will yield a commensurate benefit. SMS is an approach to 

managing safety that is performance-based rather than rule based. Under SMS safety 

improvements are assessed in terms of their effect on risk. SMS can be used to identify 

measures that do (or do not) have the potential to significantly (in an incremental sense) 

reduce risk, but it cannot, by itself, be used to determine whether such actions are 

worthwhile. The latter requires an assessment of the baseline level of risk (like the one 
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the AP has carried out) and of the costs of the propose measures—in other words a cost-

benefit analysis.

11. The NASS seemingly downgrades the risk potential of runway incursions.

This statement is inaccurate. We gave great weight to incursion data in our 

work, though we could not go along with the critique’s “one incursion, one vote” rule 

that ignores the FAA’s own distinction between “serious” incursions (Categories A and 

B) and the rest. We recognize that a Category A runway incursion at LAX-North is far 

more likely to involve a Part 121 aircraft than a similar incursion at (say) Van Nuys.

That is why we assumed a fatal collision at LAX-North would take 100 lives, despite a 

national average of seven deaths per fatal collision over the last forty years.  That said, 

there have been no Category A incursions on LAX-North over the millions of operations 

there since AMASS arrived.   This last circumstance is relevant to probability 

calculations, though it by no means implies that the risk has dropped to zero.
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3. EDITORIAL

Redefining Safety at LAX
A new study of its north field runways should not be the last word on improvements at the airport.

Los Angeles Times (February 23, 2010) 

Two years ago, the question of whether the two runways on Los Angeles International Airport's 

north airfield should be rebuilt farther apart didn't seem hard to answer. A report from the Government 

Accountability Office found that LAX had the most close calls among aircraft of any of the country's 

busiest commercial airports and the highest number of severe incidents. The Federal Aviation 

Administration had been demanding for decades that the airport address the runways' design flaws, and five 

independent studies on airport safety concluded that they were too close together for comfort.

And then, last week, an academic panel working with NASA unloosed a flock of sea gulls into 

airline regulators' jet engines. After an 18-month study, it found that although moving the runways farther 

apart would improve safety, the risk reduction would be so minuscule that the project wouldn't be worth the 

cost.

This comes as an answer to the prayers of the airport's neighbors, who have long fought to block 

the project out of fear that moving a runway 100 feet or more closer to their homes would harm their 

quality of life. Prompted by demands from area City Councilman Bill Rosendahl, airport commissioners 

ordered the NASA study despite the existing, overwhelming evidence. The tactic worked -- the neighbors 

finally found some experts who agreed with them. That's good enough for Rosendahl and Mayor Antonio 

Villaraigosa, who say that runway expansion plans are now essentially dead.

If that pleases airport neighbors, it shouldn't please anyone else. One study in your favor out of six 

isn't a ringing endorsement. Moreover, the statistical analysis and modeling performed by the NASA panel, 

although convincing in its assessment that the risk of a deadly accident at the north airfield is very low 

(expected to happen only once every 200 years at 2020 traffic levels), also found that adding 100 feet of 

separation between the runways would reduce the risk of fatal collisions by 40%, and adding 340 feet 

would lower the risk by 55%. With the FAA and airlines putting up the $500 million for the project, isn't 

that worthwhile?

The NASA panel also found that the 340-foot separation plan could significantly reduce airport 

congestion and improve capacity -- another notion that alarms neighbors.

We're as puzzled as anybody about how airport experts could come to such widely differing 

conclusions on safety, and we're less convinced about the necessity of separation than we were two years 
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ago. But we're certain that the Board of Airport Commissioners should not allow this perplexing study to be 

the last word on the north airfield and its troubles.

Copyright © 2010, The Los Angeles Times

Expanding on an LAX study

Re “Redefining safety at LAX,” Editorial, Feb. 23

The Times wondered why our "perplexing" study about safety on the LAX north airfield reached 

different conclusions from five studies that preceded it. Actually, it didn't.

All six studies concluded that moving the LAX north runways farther apart would reduce by a 

substantial percentage the risk of a runway collision. But ours was the first study that directly asked: How 

great is the risk in the first place? Our frequency estimate -- one fatal collision every 200 years on average -

- did not contradict earlier estimates because there were no such estimates.

Given that your editorial board described the analysis behind the 200-year estimate as 

"convincing," it is unclear what you found "perplexing" in our work.

The Times also wrote that "the [LAX] neighbors finally found some experts who agreed with 

them." We hope you were not suggesting that we or NASA were chosen for the study because we were 

predisposed toward a particular conclusion. Neither the community nor Los Angeles World Airports ever 

asked us to do anything but tell the truth.

We concluded that spending $500 million to reconfigure the north runways would be hard to 

justify on safety grounds alone, because that money might save more lives if spent in other ways. But we 

explicitly said that capacity benefits could well make a case for reconfiguration.

Our study offered new information for the debate about LAX's future, but was not intended to end 

it.

Arnold Barnett 

Cambridge, Mass. 

The writer, a professor of statistics at MIT, was chairman of the panel that wrote the LAX report.

He co-wrote this letter with the five other panel members.
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4. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS ABOUT CHAPTER 6: 

Safety Assessment in the Baseline Case

As noted, responses to the FAA critique and the Los Angeles Times editorial appear 

earlier in this section.  The questions below arose in the other seven documents about the Panel’s 

report.

• What weight was ascribed to pilot and controller responses in the NASA simulation 
relative to other factors in the assessment that the existing North Airfield would be 
“extremely safe” at 2020 traffic levels and traffic mix?  (LA Airline Airport Affairs 
Committee)

These responses received a great deal of weight.   Simulation pilots who landed in the 

baseline case (under 2020 conditions) were asked to compare the safety of their landings with 

those these pilots experience today at other airports in similar visibility conditions.    Controllers

were asked to compare the safety of the existing North Airfield with the current South Airfield, 

which has a centerline taxiway.   In both cases, the responses indicated that LAX North was 

about equally safe with the other airfields considered.   On a 1-7 scale in which 1 means “LAX 

North much safer” and 7 means “LAX North far less safe,” the average rating was 3.7 among 

pilots and 4.2 for controllers, right in the middle of the scale.

The pilots who rated LAX-North baseline were asked which other US airports entered 

their comparisons.   The nine airports they mentioned are listed in the Report, and included 

DFW, JFK, SFO, and ATL.     Because the pilots said LAX-North was as safe as these airports, 

some (though not all) of our eight estimates of the chance that a fatal US runway collision in 

2020 would occur at LAX-North were based on safety data from these other airports.   The logic 

was that if LAX-North is as safe as (say) Atlanta, and the risk at Atlanta is X, then X is also an 

estimate of the risk at LAX North.    Numerical risk estimates arising in this way were very 

similar to other estimates derived exclusively from LAX data.

But suppose the pilots had given LAX-North baseline an average rating of 6 out of 7 

rather than 3.7.   Then we would have inferred that the pilots considered landings at LAX North 

perhaps five times as risky as those elsewhere.   We would have derived risk estimates for LAX-

North that incorporated this discrepancy and, to put it briefly, our estimate of the chance that 

LAX-North would be the venue of a fatal US runway collision would have risen from 2% to about 

5%.   This increase would in turn have more than doubled our LAX-North risk estimate.    In 

other words, pilot (and controller) assessments played a large role in our estimates, and our 
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judgment that LAX-North was extremely safe would not have been possible had they indicated 

otherwise.

• Why did the Academic Panel focus on fatalities in runway collisions at LAX-North when 
its focus was supposed to be on runway incursions?   (Inglewood/Culver City)

The Panel always promised to estimate “as specifically as possible” the level of risk 

under 2020 traffic conditions for each configuration it studied about the North Airfield.     There 

seemed a near-universal consensus that a runway collision with a high death toll was the danger 

of primary interest.    For example, the earlier study titled “Fatal Runway Collisions Over the 

Next Two Decades” that we cited in our report was prepared at the request of FAA, as part of its 

decision process about the deployment of ASDE-X radar.   While runway collisions can also 

cause non-fatal problems, we recall the Supreme Court justice who explained that “death is 

different,” and, elsewhere in this Addendum, we estimated (in response to FAA comments) that 

the economic consequences of non-fatal collisions were an order of magnitude lower than those 

for fatal events.

• Why include the death toll in the collision at LAX in February 1991 in an assessment of 
future hazards at LAX-North?    Doing so artificially inflates the estimated death toll in a 
future collision.  (Inglewood/Culver City)

Our estimates of the death toll given that a fatal runway collision occurs were based on 

worldwide patterns over many decades, with the LAX event serving as only one data point in our

analysis.   (Most of that analysis appears in the Appendix to our report, as part of the paper 

“Fatal Runway Collisions over the Next Two Decades.”)    While runway configuration may have 

played no role in the 1991 LAX collision, its outcome is useful in suggesting the degree of 

survivability when two planes collide, regardless of the particular reason for the crash.   (Our 

risk assessment also considered collisions between planes and ground vehicles or obstacles on 

the runway.)     The 1991 event with its 34 deaths does not “artificially” increase death toll 

estimates: indeed, the worst aviation accident in history was a 1977 runway collision in the 

Canary Islands, which killed 583 people.

• Why compare runway risks to risks not associated with airport runways, an approach that 
is “potentially misleading?”   (Inglewood/Culver City)

We presented absolute mortality risk estimates for LAX-North, but believed we should 

offer some statistics about other risks to offer perspective to readers.   In deciding whether a level 

of runway risk is large or small, it seems valuable to take note of the overall level of risk that air 

travelers face, as well as the risks that citizens face that are unrelated to aviation.     To cite other 

mortal hazards faced by residents of Los Angeles is not to imply that all such residents use LAX, 
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or that all users of LAX are residents of Los Angeles.  But doing so provides some “benchmark” 

that makes the runway risk statistics less abstract.    Individuals who consider our comparisons 

irrelevant or unhelpful are obviously free to ignore them.

• Given that LAX-North now lacks a centerline taxiway, why make risk assessments for 
LAX-North baseline using data from other US airports (e.g, ATL, DFW) that have 
centerline taxiways?  (Air Line Pilots Association)

As explained in the first answer above, pilots in the NASA simulation who landed in the 

baseline configuration at 2020 traffic levels were asked to compare the safety of those landings 

which those they now perform at other US airports.     They were encouraged to consider 

whatever factors they thought relevant.    These pilots presumably took account of that fact that 

LAX-North lacks the centerline taxiway that other airports have, much as they may have 

considered that some of those airports have crisscrossing runways while LAX does not.  On 

balance, they concluded that LAX-North was about equally safe with the other airports, meaning 

that risk estimates for 2020 for those airports could underlie some—but by no means all—

estimates about LAX-North.

• Why didn’t you give substantial weight to conditions at LAX in 2000, given that traffic in 
2020 will return to 2000 levels and that recent years have been easier given substantial 
drops in traffic at LAX?    (Air Line Pilots Association)

We did give considerable weight to LAX conditions in 2000. In estimating the chance that 

a US runway collision at 2020 traffic levels would occur at LAX-North rather than elsewhere, we 

used incursion data for the airfield over 1999-2009. Because the rate of A-C incursions at LAX-

North was far higher over 1999-2000 than in the later years, these early years had a highly 

disproportionate role in the data for the full period. Also, in making risk estimates based on the 

LAX-North share of (squared) US traffic levels, we used data from 2000 precisely because that 

was the year when LAX operations reached their peak. 

All our calculations recognized that projected 2020 LAX traffic levels would be 

considerably higher than those around 2009, and would even exceed 2000 levels by about 5%.

• Shouldn’t the decline in LAX traffic between 2000 and (say) 2009 be given most of the 
credit for the decline in LAX incursions over that period?  (Air Line Pilots Association)

We are disinclined to think so, although we recognize that the drop in traffic probably 

had some role in the decline. We believe that the arrival of AMASS, ASDE-X, RWSL’s—coupled 

with improvements in signage and procedures—are the primary factors.   As noted in our report, 

FAA estimated after detailed study that the combination of AMASS, ASDE-X, and RWSL’s would 

reduce collision risk by about 88%.  That these estimates were not wildly optimistic is suggested 
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by the fact that category A and B runway incursions in the US dropped 80% between 2000 and 

2009  (and the national drop in air traffic was far less steep than that at LAX).    Moreover, there 

have been no fatal runway collisions anywhere in the US over the last ten years (as of 5/1/10), as 

compared to six in the previous ten.  

Is it possible that new technologies and procedures will be less effective at LAX- 

North than elsewhere?  As we noted in our response to FAA, the empirical evidence works 

against that view.  When LAX traffic returns to 2000 traffic levels in the years ahead, it will do so 

at a time when pilots and controllers will benefit from numerous advances in safety since the turn 

of this century; we therefore believe that the environment will be one of far lesser risk.

• Under the quadratic risk model, wouldn’t LAX be safer if traffic were equally divided 
between the North and South Airfields rather than heavier on the South (as it is now)?
(El Segundo)

An interesting question, and the answer is yes.    But the effect would be minimal under 

the model.  Now we have a 55% South /45% North traffic split at LAX.   If X is the risk that would 

prevail in 2020 under this split, the risk would only decline to .99X if the split became 50/50  (i.e., 

by 1%).    (More specifically, the risk would proportional to (1/2)2 T2 + (1/2)2T2 rather than 

(.55)2T2 + (.45)2T2, where T is total traffic at LAX.)    And the quadratic model is only an 

approximation: given the associated changes on the taxiways and in the airspace near the 

airport, it is not certain that shifting from 55/45 to 50/50 would actually benefit safety.
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5. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS ABOUT CHAPTER 7 

Baseline with IRSIP

Several comments referred to potential enhancements at LAX and, more specifically, at the North 

Airfield with the existing (“baseline”) configuration, i.e., in the absence of a centerline taxiway.

Since the objectives of such enhancements are consistent with those of the Interim Runway 

Safety Improvement Project (IRSIP), we have chosen to review and respond to these comments 

as addenda to Chapter 7 or our report, which dealt with IRSIP.

A. The following four recommendations were submitted by the Los Angeles International Airport 

Advisory Committee, (representing residents of El Segundo, Inglewood, Lennox, Hawthorne, 

Culver City and Westchester/Playa del Rey): 

(i) Lengthen Runway 24L toward the east to a minimum length of 11,500 feet from the 

current 10,286 feet.

(ii) Complete the installation of runway status lights (RWSL) at all runway and taxiway 

intersections.

(iii) Require a full complement of certified air traffic controllers at all times in the LAX 

tower.

(iv) Undertake the interim improvements to the North Airfield with the additional 

requirement that closing or relocating Taxiway Yankee be studied further prior to 

final approval.

AP’s  Response: Recommendations (ii), (iii) and (iv) are either implicitly assumed in our 

analysis or explicitly stated. For example, the risk estimates implicitly assume that an adequately 

staffed air traffic control team will be in place at LAX at all times (with staffing levels possibly 

varying according to traffic intensity, time of day, etc.). As another example, the point about the 

need for further study of the proposed closing of Taxiway Yankee was made explicitly in our 

report. The AP therefore feels comfortable about endorsing these three recommendations, since

they are entirely consistent with the AP's report and analysis.

Recommendation (i) is more complicated, as it falls outside the scope of the AP’s charge. 

The AP was not asked to examine modifications to the North Airfield baseline that go beyond 

those presented in the IRSIP project’s outline. We do, however, recommend that 
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Recommendation (i) be considered carefully, possibly as part of the study that will also determine 

the future of Taxiway Yankee (Recommendation 4).

B.  Mayor Kelly McDowell of El Segundo in commenting on the AP’s report, expresses the 

desire for better balancing of operations between the North and South Airfields and suggests 

specifically the lengthening of Runway 24L to the east, as one of the ways that will facilitate such 

balancing and may implicitly also be calling for a centerline taxiway on the North Airfield (in the 

interest of "balancing").

AP’s Response: The question of how to best allocate operations between the North and 

South Airfields is a complicated one, because it requires consideration of several issues, such as 

the complexity of aircraft circulation patterns between gates/stands and runways, the 

configuration of the terminal airspace, the types of aircraft that will utilize each runway, 

etc. This topic deserves a study by itself, once the decision is made regarding the future 

configuration of the North Airfield. As indicated under A above, in the AP’s response to the Los 

Angeles International Airport Advisory Committee, the question of lengthening Runway 24L falls 

outside the scope of AP’s charge, but certainly deserves careful consideration.
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6. OTHER RESPONSES 

This section contains the AP Panel responses to other organizations.

Chevalier, Allen and Lichman

(i) Corrected Tables 8.5 and 8.6 and added more explanation and sources of information. 

(ii) We note that the comments correctly identified some errors in the numbers provided in our 

tables. These have been corrected. We also added explanations related to the source of our 

incursion data.

Chevalier, Allen and Lichman (Item III) 

Aviation accidents are almost always the result of many confounding factors “going 

wrong” at the same time. Similarly, they can be prevented by one of many safeguards. Thus, 

while runway geometry might not be the root cause of an incursion, it is quite possible that 

improved runway geometry might prevent an accident that might otherwise occur due to a pilot 

or controller error. We have discussed the causes of incursions at various locations in the report 

and certainly the general sequence of events that lead to certain types of incursions played a 

strong role in our analysis. However, we did not find it particularly useful in our analysis to 

dwell extensively on whether the primary cause of specific incursions was due to pilot or 

controller error. For example, the addition of runway status lights could alert a pilot to stop 

when given an erroneous instruction by a controller (controller error) but could also alert a pilot 

to stop who was distracted and about to ignore a correct controller instruction (pilot error).

Chevalier, Allen and Lichman (Item X) 

The study fails to explain why taxi times to and from 100-N would be longer than taxi 

times to and from 340-N 

Table 13-1 of the report presents a summary of the taxi-in time results obtained in the 

FFC simulations. Statistical analysis of the data for 52 FFC runs shows that there are significant 

differences in taxi-in times for each alternative (at 95% confidence level). 340-South performs 

last in terms of taxi-in times with a mean taxi-in time of 708 seconds per arrival. The best 

alternative in terms of taxi-in times is 340-North with a mean taxi-in time of 612 seconds per 

operation followed closely by 100-North (630 seconds per operation). While runway 24R in 340-

North is located further away from the gates compared to other alternatives, the taxiing times are 

better than even alternative 100-North because of improved ground flows observed in 340-North. 

SPAS-PC00149

299



33

In other words, alternative 100-North produced more frequent aircraft stops on the ground for 

arriving aircraft compared to alternative 340-N. The ground stops for arriving aircraft are 

affected by both arrival and departing traffic flows in the airfield. Since 340-North has the best 

departure saturation capacity of all alternatives (i.e., fewer departure queues), this produced 

fewer bottlenecks on the ground network thus reducing taxi times in the airfield for both arrivals 

and departures in 340-North compared to others.

Chevalier, Allen and Lichman (Item IX) 

This is beyond the scope of our analysis. NASA and the AP Panel reviewed previous 

manned simulation studies done for LAX and concluded that it was necessary to introduce a 

Ground Control Position to direct ground traffic at the busy midfield terminals in the future.

ARSAC

The AP Panel was given 49 questions by ARSAC. Many of the questions are very general 

and require separate studies by themselves and fall outside our charge, which was to compare 

five alternatives for the North Airfield with respect to safety. Many requests for additional 

analysis lie beyond the scope of the charter given to the AP (and NASA). These include:  an 

analysis of human factors mechanisms, ranking of incremental safety improvements, 

Several of the comments ask for a more detailed analysis of the “Nine Questions”. We 

admit that a more thorough analysis of many of these could certainly be done. However, we view 

such in depth analyses as beyond the scope of our charter and allotted resources.

LAX TEC

We did not undertake a comprehensive capacity analysis. However, as stated above our 

report indicates it is likely that runway reconfiguration can be justified on capacity grounds. The 

AP Panel was charged to investigate whether certain configurations of the North Airfield could 

not guarantee at 2020 traffic levels an acceptably-high level of passenger safety.  The AP Panel 

believes capacity and operational efficiency can be further studied to estimate the economic 

operational costs and benefits of various airfield configurations.

LAX Airline Airport Affairs Committee

(i) How much weight was attached to the comments of controllers and pilots

The responses by ATC controllers and pilots were considered carefully along with all the 

other elements of the analysis. The comments about each one of the alternatives were 

summarized in each of the relevant chapters and the numerical scores were also tabulated and 
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analyzed statistically. When there were comments that stood out as being in conflict with 

numerical scores or the empirical analyses of incursion data, this was pointed out. But this did 

not really happen to any extent that might affect the eventual conclusions of the AP. In any case 

we did not assign specific weights to the comments or, for that matter, any of the other elements 

of the analyses that were carried out.

The absolute risk numbers calculated were based on models that used as a starting point 

historical data (not pilot or controller survey results). On the other hand, survey results were 

used to define a set of comparable airports and to estimate the relative standing of LAX against 

these other airports. Other sources of data were also used to obtain estimates that served as 

“backups” for the numbers provided by the surveys.

(ii) Further studies that will compare in detail the North Airfield alternatives with respect 

to other attributes (e.g., capacity and delays) are needed to obtain a complete view. 

The AP does not disagree. Our charge was limited to, primarily, assessing safety and, as 

a secondary objective, performing a preliminary analysis of capacity and operational efficiency.

As indicated above our report indicates changes may be justified on capacity grounds

ALPA

(i) ALPA stated “The AP ignored the conditions that existed in Year 2000, when LAX 

was heavily congested, and instead concentrated on more recent years when the airport was much 

less congested.

Far from studying LAX in conditions of reduced traffic, the AP's analyses and 

simulations focused on projected traffic levels in 2020 with the airport assumed to be operating 

with the maximum number of movements that can be sustained with the expanded set of gates. In 

addition, the period 1999 - August 2001 is not a good one to draw statistical evidence from, as 

the incursion-related technologies, as well as the centerline taxiway on the South Airfield, were 

either partially implemented or were not in place at all at the time.

The restriction to the years 2002 through 2007 in our incursion analysis was specifically 

used in order to obtain a common basis for comparison of incursion rates before and after the 

introduction of the center taxiway on the South Airfield. The 2002 to 2007 period, when 

compared to the 1999 to 2001 period, had reduced traffic levels and the use of new technologies, 

ASDE-3 and AMASS.  The traffic levels after the introduction of the center taxiway have been 

similar to those in the 2002 to 2007 period and, of course, ASDE-X and AMASS are present. This 

provides an “apples to apples” comparison for the estimation of the factor by which the ENS 
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incursion rates have been reduced. Note that this analysis was not used to estimate absolute risk 

levels.

The fact that increased traffic levels generally lead to higher risk levels was certainly 

taken into account. In particular, the models used to estimate the baseline risk employed the 

assumption that risk increases according to a quadratic function of the traffic level of an airport. 

These models certainly assumed that the higher 2020 traffic levels would lead to substantially 

higher incursion (and collision) risks.

(ii) Influence of ADG VI on Study Results

Another concern of one of ALPA’s comments concerns the issue of Group VI aircraft (no 

A380 pilots in the simulation pilot mix, more Group VI aircraft in the future, RWSL less visible 

from Group VI cockpits, etc.). This issue has been addressed in our response to the FAA.   

The second comment by ALPA pertains to their recommendation that the North Airfield 

should be redesigned to satisfy "Group VI standards without waivers": none of the alternatives 

given to the AP Panel satisfy these conditions and the AP study would be entirely irrelevant if this 

recommendation were to be followed; what we tried to do was to be responsive to our charge.

To the extent that it will be difficult or cumbersome to employ special procedures for 

Group VI aircraft under higher traffic levels, is predominantly a capacity problem, not a safety 

problem. The report indicates that it is likely possible to justify runway enhancements based on 

capacity grounds. 

(iii) ALPA Comment on slide # 80 of the AP Panel presentation states “We believe that 

the data upon which its conclusions were based is flawed. Incursion data between 2004-2008

(pre-centerline taxiway) and 2008-2009 (post-centerline taxiway) is erroneous. The report’s time 

frame primarily reflects a period of waning demand instead of focusing on the peak traffic period 

where operations were on the edge of the safety envelope and sometimes outside of it. The

capacity and operational activity at LAX between 1999 and 2001 was stretched to the point 

where, at times, operational control broke down. This was not the case during the 2004 to 2009 

time frame…”

Slide #80 contains Table 9-5 of the preliminary report. While including years 1999-2001

would have increased incursion rates for LAX during the pre-centerline taxiway period, this 

would not change the central conclusions of these tables, which concerns how rates changed 

between the pre- and post-centerline taxiway periods, and how rates in the latter period compare 

to those for other airports.
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The Odds of Dying from…(cont.)

ALL INJURIES

43INJURY FACTS® 2012 EDITION NATIONAL SAFETY COUNCIL®

Cancer 1 in 7

Motor vehicle incidents 1 in 98

Intentional self-harm 1 in 109

Unintentional poisoning by and exposure to noxious substances 1 in 126

Falls 1 in 163

Assault by firearm 1 in 321

Car occupant 1 in 368

Pedestrian 1 in 701
Motorcycle rider 1 in 761
Accidental drowning and submersion 1 in 1,103
Exposure to smoke, fire, and flames 1 in 1,344
Pedalcyclist 1 in 4,381
Firearms discharge 1 in 6,609
Air and space transport incidents 1 in 7,178

Exposure to electric current, radiation, temperature, and pressure 1 in 12,420
Exposure to excessive natural heat 1 in 13,217
Cataclysmic storm 1 in 29,196
Contact with hornets, wasps, and bees 1 in 79,842
Earthquake and other earth movements 1 in 97,807
Legal execution 1 in 111,779
Lightning 1 in 134,906
Bitten or struck by dog 1 in 144,899
Flood 1 in 558,896
Fireworks discharge 1 in 652,046

Total, any cause
1 in 1

Stroke 1 in 29

Heart disease 1 in 6

Lifetime odds of death for selected causes, United States, 2008*

Source: National Safety Council estimates based on data from National Center for Health Statistics–Mortality Data for 2008 as compiled from data provided by 

the 57 vital statistics jurisdictions through the Vital Statistics Cooperative Program. Population and life expectancy data are from the U.S. Census Bureau. For 

mortality figures, estimated one-year and lifetime odds, and external cause classification codes based on the Tenth Revision of the World Health Organization’s 

“The International Classification of Diseases” (ICD) for the causes illustrated, see table on pages 41-42.  

EXHIBIT G
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Attachments: CSE SPAS EIR response 10-9-12.docx; Injury_Facts_37.pdf; Alt1vAlt2Costs.pdf; 
OEAnalysisConclusions.pdf; OEAnalysisTotals.pdf; EnvironmentallySuperior.pdf;
SafetyStudyConclusions.pdf; 260NvNISCost.pdf; LAX has competitive advantage (1).pdf

From: Craig Eggers [roadrider90293@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 10, 2012 9:41 AM 
To: SPASEIR Comments 
Subject: Fwd: SPAS EIR - my comments, questions and thoughts

FYI

---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: Craig Eggers <roadrider90293@gmail.com>
Date: Tue, Oct 9, 2012 at 5:31 PM 
Subject: SPAS EIR - my comments, questions and thoughts 
To: Diego Alvarez <dalvarez@lawa.org>

Hi Diego,

Attached are my comments, questions and thoughts concerning the SPAS EIR, along with other supporting 
documents. 

Please acknowledge receipt of this e-mail. 

Thanks,

Craig Eggers 
7813 West 83rd Street 
Playa del Rey, CA 90293 
310-704-4696
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Craig S. Eggers 
7813 West 83rd Street 

Playa del Rey, California 90293 
310-704-4696 

integritysearch@ca.rr.com 
 
 
October 9, 2012 
 
Ms. Gina Marie Lindsey 
Executive Director 
Los Angeles World Airports 
Post Office Box 92216 
Los Angeles, California 90009-°©�2216 
 
 
Dear Ms. Lindsey, 
 
As a 30-year resident of Westchester Playa del Rey, I support a modern and revitalized LAX. After 
considering the Specific Plan Amendment Study Draft Environmental Impact Report (“SPAS” or 
“Study”) that details the possible options for improvements at LAX we are excited to support a 
combination of Alternative 2 and Alternative 9 for the following reasons: 
 
- Combining Alternative 2 and 9 fulfills SPAS goal to have airfield, terminal and transportation 
improvements. 
- Alternatives 2 and 9 are the most affordable design options to ensure that LAX capacity needs 
are met to protect the economy and tourism. 
- Independent evaluators have shown these alternatives to allow for safe operation of all aircraft at 
LAX. 
- The analysis presented in the Study shows that Alternative 2 is superior to all others in airport 
operational efficiency. 
- The analysis also shows that Alternatives 2 is clearly the environmentally superior alternative to 
the others when air quality and environmental impacts are considered. 
- These alternatives will bring $10.5 billion dollars in investment to LAX and the City of Los 
Angeles. 
- The combination of Alternative 2 and 9 provides permanent long-term job opportunities by 
creating a state-of-the-art passenger facility and transportation system that requires ongoing 
maintenance and support thus strengthening the Southern California economy. 
- Funding for these upgrades will make this the largest project in Los Angeles history.  
 
Knowing that funding sources are limited, we encourage LAWA to invest in the infrastructure that 
will improve the passenger experience and address the transportation issues that surround LAX. 
As the first line of welcome to travelers to Los Angeles, I am excited to see improvements made to 
LAX that will modernize and revitalize the nation’s #1 origination-destination and third busiest 
airport in country. We believe that these alternatives will invest in Los Angeles’ economy and build 
an airport that we can be proud of – that maintains and increases safety, efficiency, and 
community. 
 
Below are a series of summaries and questions that I consider germane to the EIR process and 
ask that all points raised be addressed in your study results. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Craig Eggers 
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Sadly but truly it can be said that one need go no further than Page 1-1 to discern key failings of 
the Report.  Paragraph One, Sentence One of the Report presages LAWA’s failure to 
understanding its place in the city, the county, the region and the world.  The sentence reads: 
  
“This Specific Plan Amendment Study (SPAS) Report identifies potential amendments to the LAX 
Specific Plan that plan for the modernization and improvement of Los Angeles International Airport 
(LAX) in a manner that is designed for a practical capacity of 78.9 million annual passengers while 
enhancing safety and security, minimizing environmental impacts on the surrounding communities, 
and creating conditions that encourage airlines to go to other airports in the region, particularly 
those owned and operated by Los Angeles World Airports (LAWA).” 
  
This white paper will assess whether the Lincoln Blvd. realignment and tunnel project is consistent 
with LAWA’s mandate to “minimize environmental impacts on the surrounding community,” but with 
respect to “enhancing safety and security,” LAWA’s documents fail to give a full and complete 
disclosure of the finding by the distinguished NASA safety panel that LAX is a safe airport in its 
current airfield configuration. 
  
Similarly, neither the SPAS Report nor the DEIR include a discussion of what LAWA has done to 
“encourage airlines to go to other airports in the region, particularly those owned and operated by 
… LAWA,” i.e. Ontario.  One would have to google “Free Ontario Airport” to understand LAX’s 
failings at that facility.  Indeed, after years of failure to create a viable airport in Palmdale, the 
SPAS Report and DEIR fail to recognize and discuss its very strategic and advantageous location 
to the ever-growing rail network in Southern California.  Within the next few years the Palmdale 
Airport will be at the hub of Metrolink commuter rail service, the Desert Express high speed rail line 
servicing Las Vegas, and the California High Speed Rail running into the California Central 
Valley.  Ontario Airport is similarly well-placed with the Foothill Light Rail Line having a planned 
station at the airport. 
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PROGRAM LEVEL VS PROJECT LEVEL EIR ANALYSIS 
RE: THE LINCOLN BLVD. TUNNEL PROJECT 

 
 
INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY 
 
The SPAS Report and DEIR recently released by LAWA purports to be a Program Level EIR, not a 
Project Level EIR, despite the fact that numerous specific projects are identified including an 
automated people mover, consolidated rental car facility, movement of taxiways and runways on 
the airfield and modernization of terminals.   
 
This white paper is written to examine one of the projects specifically identified in the documents in 
the context of the Program versus Project Level EIR debate.  It is being written to assist members 
of the community and the community’s legal team to locate and understand detail relevant to the 
issue which is buried within thousands of pages of technical writing. 
 
The specific project considered herein is the realignment of Lincoln Boulevard to accommodate the 
move northward of the outboard runway of LAX.  This project will in effect swing Lincoln Boulevard, 
California State Route 1, on a wider arc around the airfield, bringing it much closer to homes, 
businesses, churches, schools and other sensitive uses in the Westchester community.  It will also 
require that Lincoln be depressed below grade into a tunnel of a length which will depend on the 
extent of the runway move. 
 
This white paper does not undertake to study all aspects of the runway move.  A similar white 
paper could be written about the implications of converting the Argo Trench to a box culvert or the 
elimination of the old tunnel which still exists under the north airfield.     
 
Three of the alternatives proposed by LAWA would involve extending the perimeter fence of LAX 
hundreds of feet into the community and realigning and tunneling Lincoln Boulevard, California 
State Route 1.  All would involve realigning and tunneling Lincoln Blvd. 
 
Alt 1 relocates runway 6L/24R, the outboard runway of the north airfield, 260 feet to the north; Alt 5 
relocates this runway 350 feet to the north; and Alt 6 relocates this runway 100 feet to the north.  
Each of these alternatives require that 6080 feet of Lincoln Blvd. be realigned and each would 
require that it be depressed into a tunnel.  In the case Alt 1, the tunnel would be 252 linear feet; Alt 
5 would require a 765 foot tunnel; and Alt 6 would require a 540 foot tunnel. 
 
In contrast to Alts 1, 5 and 6, Alternative 2 would not require moving the LAX perimeter fence or 
realigning and tunneling Lincoln Blvd.   
 
The subject of Program Level versus Project Level EIRs is dealt with the California’s CEQA 
Guidelines.  Under the regulations stated therein, a Program Level EIR may be used to adopt a 
general plan for the conceptual planning of a district or area.  It is designed to provide some level 
of analysis of “future and unspecified development” (CEQA Guideline 15146(b). 
 
In summary, this white paper demonstrates that the realignment and tunneling of Lincoln Blvd. is a 
specific, tangible, identified project, not a “future and unspecified” project.  A high level of technical 
analysis has been performed on the project, far more than the “conceptual planning” sanctioned by 
the Guidelines for a Program Level EIR.   
 
The DEIR and SPAS Report analyze the Lincoln Blvd. project in significant detail including its 
alignment, linear length tunneling and sloping, and its cost.  Doing so reveals that a “project”, not a 
“program” is being proposed.  Having opened the door of technical analysis, LAWA is obligated to 
perform the analysis completely and accurately.  LAWA cannot escape the effects of faulty, 
incomplete, misleading and inaccurate analysis by claiming only a “program level” analysis is 
required.   
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Simply stated, LAWA cannot have its cake and eat it too.  It cannot disclose innocuous or general 
details and conceal specific details which reveal serious flaws.  It cannot calculate and state the 
costs of a project without including all of the costs.  And it cannot identify some of the impacts of 
the project without revealing all of the impacts.  
 
One does not need to be a civil engineer to discern that if LAWA is able to calculate the exact 
length of the tunnel required for the realigned Lincoln Blvd., then it must know Lincoln’s proposed 
path including how much closer it will be to residences, businesses, schools, churches and other 
sensitive uses.  It must also know how deep below surface level the tunnel must be placed 
including the extensive web of oil and gas pipelines, outfall sewers, water, electrical, fiber optic and 
other subsurface facilities which will have to be identified, located, and relocated as a result of the 
project.  None of these factors are addressed in the DEIR or SPAS Report.   
 
Having clearly revealed that it has taken the Lincoln Boulevard realignment project past conceptual 
planning and into preliminary engineering, LAWA must be forced by either community outcry or by 
court decree to treat the outward expansion of the LAX perimeter fence and the realignment and 
tunneling of Lincoln Boulevard as a project which can only be entitled by means of a project level 
EIR.   
 
During the scoping phase of the SPAS process, numerous comments were offered asking that the 
subsurface structures below Lincoln and Sepulveda boulevards be studied.  The failure to do so, or 
the failure to disclose the result of doing so, constitutes a fatal flaw in the DEIR.  
 
A word about the real-world context of this program versus project level debate:  Gina Marie 
Lindsay and other advocates for moving the runway are openly and repeatedly refusing to defer 
the issue of the movement of the runway to a later time when more is known about LAX’s 
passenger levels and the success or failure of the New Large Aircraft which the runway move is 
designed to accommodate.  They are declaring that no other projects at LAX can be planned or 
implemented until the location of the runway is established.  Clearly, this statement reveals that a 
program level EIR is simply not what LAWA needs at this time.  At this time LAWA needs and 
should produce a Project Level EIR to move the runways.  If LAWA has determined that the 
runway move and the attendant realignment and tunneling of Lincoln Blvd. is the lynchpin for all 
other LAWA projects, then it should withdraw the Program Level EIR, isolate the runway/Lincoln 
Blvd. project, study it thoroughly and circulate a project level DEIR for it. 
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Attachment of Detail Comments and Questions for LAWA to address as part of the final release of 
the SPAS DEIR due 10/10/2012 
 
Los Angeles International Airport -- LAX Specific Plan Amendment Study Draft EIR July 2012 
 
General comment: These comments are by no means comprehensive as we have been given 
inadequate time to fully evaluate the statements and studies presented in the 12,000 pages (6000 
DEIR, supporting 6000 SPAS Report). 
 
These comments were prepared by many readers. Many, but not all, have specified a specific 
section in the DEIR. Comments are in regular text and questions are in italics. These are 
supplemental to the general issues and questions raised in the basic letter, ARSAC position letter 
with questions, and other attachments where questions are asked. The newly referenced check in 
for a midfield terminal, for instance, is noted as non-spas and is not in the existingMaster Plan.  
 
Question: What is the basis for LAWA interpretation of SPAS project relevancy for inclusions in this 
DEIR? Doesn’t inclusion of this have a ripple impact on CTA parking? The way that the alternatives 
are presented makes it nearly impossible to ensure we understand what was evaluated inany 
particular circumstance.  
 
Question: How can we determine what is assumed in each evaluation? How does LAWA 
justify the tearing and reference to Alt D EIR without specificity? 
The 2006 Stipulated Settlement calls for reworking the Master Plan to include potential alternative 
designs, technologies, and configurations that would provide solutions to the problems that the 
Yellow Light Projects were designed to address consistent with a practical capacity of LAX at 78.9 
million annual passengers (the "Alternative Projects"). Question: How has LAWA determined which 
projects are part of SPAS and how is it finishing the task to 
incorporate the entire package of projects into a coherent, comprehensive group of projects into a 
Master Plan? 
Hydrology can impact long term viability of the north airfield from impacts of an unknown water 
source that can flood areas, distribute pollution, and has caused sinkholes. We note that LAWA is 
making changes to the Argo Ditch Flood Channel as noted in Hydrology tech reports 6 and S-5.  
 
Question: On what basis has LAWA confirmed that projects won’t change underground water 
pathways causing problems? How has LAWA analyzed past sinkhole occurrences? By what 
authority have they redesigned the Argo ditch without coordinating with the design authority? 
 
Question: IF NOP was released in 2010 shouldn't data used in analyses be from then forward? Is 
there a table of data periods used for the various analyses and the period covered by the data? 
Why must LAWA choose, in some cases year old data instead of from NOP inception for twelve 
months since monthly values are frequently available? 
Reference to the Alt D EIR is generally used as justification for not studying something yet 
specifics are not included in this DEIR document (ie archeology, hydrology issues). Question: 
Please create a list of each element that is not being freshly studied. 
Alternative 7 includes moving runway 24R 100’ south. It seems to be a hybrid of ARSAC submittal 
and the LAWA fatal flaw versions. Question: How was the included version of 100' S determined? 
Where is this documented? Could this version be tweaked to improve taxiway changes or improve 
the gate availability of a new Terminal 0? 
Safety is the political reason given for runway expansion. The Academic Panel/NASA study 
(NASS) is referenced in the DEIR as equivalent to several less rigorous studies. LAWA also 
included an FAA response letter to the NASS and called it “a study.”  
 
Question: When establishing safety needs and status why didn’t LAWA include the Academic 
response to the FAA letter? Why were none of the NTSB concerns with FAA design criteria not 
included in the discussions of runway safety? What other studies of runway safety have been 
conducted that are relevant to the design issues at LAX? How has LAWA reviewed actual data? 
Has LAWA kept incursion and excursion data for LAX since it stopped posting it on it’s 
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website? When the FAA fails to post incident data for extended periods of time after an event does 
LAWA keep track status or ask why it has not been presented? 
 
The comments below are for the Main Document of the DEIR. 
 
Page 1-1 1. INTRODUCTION AND EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
General Question: Overview includes reference to Palmdale airport. Has LAWA officially given up 
LA/Palmdale operational certificate and therefore all responsibility? 
 
Page 1-1 to 1-2 1.1.1 LAX Master Plan and EIR 
 
In December 2004, the Los Angeles City Council approved the LAX Master Plan2 and related 
entitlements for the future development of LAX. The LAX Master Plan provides the first major new 
facilities for, and improvements to, the airport since 1984, and plans to accommodate projected 
growth in passengers and cargo at LAX through the year 2015. The LAX Master Plan serves as a 
broad policy statement regarding the conceptual strategic planning framework for future 
improvements at LAX and working guidelines to be consulted by LAWA as it formulates and 
processes site-specific projects under the LAX Master Plan program. 
 
Environmental Review and Approval (Phase III): Phase III of the LAX Master Plan Study included a 
thorough evaluation of the potential environmental effects associated with the four build 
alternatives,… 
 
Questions: 
1. Since they reference the phases, does LAWA have to review the assumptions to see if their 
assumptions still justify disregarding ideas? 
2. Must this also only go to 2015 or could it be required to go to 2020 or beyond? 
Figure 1-2 shows the existing airport and the Argo drainage channel just north and east of 24R to 
west of 24R. Will there be a chart that shows the utilities underground such as the major sewer 
lines and tunnels in the area so that construction impacts are assessable? If included, where is it? 
If not included, why not? 
 
Page 1-9 1.1.2 The Stipulated Settlement 
 
In January 2005, the City of El Segundo, the City of Inglewood, the City of Culver City, the County 
of Los Angeles, and the Alliance for a Regional Solution to Airport Congestion (Petitioners) filed 
petitions challenging the approval of the LAX Master Plan Program. In early 2006, the City of Los 
Angeles and Petitioners agreed to, and the court approved, a Stipulated Settlement of the subject 
lawsuits (Stipulated Settlement) “… is designed for a practical capacity of 78.9 MAP while 
enhancing safety and security, minimizing environmental impacts on the surrounding communities, 
and creating conditions that encourage airlines to go to other airports in the region,…” 
 
Question: How does LAWA interpret this statement of minimizing environmental impacts? Is the 
best performing environmentally preferred since it minimizes impacts? What specific conditions are 
used by LAWA to create conditions that encourage airlines to go to other airports? 
 
Page 1-10 1.2 Summary of Proposed Project 
 
The proposed project is the LAX SPAS. As noted above, the SPAS process involves the 
identification 
and evaluation of potential alternative designs, technologies, and configurations for the LAX Master 
Plan Program that would provide solutions to the problems that the Yellow Light Projects were 
designed to address. 
 
Question: Where is the table of problems that the Yellow Light Projects were designed to address 
and what quantifiable numbers are assigned to these problems so that we can assess if the 
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solutions are adequate or in the case of multiple solutions which more closely matches the solution 
of the Yellow Light Project? 
 
Page 1-10 1.2.1 Project Objectives 
 
1. Provide North Airfield Improvements that Support the Safe and Efficient 
Movement of Aircraft at LAX… 
Existing problems associated with the outdated airfield design include, but are not limited to, the 
following: 
� LAX does not have an airfield, in either the north complex or the south complex, that is fully 
designed for the largest aircraft types currently in service (i.e., Aircraft Design Group (ADG) V 
aircraft, such as the Boeing 747-400, and ADG VI aircraft, such as the Airbus A380). 
� The north airfield configuration requires non-standard operating procedures, which are not 
optimal for safety and increase aircraft delay. 
 
Question: 1.2.1 bullet 1 LAWA states that neither of the airfield complexes meet Grp V or Grp VI 
but the basis for the SAIP was that it would. Are the designs contemplated supposed to meet the 
requirements in place at the time Alt D was passed, requirements current at NOP release, or 
current/future requirements in the draft AC 150/5300-13A approved last month? 
 
Is it the LAWA position that all standards MUST be met without waiver or is there some standards 
of 
practicality and cost involved? What are those factors? 
 
Question: 1.2.1 bullet 2 
If the north airfield configuration is not "...optimal for safety and increase aircraft delay." What 
condition is acceptable for safety and aircraft times and how was it determined? What assumptions 
in airfield conditions are made? What would be the time phasing of implementation of the design 
changes? Is the answer that LAWA is to provide safety based on total project implementation? 
What technical improvements and signage marking improvements are assumed? 
What about staffing and work load? What other factors has LAWA included in its assumptions? 
 
Page 1-11 
 
� The primary north airfield departure runway (6R/24L) is too short for certain larger aircraft (e.g., 
fully 
loaded Boeing 747-400) on long-haul flights, requiring those aircraft to taxi to the south airfield, 
resulting in less efficient operations and disproportionate environmental impacts. 
 
Question: Although ARSAC has acknowledged support for extending 24L east, how many flights 
per year are not acceptable for assignment to the current north runway? Is this based on a 
decision made by a carrier or is it related to the aircraft and weather conditions? How is this 
decision made? Please quantify the number of aircraft involved and where they originated for the 
past years and show how this can be extrapolated to the future. What is the time taxiing penalty for 
aircraft moving from one complex to the other? 
 
� The outdated airfield design creates a situation where aircraft are at increased risk of hazards. 
Those 
hazards include potential collisions with other aircraft, such as when a landing aircraft might move 
in 
the path of a departing aircraft (incursion). 7 Other potential hazards include, but are not limited to, 
insufficient side-by-side passing clearances between certain types of aircraft arriving/departing on 
runways and aircraft on nearby taxiways. Such hazards contribute to the potential for conflicts 
between taxiing aircraft and ground vehicles on runways, taxiways, and nearby service roads 
 
Question: The reference to incursions says that it is based on inadequate spacing between 
runways and taxiways. Everyone of the designs submitted by LAWA to move north which includes 
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a center line taxiway leaves a condition where an aircraft on the taxiway is closer to an adjoining 
runway than is currently the condition between the two runways. What is the basis for which LAWA 
has determined that this is acceptable? 
 
� With one exception, the north airfield configuration does not comply with FAA Runway Safety 
Area 
(RSA) requirements. 
Question: If the RSA requirements are not met, how does LAWA justify or explain that these RSA 
would not have changed 
in previous approvedMaster Plans or the FAA Record of Decision? Will LAWA explain and list all of 
the requirements 
which will NOW be required to be met, but were acceptable to be grandfathered as is before? 
� The north airfield high-speed taxiways are not in compliance with FAA Engineering Brief No. 75. 
 
Question: "The north airfield high-speed taxiways are not in compliance..." LAWA is not required to 
meet every Engineering Brief as these are advisory. Has LAWA performed studies or reviewed any 
FAA studies to show that these must be required? Past history on the south complex was that high 
speed turnoffs (hst) were ADDED for safety and then it was recently changed for the SAIP which 
removed hst's. How do we know that the requirement will not change back to hst's before the north 
is reconfigured? 
 
� The north airfield does not provide sufficient areas at the end of the runways for holding arriving 
flights and sequencing departing aircraft. 
Question: What requirement is not met to specify that the "north airfield does not provide sufficient 
areas... for holding...flights..." Since this study is to address items fixed by yellow light projects, 
what specifically changed in Alt D to justify this? 
 
� The existing Runway Protection Zone (RPZ) associated with Runway 6L/24R includes 
residential 
uses. 
 
Question: If "existing Runway Protection Zone (RPZ) ...includes residential uses" what changes are 
in the yellow light project that fixed this or caused it to be worse? The RPZ was approved by the 
FAA in its Record of Decision. 
 
Page 1-11 
 
In identifying and evaluating alternatives to the north airfield improvements called for in the LAX 
Master 
Plan, LAWA is seeking to provide north airfield improvements that support the safe and efficient 
movement of aircraft at LAX; specifically, such improvements: 
 
� Are consistent with FAA design standards for the largest aircraft types currently in service and 
anticipated for the future (ADG V and VI aircraft) for all weather conditions; 
� Minimize modifications of standards, waivers, or operational restrictions, all of which reduce 
airfield 
efficiency and level of service; 
� Reduce the potential for airfield hazards, including incursions, and enhance the overall safety of 
airfield operations through runway and taxiway design; 
� Accommodate a greater percentage of departing aircraft, thereby increasing airfield efficiency; 
� Provide sufficient areas at the ends of the runways for holding arriving flights and sequencing 
departing aircraft; and 
� Minimize or eliminate the extent to which Runway Protection Zones overlay residential areas. 
 
Question: the six bullets state LAWA north airfield improvement technical goals, but LAWA will 
never have unlimited funds. Please identify associated costs to relate these goals. Going back to 
the purpose of this study, however,--to identify the issues Alt D addressed which of these were 
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directly accomplished in Alt D? What numerical improvements did (do) they achieve? 
 
2. Improve the Ground Access System at LAX to Better Accommodate Airport- 
Related Traffic, Especially as Related to the Central Terminal Area 
Page 1-11 Travelers, visitors, employees, vendors, and others utilizing the commercial passenger 
terminal at LAX, 
defined by the CTA, have various ground access options including private vehicles, transportation 
service 
providers (i.e., taxis, shuttles, limousines, etc.), and public transit. Ground access within the CTA, 
where 
departing and arriving passengers are dropped off and picked up at curbside or can park their 
vehicles, is 
provided by an upper-level roadway and a lower-level roadway that loop around the center of the 
CTA 
and connect with surface streets on the east side of the CTA. The subject roadway system poses a 
Detailed questions dated 10-10-2012attached to LAX SPAS DEIR comments Page 5 
number of concerns relative to traffic flows including, but not limited to, the following: 
� CTA roadway system design currently creates queuing, weaving, and conflict points at various 
locations that impede traffic flow; 
� During peak travel times, inbound airport traffic currently extends out of the CTA roadways onto 
public streets and may worsen as airport activity returns and grows; 
 
Question: 1.2.1 Topic 2 - Improve Ground Access 
 
What were the Alt D ground access improvements? Numerically, how many more people could get 
to their gates? 
Again, all of the bullets describe more of the "problems" with the current rather than what 
improvements were accomplished that need to be addressed. Since virtually no significant 
changes are imposed on CTA traffic by the LAWA alternatives what does LAWA believe should be 
done to improve traffic? Is this objective considered lower priority? How can these improvements 
be combined with the serious capital improvement and refurbishment projects that LAWA must 
entertain just to keep LAX open? 
 
Page 1-12 3. Maintain LAX's Position as the Premier International Gateway in Supporting 
and Advancing the Economic Growth and Vitality of the Los Angeles Region LAX serves a key role 
in the region's economy, particularly as related to LAX's position as the international gateway for 
the western United States. According to a study completed in 2007 by the Los Angeles Economic 
Development Corporation (LAEDC), over the course of 2006 an average transoceanic flight 
traveling round-trip from LAX everyday added $623 million in economic output and sustained 3,120 
direct and indirect jobs in Southern California with $156 million in wages. 8 Given the continued 
growth in, 
and reliance on, new large aircraft such as the Airbus A380 by major airlines operating on those 
long distance international routes, it is important that LAX be able to effectively accommodate 
those aircraft. 
LAX is a major employer on both a local level and a regional level. According to the LAX Master 
Plan Final EIS/EIR, on-airport employment at LAX provided almost 59,000 jobs and, on a larger-
scale, LAX relatedregional employment provided over 400,000 jobs and $60 billion in economic 
output. 
 
Question: Although air commerce is tied strongly to our regional economy, where does LAWA 
prove that the amount of economic benefits couldn't be provided by having the same amount of 
economic activity disbursed around the region. How is this objective consistent with fixing the 
problems which Alt D fixed? Are the numbers quoted based on LAWA's dominant position with 
75% of all activity? A prior 1968 LAX Master Plan EIR recognized the importance of 
regionalization. Is this objective lost by the current LAWA adminsitration? It also talks about job 
growth. Since there's not unlimited funds, has LAWA done an evaluation of job/economic impacts 
of the various types of jobs? We understand 
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that landside projects provide twice the job creation of airside ones and 8X more economic 
benefits. What has LAWA's studies shown? 
 
Terminal Construction Projects, 2011. 
 
Question: LAWA appears to be relying on this LAEDC analysis. Where in the document pile is this 
analysis? If not included, please make it available. 
Page1-13 4.Plan Improvements That Do Not Result in More Than 153 Passenger Gates at 78.9 
MAP 
 
In identifying and evaluating alternatives to the demolition of Terminals 1, 2, and 3, LAWA is 
seeking to 
maintain consistency with the LAX Master Plan design for a total of 153 passenger gates, which 
was 
based on a future passenger activity level of 78.9 MAP at LAX in 2015 
Question: No more than 153 gates? What schedule for phase out of gates has LAWA created or 
assumed when evaluating their alternatives? Is there a plan to remove the remote gates? Separate 
projects like the AA gates in the southeast portion of LAX are apparently not part of this study since 
a separate NOP and negdec was used. What other gate related projects are contemplated? 
 
Page 1-13 5. Enhance Safety and Security at LAX 
 
In identifying and evaluating alternatives to the Yellow Light Projects, which are key elements of 
the LAX 
Master Plan, LAWA is seeking to maintain the ability of the LAX Master Plan, if and as modified by 
the 
outcome of the SPAS process, to enhance safety and security at LAX. 
 
Question: There were dozens of recommendations in the 2004 RAND Study of LAX Security. 
Which of these have been introduced in the new alternatives? If not in the alternatives, how many 
have been addressed by separate projects? 
 
Page 1-13 6. Minimize Environmental Impacts on Surrounding Communities 
 
LAX is a major international airport located within a very urbanized area, with established 
communities 
situated directly to the north, east, and south. These communities are affected to varying degrees 
by 
existing operations at the airport. Recognizing that these existing effects to the surrounding 
communities 
may change based on the alternatives being considered in SPAS, LAWA seeks to identify and 
apply 
ways to avoid, reduce, or minimize environmental impacts on surrounding communities 
 
Question: 1.2.2 Airfield Improvements 
Where is taxiway placement to facilitate movement listed? How much improvement can be 
accomplished by moving and changing taxiways as opposed to runways? How do the analyses 
used in this study differ from those in the Northside Safety Analysis for which LAWA paid a couple 
million dollars? 
Where are the assumptions listed used in the estimates? ie location of gates, taxiways, types of 
aircraft, frequency of aircraft, tower staffing, etc. 
 
Page 1-13 7. Produce an Improvement Program that is Efficient, Sustainable, Feasible, and 
Fiscally Responsible 
 
The nature and scope of improvements associated with the Yellow Light Projects are substantial. 
Each of 
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those projects represents a major undertaking, requiring substantial funding; considerable 
planning, 
engineering, and design; and major construction activities. The costs for each of these major 
improvement projects would be financed primarily by Airport Improvement Program grants, 
Passenger 
Facility Charges (PFCs), and bond sales, all of which are subject to federal requirements regarding 
expenditure of airport funds, and which will also be utilized to finance other airport improvements 
outside 
of the scope of SPAS. The ability to successfully fund such improvements is, to a large extent, 
dependent on whether certain airport activity levels are reached. Additionally, the types of 
improvements 
associated with the Yellow Light Projects and the alternatives thereto represent major long-term 
investments in the airport's infrastructure that must be efficient and sustainable for many years. 
The 
construction of these major improvements poses the potential for major disruptions to existing 
airport 
operations. In identifying and evaluating alternatives to those Yellow Light Projects, LAWA is 
seeking to 
produce an improvement program that is efficient, sustainable, feasible, and fiscally responsible. 
(underline is emphasis) 
 
Question: Since LAWA is concerned about cost, what has LAWA identified as a prioritization for 
projects? Are any time phasing issues addressed? Has LAWA identified the potential disruptions? 
What are they? What assumptions have been made in the establishment of the costs? Who 
prepared the cost estimates and how reliable are they? ie Alt D was estimated at $6B prior to the 
approval cycle and increased to $12 at approval. Current estimates for Alt D we've heard exceed 
$100B. What is the actual current estimate? Cost estimates were done for LAWA in 2008 for 
SPAS. How have they changed in scope and confidence? 
 
Page 1-13 1.2.2 Overview of SPAS Alternatives 
 
Nine alternatives offering various options to the Yellow Light Projects, including one alternative that 
provides for implementation of the Yellow Light Projects (i.e., implement the Yellow Light Projects 
as 
generally reflected in the LAX Master Plan instead of options to those improvements), are 
addressed 
within this Draft EIR for SPAS. Figure 1-4 identifies the location of the Yellow Light Project areas. 
The 
types of improvements used to define the key characteristics of each SPAS alternative can be 
grouped 
into the following three categories: 
Airfield Improvements - Airfield improvements include changes to the runways, taxiways, 
navigational 
aids, and service and maintenance roads associated with the north airfield. The primary 
differences 
in airfield improvements associated with the various SPAS alternatives pertain to: 
Separation distances between runways and taxiways. Separation distances largely determine 
the maximum size aircraft that can freely operate on that system under various visibility 
conditions, and, in certain visibility conditions, would either require Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) approval of special operating procedures (i.e., Modifications of Standards 
or other forms of operational waivers) or would be prohibited; 
 
Question: Where is taxiway placement to facilitate movement listed? How much improvement can 
be accomplished by moving and changing taxiways as opposed to runways? How do the analyses 
used in this study differ from those in the Northside Safety Analysis for which LAWA paid a couple 
million dollars? 
Where are the assumptions listed used in the estimates? ie location of gates, taxiways, types of 
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aircraft, frequency of aircraft, tower staffing, etc. 
 
Page 1-14 
 
� Whether an increase in the separation distance between Runway 6L/24R and Runway 6R/24L 
would allow for the construction of a centerfield parallel taxiway between the runways, to enable 
aircraft arriving on the outboard (6L/24R) runway to exit onto the center taxiway and hold while 
aircraft are departing on the inboard (6R/24L) runway, thereby allowing the departing aircraft to 
safely pass before the arriving aircraft proceeds to the terminal gates; 
� The extent to which the Lincoln Boulevard and the Argo Drainage Channel would have to be 
modified in order to accommodate a northerly shift in the alignment of Runway 6L/24R; 
� Whether Runway 6R/24L would be extended 1,250 feet eastward to provide greater departure 
length in west flow condition that would better accommodate departures of large aircraft on 
longhaul 
flights and improve the balance between the north airfield and the south airfield relative to 
such departures; 
� Whether Runway 6L/24R would be reconfigured or extended to relocate its associated RPZ with 
respect to residential uses, and/or to improve the north airfield and the south airfield relative to 
the operation of aircraft; 
� How RSA requirements would be met, in terms of runway extensions, declared distances,11 
displaced thresholds, 12 or a combination thereof; and 
� Separation distances between Runway 6R/24L, Taxiway E, Taxilane D, the adjacent vehicle 
service road, and the aircraft gates/parking positions at the north end of the CTA, which largely 
determine the maximum size aircraft that can either freely operate on that system or would be 
subject to certain limitations, particularly as related to the interface between aircraft going to or 
from the gates at Terminals 1 through 3 and aircraft taxiing to the east end of Runway 6R/24L for 
departure. 
 
Question: Which flight mix was assumed as several were developed during the past four years? 
How was it determined? 
 
How does this flight mix assumption compare with the Part 161 study that LAWA is about to 
complete? 
 
� Terminal Improvements - Terminal improvements consist primarily of additions/demolitions to 
existing 
terminals/concourses, and, for most SPAS alternatives, the construction of a new terminal - 
Terminal 
0 ("zero"). The primary differences in terminal improvements for the various SPAS alternatives are 
directly related to the movement of runways and taxiways under each alternative. Specifically, the 
alternatives differ in the location of their building limit lines (i.e., the "object free" safety area along 
runways and taxiways where no part of a structure can be present) and their aircraft parking limit 
lines 
(APLL) (i.e., the safety clearance setback area along runways and taxiways into which no part of 
an 
aircraft parked at a gate can extend). The northernmost limit of concourse building area and/or 
aircraft gate parking positions is defined by the southernmost safety clearance distance for the 
runways and taxiways in the north airfield. Depending on the location and design of the runways 
and 
taxiways associated with each alternative, the locations of the building limit line and APLL may 
differ 
between alternatives. 
Question: How has LAWA reconciled and quantified Alt D improvements for comparison to current 
program proposed? ie 
More or less terminal area? curb space? seating area near gates? concessions? TSA and 
baggage handling areas? 
What assumptions has LAWA made about the need and schedule for fixing current infrastructure? 
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ie upper roadway, bridges, terminals, etc . 
 
Page 1-17 1.2.2 Terminals…. 
 
In general, the building lines and APLLs associated with most of the alternatives extend southward, 
overlapping, to varying degrees, portions of the concourse areas for Terminals 1 through 3, which 
would require removal (demolition) of those building areas that encroach past the building limit line 
and/or the elimination or reduction in aircraft size capability of gate parking positions that encroach 
past the parking limit line. Conversely, the building and parking limit lines associated with several 
alternatives do not extend as far south as the limit lines defined in the LAX Master Plan, which 
assumed the movement of Runway 6R/24L 340 feet south and defined the northerly building limits 
for 
the Tom Bradley International Terminal (TBIT) West Gates, currently under construction as part of 
the 
Bradley West Project, and the future Midfield Satellite Concourse (MSC). In those cases, 
establishing building and parking limit lines farther north than the current LAX Master Plan limit 
lines 
would allow the opportunity for a future northward extension (i.e., an addition to) the north 
concourses 
for Bradley West and the MSC. 
While the amount of concourse area and the layout of aircraft gates vary between alternatives, 
none 
of the SPAS alternatives includes more than 153 passenger gates. 
 
Question: The locations and purposes of the terminal 0 appear to have been located to create new 
gate types which are 
different than existing ones. Where is the chart which shows the number and types of gates that 
must be present? 
Include this information since although there is to be no more than 153 gates it appears that 
"remote gates" are not taken out of service. 
 
Page 1-17 1.2.2 Terminals…. 
 
Certain alternatives propose a westerly realignment of the Terminal 3 concourse to provide a wider 
alleyway between the concourses at Terminals 2 and 3 for aircraft taxiing. For those alternatives 
that include development of the new Terminal 0, the existing alignment of Sky Way (the primary 
access road connecting CTA to southbound Sepulveda and 96th Street Bridge) would be shifted 
east, into the area now occupied by the Park One parking lot, providing an improved entrance 
roadway into the CTA. 
 
Question: 1.2.2 Terminals 
 
The shift of the 96th street bridge appears to be the only major change to CTA traffic flow despite 
numerous suggestions during SPAS meetings. Is there a listing of all of the traffic flow 
improvements in one location or table? Please list them as it appears that most have not been 
considered. 
 
Page 1-25 1.2.2 Alternatives interchangeability and functionally defined Alternative 4 represents 
what would reasonably be expected to occur if all ongoing and reasonably foreseeable non-Yellow 
Light improvements identified in the LAX Master Plan (i.e., "Alternative D") were implemented, and 
none of the Yellow Light Projects or any of the identified alternatives to the LAX Master Plan 
Program were constructed or implemented. Analysis of Alternative 4 will allow decision-makers and 
the public to evaluate the impacts of simply 
eliminating the Yellow Light Projects from the LAX Master Plan Program. Alternative 4 is a 
fullyintegrated 
alternative, consisting of airfield, terminal, and ground access components. Ongoing and 
reasonably-foreseeable non-Yellow Light projects that would be developed include the Bradley 
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West Project, an extension to Runway 6R/24L for RSA improvements, the MSC and related new 
passenger processor and connector within the CTA, and various terminal improvements. In 
addition, a CONRAC at Parking Lot C would be constructed and a new parking structure would be 
developed at the ITC site to accommodate the public parking displaced by the 
CONRAC. A portion of the Argo Drainage Channel would be covered to comply with existing RSA 
requirements by converting a portion of the existing open unlined channel to an enclosed concrete 
box culvert. There would be no modifications to Lincoln Boulevard under this alternative. This 
alternative is illustrated in Figure 1-8. 
 
Question:. How do Alternatives 3 and 4, the two LAWA identifies as unique and not 
"interchangeable" consider major capital improvements which will need to be made just to keep 
airport ground access functional? ie CTA upper roadwaybridge repairs to take care of creeping rust 
issues, parking lots and passenger bridges to terminals, etc. 
 
Page 1-25 1.2.2 Alternatives interchangeability and functionally defined 
 
Alternative 5 provides, as noted above, a focus on airfield improvements and associated 
terminal improvements, as may be compared to such improvements proposed under Alternatives 
1 through 4. This alternative is compatible with the ground access improvements associated with 
Alternatives 1 and 2, as well as the ground access improvements associated with Alternatives 8 
and 9, described below. The distinguishing feature of this alternative is the movement of Runway 
6L/24R 350 feet north. Similar to Alternative 1, a new centerfield taxiway would be constructed, 
Runway 6R/24L would be extended, Taxilane D and Taxiway E would be modified/improved, and 
the service road would be relocated. Under this alternative, the taxilane/taxiway improvements 
would meet FAA design requirements to fully accommodate ADG VI aircraft. (Under Alternatives 
1, 2, and 6, the taxiway configuration would either not meet or only partially meet ADG VI design 
standards, which would impose certain limitations and special requirements during the operation 
of those aircraft.) The increased runway-taxiway separation requirements under this alternative 
would cause the aircraft taxiway operations area to extend farther south than under Alternatives 
1, 2, and 6, which, in turn, would result in comparatively less concourse and/or gate area for the 
potential TBIT extension and MSC extension. Under this alternative, a greater portion of Lincoln 
Boulevard would be below grade and/or tunneled than under Alternative 1. This alternative is 
illustrated in Figure 1-9. 
 
Question: 1.2.2 Alternative 5 description notes that alts 1,2, and 6 taxiway/taxilanes would not fully 
accommodate ADG VI aircraft. What chart lists the taxiway/taxilane aircraft accommodations? 
Since the SPAS is supposed to address the same "problems" fixed by Alt D what specific changes 
in alt D changed taxiway/taxilane limits and how is this different from each of the alternatives? 
 
Page 1-25 1.2.2 Alternatives interchangeability and functionally defined 
 
Alternative 6, similar to Alternative 5, also focuses on airfield improvements and associated 
terminal improvements, as may be compared to such improvements proposed under Alternatives 
1 through 4. This alternative is compatible with the ground access improvements associated with 
Alternatives 1 and 2, as well as the improvements associated with Alternatives 8 and 9. The 
distinguishing feature of this alternative is the movement of Runway 6L/24R 100 feet north. 
Similar to Alternative 1, a new centerfield taxiway would be constructed. All other physical 
aspects of the airfield and terminal improvements associated with this alternative would be 
essentially the same as those of Alternative 1, described above, with a lesser portion of the Argo 
Drainage Channel requiring covering (i.e., conversion to a concrete box culvert) and a lesser 
portion of Lincoln Boulevard requiring tunneling. This alternative is illustrated in Figure 1-10. 
 
Question: 1.2.2 Alternative 6 notes conversion of the argo ditch to a concrete box culvert. Since 
this is created to 
accommodate runoff and flow of water from an unknown water source what calculations has LAWA 
performed to ensure adequacy of flow capacity? Does it (or any other changes to the argo ditch) 
accommodate a 100 year storm (worst case flow condition)? 

SPAS-PC00151

 
Page 1-26 1.2.3 Preliminary Evaluation of Relationship Between Project 
 
Objectives and SPAS Alternatives 
 
Based on the project objectives presented above in Section 1.2.1 and the characteristics of the 
nine 
SPAS alternatives summarized in Section 1.2.2, Table 1-2 presents a preliminary evaluation of the 
relationship between each project objective and each SPAS alternative. A more detailed evaluation 
of 
that relationship will be completed in conjunction with further evaluation of the alternatives through 
preparation of the Final EIR and during the public hearings process. Table 1-3 provides additional 
information summarizing key characteristics associated with the SPAS alternatives that pertain to 
each 
objective. (underline for emphasis) 
 
Question: The underlined sentence above states that further evaluations will be conducted. Is 
LAWA planning to 
recirculate their documents when this is done? How will LAWA ensure that each of the detailed 
assessments are 
changed to match the Alternative changes? 
 
Page 1-45 
 
Chapter1 -- Introduction and Executive Summary 
 
This chapter introduces the project background and project description, an overview of the report 
organization, a discussion of areas of known controversy and issues to be resolved, and a 
delineation of 
documents that are incorporated by reference into this EIR. Also included is a summary of the 
environmental analysis and identification of the environmentally superior alternative. 
(underlined for emphasis) 
 
Question: Since the analysis is summarized and environmentally superior alternative identified, 
why hasn’t LAWA selected this as a preferred to go forward? 
 
Page 1-46 1.3 Organization of this EIR 
 
Chapter 6 -- Evaluation of Amendments to the LAX Specific Plan 
 
This chapter evaluates the environmental impacts associated with amendments to the LAX 
Specific Plan, 
including a revision to Section 7.H that would require completion of passenger and airline surveys 
and 
studies, the results of which would help inform LAWA as to potential actions that could be taken to 
encourage airlines to provide increased domestic passenger service at other airports in the region, 
particularly those owned or operated by LAWA, as well as administrative amendments to the LAX 
Specific Plan that might be needed depending on the SPAS alternative. 
(Underline for emphasis) 
 
Question: If the underlined action to require passenger and airline surveys is performed, how will 
LAWA make these public and how will they correlate this information to result in actions? 
What other Amendments to the LAX Specific Plan are contemplated? When will final versions of 
the changes become available and how will they be distributed? 
 
Page 1-46 1.4 Executive Summary of Environmental Impacts Related to SPAS Table 1-4 
summarizes the environmental impacts after mitigation of the SPAS alternatives as identified in 

SPAS-PC00151

Chapter 4, Environmental Impacts Analysis, of this EIR. Impacts associated with implementation of 
the alternatives include those directly associated with proposed physical improvements (e.g., 
impacts to biological resources that would occur from grading activities, impacts to aesthetics, 
views, light, and glare that would occur from development of new structures or modification of 
existing structures). Impacts associated with implementation of the alternatives also include those 
associated with proposed or anticipated changes in airport operations (e.g., noise impacts, air 
pollutant emissions from aircraft operations, traffic impacts from vehicles traveling to and from the 
airport). The majority of the operations related impacts summarized in this section, and more fully 
addressed in Chapters 4 and 5, are primarily attributable to future growth in aircraft and passenger 
activity levels at LAX that are projected to occur independent of the SPAS alternatives. The Draft 
EIR analyzes and identifies mitigation for such impacts even though they are attributable to future 
growth not related to the proposed project. 
 
Question: None of the past EIRs have mentioned sink holes, but we are aware that they are 
occurring all over the airport. 
What is the frequency and magnitude of the occurrences over the past 10 years? ie before and 
after the drought period? 
Since LAWA is now aware of the Manchester Tunnel and it had water before the drought, have 
they measured the water since the drought ended? Where are the results of the water tests from 
the Manchester Tunnel? What did they reveal?. 
 
Page 1-47 1.4 Executive Summary of Environmental Impacts Related to SPAS 
 
Specifically, the impacts analyses completed for the SPAS project include an evaluation of 
conditions 
projected to occur upon completion (buildout) of each alternative compared to conditions that 
existed at 
the time the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Draft EIR was published (i.e., existing baseline 
conditions). The analyses of operations-related impacts, such as those pertaining to air quality, 
noise, 
and traffic, account for the growth in activity projected to occur between 2009 (56.5 MAP and 1,493 
average daily aircraft operations [landings and takeoffs combined]) and 2025 (78.9 MAP and 1,937 
average daily aircraft operations). 13 This 30 to 40 percent increase in aircraft and passenger 
activity at 
LAX is projected to occur regardless of SPAS (i.e., would occur even if none of the SPAS 
alternatives 
were implemented). The SPAS Draft EIR analysis evaluates how the improvements specific to 
each 
alternative would interact with that projected growth and delineates the differences, or the 
similarities, in 
impacts between alternatives. 
 
Question: How does the estimate of activity on page 1-46 2009 (56.5 MAP) to 2025 (78.9 MAP) 
correlate to what was used in the North Airfield Safety Study? Were the same flight mixes used? 
How do they differ? 
Page 1-47 1.4 Executive Summary of Environmental Impacts Related to SPAS 
 
As indicated in Table 1-4, impacts are anticipated to be less than significant after mitigation for all 
nine 
alternatives relative to most environmental topics. Unavoidable significant impacts are expected to 
occur 
for all alternatives relative to air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, human health risk, aircraft 
noise, 
construction equipment noise, on-airport surface transportation, and off-airport surface 
transportation.14 
With the exception of construction equipment noise impacts, the vast majority of the unavoidable 
significant impacts that occur under all alternatives are primarily attributable to the projected growth 
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in 
airport activity… (underlined for emphasis) 
 
Question: Even though many impacts are significant and unavoidable, why hasn’t LAWA presented 
the quantified each significant impacts in a way that each alternative performance can be 
compared and rank ordered? Will this be normalized to separate unavoidable impacts resulting 
from the assumed airport growth? 
Pages 1-49 to 1-60 Table 1-5 Summary Comparison of Unavoidable Significant Impacts 
Question: Table 1-5 What assumptions are made to show the differences in human health risk for 
each of the alternatives? Why is no runway separation best? and no airfield improvements worst 
by a significant amount. In Alt 4 are there no taxiway changes as well? 
 
Question: In table 1-5 what would the number of on-airport intersections w/o feasible fix be for the 
ARSAC suggested fix which we can't find in the DEIR where the 96th st bridge is moved east with 
a new drop off structure and moving sidewalk to support Terminal 1 allowing cars to enter the drop 
off and then exit directly to Sepulveda without having to clog up the CTA? 
 
Question: Page 1-54 to 1-56 Table 1-6 LAX Master Plan Commitments, LAX Master Plan 
Mitigation Measures, and SPAS-Specific Mitigation Measures as Related to the SPAS Alternatives 
 
Question: Page 1-54 Table 1-6 What is the characteristic of the alt 1 (260' N), alt 5 (350' N), and Alt 
6 (100' N) related to MM-SAF (SPAS)-1 Runway Protection Zone Reviews that impacts safety? 
What does note 4 to the table mean? 
 
Question: Table 1-6 On-airport Shows no mitigations for Alts 5,6,7 in any intersection or on-airport 
condition. How is this possible when Alt 1 has mitigations? 
 
Question: Table 1-6 Wastewater Generation How is it possible that there are no wastewater 
generation mitigations for any SPAS or LAX Master Plan elements? If the runways are moved 
north and Lincoln/Sepulveda interface is necessarily below current levels it could impact the major 
sewer lines going to Hyperion. If the argo ditch is covered and/or enclosed and LAWA's capacity 
guess is too low can’t there may be quite a wastewater issue causing spillage on to the runways 
and towards the terminals and or business district? What special precautions does LAWA plan to 
design? 
 
Page 1-61 Aesthetics 
 
Alternative 3 would include the greatest extent of development throughout the airport environment, 
including improvements within the Los Angeles/El Segundo Dunes, north airfield, CTA, Lot C, 
Manchester 
Square, and Continental City. These improvements would affect aesthetics and views from 
sensitive 
receptors within the CTA, Century Corridor/eastern boundary, and southern, western, and northern 
boundary areas. Within the CTA, improvements related to the APM and terminal improvements 
under 
Alternative 3 would result in significant impacts to focal views of the Theme Building. 
Implementation of 
Mitigation Measure MM-HA (SPAS)-1, Preservation of Historic Resources: Theme Building and 
Setting 
(Alternative 3), described in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, would reduce impacts to views associated with 
Alternative 3 within the CTA to a level that is less than significant. 
 
Compared to Alternative 3, improvements that would affect aesthetics and views under 
Alternatives 1 and 
2 would not be as extensive, particularly within the CTA, Manchester Square, and Continental City. 
Impacts to views of the Theme Building under Alternatives 1 and 2 would be less than significant. 
Ground access facilities associated with Alternative 3, including the CONRAC, APM, and GTC, 
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would not 
be developed under these alternatives. Alternative 4 has limited improvements with the potential to 
affect 
visual resources, including a CONRAC in the Lot C area and a parking structure in Continental 
City. 
(underline for emphasis) 
 
Question: Aesthetics - what is the second paragraph of page 1-61 saying? Is there an explanation 
of the assumptions used to draw conclusions of this nature with more detail than section 4.1 of the 
document? 
 
Page 1-62 Air Quality 
 
Table 1-7 and the text below summarize the conclusions regarding significant air quality impacts, 
all of 
which are based on the comparisons to baseline (2009) conditions or, in the case of construction 
impacts, 
the SCAQMD construction emission thresholds. 
 
Question: Page 1-62 Air Quality references comparisons to a 2009 baseline condition. Why was 
this year chosen when the NOP was created in 2011 as a baseline and what year is assumed as 
the final year for comparisons? In order to assess intermediate air quality conditions there has to 
be some sort of construction order and schedule assumed. Where is this documented and the 
assumptions listed? 
Why is the air quality apportionment study data which is currently 3 years beyond completion 
schedule not included in any of the discussion? As LAWA has not released any data from the first 
phase, second phase, or second (plus) phases which LAWA indicates are complete, how is this 
data reconciled with whatever IS used? 
 
Question: Table 1-7 Air Quality Impacts after Mitigation: Many of the elements and especially 
particulate matter of each size (ultra fines not addressed) show significant, unavoidable impact. 
Are some of the alternatives "better" than others? 
How are they ranked and what is the basis for the ranking? Is there a ranking that combines levels 
with concentrations? 
 
Page 1-70 Table 1-9 
 
Summary of Impacts to Listed/Eligible Historical Resources After Mitigation 
 
Question: Where is the Union Savings and other historic buildings located on a map in this 
document? Are these the only historical resources? 
 
Page 1-70 Cultural Resources 
 
No direct impacts to any historical resources would result from Alternatives 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, or 8. 
Indirect 
impacts to historical resources associated with proposed concourse and terminal improvements 
under 
Alternatives 1, 2, 5, 6, and 7 would be less than significant due to their height limitations, design, 
and 
distance from the Theme Building and Setting and the intervening development. Similarly, indirect 
impacts to the Union Savings and Loan Building under Alternatives 1, 2, 8, and 9 would be less 
than 
significant due to the distance of the improvements to this resource. Impacts to historical resources 
under Alternatives 1, 2, and 5 through 9 would be further reduced with implementation of LAX 
Master 
Plan Commitment HR-1, Preservation of Historic Resources. 
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Question: Page 1-70 discusses historical resource impacts. What potential impacts were 
considered if the hydrology efforts are found to be inadequate? Can't some of the movements of 
land and underground structures cause redirection of unknown water sources? What about 
leeching of airfield contaminants and those contaminants from the old Garret Research site (Park 
One) by new water flow patterns and deposit into new locations? Can't this also make some 
historic resources require significant clean up since they would no longer be buried under the Park 
One lot? What about "normally expected" fuel contaminants that occurred from pipeline leaks as 
well as normal aircraft operations? 
 
Page 1-72 Table1-10 Summary of Impacts to Recorded Archaeological Resources 
 
Note from table: Alternatives 1 through 4 consist of airfield, terminal, and ground access 
improvements. Alternatives 5 through 
7 focus on airfield and terminal improvements only. Alternatives 8 and 9 focus on ground access 
improvements only. The airfield/terminal improvements associated with Alternatives 1, 2, 5, 6, and 
7 could be 
paired with the ground access improvements associated with Alternatives 1, 2, 8, or 9. Similarly, 
the ground 
access improvements associated with Alternatives 1, 2, 8, and 9 could be paired with the airfield 
improvements associated with Alternatives 1, 2, 5, 6, or 7. The full impacts of any alternative must 
consider 
airfield, terminal, and ground access contributions. The airfield, terminal, and ground access 
improvements 
associated with Alternatives 3 and 4 are specific to each of those alternatives and cannot be paired 
with other 
alternatives. 
 
Question: The note at the bottom of Table 1-10 (above) talks about the mix and match concept but 
doesn't properly spell out a concept for evaluation. Has LAWA identified the native american indian 
sites which used to be located in the areas in and around LAX? How are they watching for artifacts 
and other indications of encampments and burial grounds? 
 
Page 1-74 Table 1-11 Summary of Human Health Risk Impacts After Mitigation 
 
Question: What is the basis for these categorizations of significance of health risks? 
 
Question: Table 1-11 Summary of Human Health Risk Impacts states that all alternatives have 
acute non-cancer healthhazards as significant and unavoidable. Where have these been assessed 
in enough detail to rank order the impacts? 
What assumptions have been made to get to these conclusions? 
Again, as in several other commented areas, why has LAWA used a 2009 baseline? Although this 
table on page 1-74 talks about "buildout in 2025" are there other impacts which are compared at 
other times? 
LAWA has talked about time-phased and condition-phased implementation of various projects. 
What if significant elements have not been constructed by 2025? 
 
Question: Table 1-11 health risks  
 
Under what category are TAC (toxic air contaminants) which are generated during construction 
from toxic fugitive dust piles inadequately controlled during construction? One example are the 
piles in the staging area behind the Sepulveda Ralphs Market off Westchester Parkway which has 
been uncovered and unaddressed for in excess of 6 months despite several community requests. 
 
Page 1-75 Health Risks section 
 
…The increased acrolein emissions are attributable mostly to the increase in passenger activity 
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levels and associatedaircraft operations anticipated to occur between 2009 and 2025 for all 
alternatives…. 
 
Question: Page 1-75 highlight phrase notes that acrolein emissions are attributed to passenger 
activity levels. Is taxi time to gate a significant item in allowing for comparing the bad impacts from 
each alternative? What assumptions in flight mix, gate location, times of day (relative amounts of 
air traffic ie peak hours or not), and other factors were made? What were all of the factors? 
 
Page 1-75 Health Risks section 
 
LAX Master Plan mitigation measures would reduce TAC emissions associated with all of the 
SPAS 
alternatives. However, even with implementation of these measures, acute non-cancer health 
hazards at 
some fence-line receptors would exceed the threshold of significance under all of the alternatives, 
compared to 2009 baseline conditions. As such, acute non-cancer health hazard impacts under all 
of the 
SPAS alternatives are considered to be significant and unavoidable. 
 
Question: Why is 2009 used as the baseline condition when the NOP was released in 2010? 
 
Page 1-76 Safety 
 
Currently, no active solid waste landfills are located within a five-mile radius of LAX. Therefore, 
none of 
the alternatives would relocate a runway to within 10,000 feet of a solid waste landfill. Under all of 
the 
alternatives, no new facilities would be constructed or operational conditions implemented that 
would 
serve as attractants to birds. In accordance with FAA requirements, the airfield would continue to 
be 
maintained to avoid the ponding of water, the growth of vegetation, and the development of other 
conditions that may serve as attractants to nuisance wildlife, including birds. Therefore, impacts 
under all 
of the alternatives with respect to birdstrikes would be less than significant. 
 
Question: Were is an analysis of the impacts of tunnels, utilities such as major sewer lines, hot oil 
lines and high voltage power on safety? Where is unknown water source causing sink holes 
evaluated in this document? What is the frequency and magnitude of sink holes? When a tunnel is 
removed, what controls for sink holes are in place if unknown water sources are in the area? 
 
Question: page 1-76 discusses safety and states that there are no impacts because there are no 
solid waste landfills within a five-mile radius. However there are known contaminants within the 
airport airside and landside plus areas in the Northside Development area that contain toxic items 
used or leaked into the ground as well as having had many oil wells and gas wells naturally 
occurring and operated in the past at these locations. When can disturbing the ground that may 
have covered contamination become a safety hazard? What about during construction and 
movement of the contaminated soil? 
 
Page 1-76 and 1-77 Table 1-12 Summary of Safety and Efficiency Enhancements to the North 
Airfield Operations 
 
Question: Table 1-12 summarizes safety and efficiency enhancements but there are some 
questionable items which give credit for improvements to certain alternatives over others. Where 
are the details and assumptions listed which justify classifications for each of the line items? 
Footnote 1 of this table indicates "greater amount of FAA Airport Design Standards for ADG V and 
VI are met as noted, but since there is a new version of AC150/5300-13A in draft review at this 
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time is this still true? Under current design standards if a center line taxiway has an aircraft 
between two runways the actual separation distance from the taxiway to the adjacent runway is 
smaller than the current separation without the center line taxiway. How is this justified by LAWA 
and how is it considered in the current FAA design standard? The new draft mentions this 
condition and notes this issue on separation distances. Where did LAWA address this? Also, when 
a centerline taxiway exists how are the new failure modes such as landing or taking off from a 
taxiway addressed? 
 
Question: Related to table item on “Realigns/straightens Taxilane D… Table 1-12 Safety and 
Efficiency Enhancements 
 
Why is the first item only referring to Taxilane D as full ADG VI when the version of Alt 6 given to 
Diego Alvarez twice andthe one sent in a letter to GML in Jan 2011 each had full ADG VI? This 
again raises the question of what version of Alt 6 is used by LAWA in its evaluation, either of the 
two with poison pills in them drawn by LAWA or the corrected one provided by ARSAC? 
 
Page 1-77 Safety enhancement evaluations… 
 
Regarding cumulative impacts, none of the ongoing and reasonably foreseeable on-airport 
improvements 
identified in Chapter 5, Cumulative Impacts, would increase the potential for aviation incidents or 
accidents. Future development within LAX Northside would place new structures north of the north 
airfield complex. The relocation of Runway 6L/24R to the north under Alternatives 1, 5, and 6 and 
the 
westerly shift of the displaced landing threshold for Runway 24L would shift the associated FAR 
Part 77 
Airspace Surfaces accordingly, drawing them closer to LAX Northside. Depending on the location, 
design, height, and timing of future development in LAX Northside, there would be a potential 
cumulative 
impact on aviation safety due to structures penetrating the Part 77 Airspace Surfaces (i.e., the 
potential 
for future development to penetrate existing Part 77 surfaces and, in combination with the shifting 
of the 
surfaces, increase the amount of penetration). FAR Part 77 imaginary surfaces are primarily 
intended to 
serve as a means of identifying objects that require more detailed analyses specific to the types of 
airspace operations and related safety requirements that occur within those surfaces. A 
determination of 
whether such penetrations of a Part 77 surface pose an aviation safety hazard, and the 
identification of 
the appropriate measure(s) to address any such hazard, occur through the more detailed analysis, 
which 
is completed by, or in coordination with, the FAA. Options to address potential aviation safety 
hazards 
can range from doing nothing (i.e., for low-risk objects), to placing high-visibility markings and 
lighting on 
structures to make them highly visible to pilots and indicating such objects on avigation maps, to… 
 
Question: Re: Cumulative impact on safety of on-airport improvements; Didn't Congress mandate 
that all RPZ be resolved by 2015 and that new runways be constructed with full RPZ implemented? 
 
Page 1-78 Hazardous Materials 
 
Proposed improvements associated with all of the SPAS alternatives would require excavation in 
areas of 
known contamination. Alternative 3 would have the potential to affect ongoing remediation at the 
greatest 
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number of sites, whereas Alternative 4 would affect the fewest. However, implementation of LAX 
Master 
Plan Commitment HM-1, Ensure Continued Implementation of Existing Remediation Efforts, 
impacts 
associated with interference with remediation efforts under all of the SPAS alternatives would be 
less 
than significant. 
 
Question: LAWA has made low to no impact, but have they actually tested soil at each of the areas 
where digging is to be done? When was this testing done and were are the reports? 
When the Manchester Tunnel was finally acknowledged and LAWA examined its contents were 
reports created? Where are those reports? When were those reports written? What levels of water 
and contamination were found? Were samples taken one time or have they been taken since the 
drought ended two years ago? 
 
Page 1-78 Hazardous Materials 
 
… A lack of adequate access could impair the effective implementation of emergency response 
activities by 
impeding the movement of emergency vehicles…. 
 
Question: Page 1-78 has a notation (above) noting potential for lack of adequate 
access...emergency response..." This was a defect noted by ARSAC and others when reviewing 
Alternative D and was one of many other safety and security issues noted in a RAND study 
provided to LAWA. Has LAWA reviewed the alternatives studied against the recommendations? If 
not, why not. If so, which of the recommendations were implemented in the alternatives? 
 
Question: p 1-78 Safety The statement says that Alternatives 5-7 do not propose ground access 
improvements, but if the tunnel under the north runways is opened and thereby destabilized, there 
may need for special access to the runway areas. Is this not considered? If it was, where will the 
access come from and what impact will it have on air operations? 
How long could this condition linger? 
 
Page 1-79 Table 1-13 Summary of Hydrology and Water Quality Impacts After Mitigation 
 
Question: What studies have been made on the north complex for sink holes? Does the CDM 
report contain this 
information to be included as part of the DEIR? Has the covering of the argo ditch been assessed 
to ensure that 
mitigation is adequate under all conditions? What about movement of Lincoln Blvd to a new site 
and lowering it. Has all underground water flow been measured and monitored to ensure that it is 
not going to be driven onto the LAWA property and runways or terminal areas? Just because the 
baseline condition may or may not have been adequately determined doesn't relieve LAWA of 
responsibility to ensure that new construction doesn't cause more problems. This relates also to 
the Argo Flood Channel as well as underground utilities and tunnels. 
 
Page 1-79 Hydrology 
 
Since much of the area surrounding the airport in both the Santa Monica Bay and Dominguez 
Channel 
watersheds is developed (i.e., impervious) under baseline conditions, changes associated with the 
alternatives would represent a marginal increase in regional impervious area. However, the 
increases in 
impervious area and the associated increase in storm water peak flow rates could potentially 
exceed the 
capacity of the storm water facilities in area sub-basins, which would result in flooding in any 
location 

SPAS-PC00151

where capacity was exceeded… 
 
Question: P 1-79 Hydrology 
The storm water capacity and runoff is identified as an issue and the DEIR notes "under 
Alternatives 1,2,and 4 through 9,...improvements may not fully mitigate flooding impacts..." 
Therefore what other measures have been evaluated to make sure that LAX operations are not 
impacted nor operations on lands outside of LAX? 
Several paragraphs of this section are highlighted to identify questions of how a new mitigation 
was established to be adequate when construction and movement of Lincoln or other areas could 
drive more underground water into the area. If the argo ditch is enclosed what impacts could an 
earthquake have including loss of proper water flow? What quake level must occur to present 
unacceptable impacts? Please list all potential impacts. 
 
Page 1-79 Hydrology…flooding would be less than significant. However, under Alternatives 1, 2, 
and 4 through 9, the LAX Conceptual 
Drainage Plan improvements may not fully mitigate flooding impacts, as these improvements were 
not specificallydesigned for these alternatives. This would be a significant impact…. 
 
Question: If this is a significant impact what mitigations are necessary? 
 
Page 1-80 Hydrology 
 
Also, under Alternatives 1 and 5, the entire channel would be structurally covered to support 
aircraft and, therefore, not subject to erosion or siltation. Under Alternatives 2, 4, and 7, only the 
easterly end of the channel (750 linear feet) would be lined; however, there would be no increase 
in the peak flow rates through the Argo Drainage Channel under these alternatives and, therefore, 
no increase in the potential for erosion or sedimentation. Under Alternatives 3 and 6 portions of the 
Argo Drainage Channel would remain unlined and there would be an increase in peak flows to the 
channel, resulting in the potential for erosion and sedimentation. As described in Section 4.8, 
Hydrology/Water Quality, a new mitigation measure, MM-HWQ (SPAS)-1, Conceptual Drainage 
Plan Revision and Update, is proposed to tailor the LAX Conceptual Drainage Plan 
recommendations to the specific characteristics of the selected SPAS alternative. This measure 
would reduce erosion and sedimentation impacts associated with Alternatives 3 and 6 to a level 
that is less than significant. Therefore, the impact of erosion or siltation due to runoff from the 
airport would be less than significant for all 
drainage facilities under all alternatives. 
 
Question: If siltation and erosion are considered not to be a problem, why are sink holes occurring 
all over the airfield necessitating repairs? If silt clogs a flow what issues could occur to impact 
operations or even safety? 
 
Page 1-82 Land Use Planning – Plan Consistency 
 
No significant impacts due to a plan inconsistency or plan conflict with the applicable plans 
analyzed were 
identified for any of the SPAS alternatives. However, each of the alternatives would include plan 
amendments to either an off-airport or on-airport plan to ensure precise consistency with the 
applicable 
plan. Alternatives 1 and 4 would include amendments to the greatest number of plans, and 
Alternative 3 
would include amendments to the fewest. All of the alternatives, with the exception of Alternative 3, 
would include amendments to the LAX Plan and LAX Specific Plan. All of the alternatives with 
ground 
access components (i.e., Alternatives 1 through 4, 8, and 9) would include amendments to the City 
of Los 
Angeles Transportation Element. Alternatives 1, 3, 4, 5, and 6 would also include amendments to 
the 
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City of Los Angeles 2010 Bicycle Plan. Finally, all of the alternatives with airfield components, with 
the 
exception of Alternative 3, (i.e., Alternatives 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, and 7) would include amendments to the 
Los 
Angeles County Airport Land Use Plan (ALUP). With an amendment to the LAX Plan, LAX Specific 
Plan, 
City of Los Angeles Transportation Element, and City of Los Angeles 2010 Bicycle Plan to ensure 
precise 
consistency, impacts related to conflicts with plans and regulations would be less than significant. 
Detailed questions dated 10-10-2012attached to LAX SPAS DEIR comments Page 16 
Question: Page 1-82 talks about Chapter 5 Cumulative Impacts and Plan Consistency. Has any 
table been prepared to highlight these necessary changes? This section states that "Because 
acquisition and removal of businesses would not require changes..." however LAWA has told 
businesses in informal meetings that they would help relocate them into local areas which COULD 
require changes. 
 
Page 1-83 Aircraft Noise Exposure 
 
…in Table 1-16, Alternative 4 would result in the greatest number of residential units, 
population, and non-residential noise-sensitive facilities that would be newly exposed to 65 CNEL 
or 
higher noise levels. This alternative would also result in the greatest number of residential units 
and 
acres that would be newly exposed to the 75 CNEL…. 
 
Question: Table 1-16 and the highlighted note on page 1-83 states that Alternative 4 (Alt D) would 
result in the greatest number of residential units....newly exposed..." This is counter intuitive as it 
leaves the outboard runways 24R in place and moves the inboard south 340'. Assuming that these 
newly impacted residences and other facilities are to the east, one would expect an equal number 
or greater number would be found moving north. What is the basis of these statements? What 
noise model and assumptions were used? What Integrated Noise Model was chosen and how was 
this validated? Was CNEL the only criteria used? Was any combination of factors such as single 
event also addressed? 
Which factors were they? If newer, more dense residential units were built in areas already 
impacted would they not beconsidered impacted because structures after a certain date require 
sound mitigation to preclude being included? 
 
Page 1-86 Table 1-20 Awakening Probability Impacts of All Alternatives 
 
Question: Table 1-20 indicates that all of the runway movement alternatives reduce the exposed 
population for likelihood of beingawakened. This is far from intuitive since more people are 
impacted as shown by previous tables. How is this justified? 
Under Mitigation Evaluation on same page, 1-86, numerous noise abatement program items are 
listed. One noise abatement used atLAX is take off on inboard and landing on outboard. This is not 
always followed, however, due to the fact that at certain times of the day more aircraft are landing 
than taking off and vice versa. This leads to both runways used for take offs at some periods which 
results in increased noise over the "modeled" amounts. What assumptions are identified which 
impact the conclusion as the one noted above, and where in the DEIR are they listed? 
 
Page 1-86 Mitigation Evaluation 
 
The airport has a long history of addressing concerns related to aircraft noise. The operational 
elements 
of the current LAX noise abatement program are: 
� Use preferred inboard runways for departures and arrivals and interior parallel Taxiways C and E 
during the hours between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. This measure is intended to move nighttime 
noise to the interior of the airfield and away from noise-sensitive areas adjacent to the airport to the 
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north and south. 
 
Question: Even though this is an objective to keep takeoffs on the inboard runway, what 
percentage of aircraft take off from the outboard? Doesn’t this occur especially when a majority of 
aircraft are waiting for takeoff rather than a mix of landings and takeoff? 
 
Page 1-86 Mitigation Evaluation (third bullet) 
 
� Conduct departures to the west along the runway heading until reaching the coastline. The 
measure 
has been the subject of continuing concern to assure better compliance to achieve the desired 
effect. 
Question: Since a significant number of early turns have occurred and still occur how is this 
modeled into the sleep awakenings modeling? With a substantial number (even though reduced in 
recent times) of outboard over-ocean takeoffs on the south side how is this included in the model 
to establish sleep awakening impacts? 
 
Page 1-88 Airport Operating Regulations 
 
Local regulations would be needed to implement mandatory reductions in airport operations, shifts 
in 
flight schedules, or changes in aircraft permitted to operate at the airport. With the adoption of the 
Airport 
Noise and Capacity Act of 1990, Congress required that airport operators could adopt such 
regulations 
only upon completion of a detailed study of the potential impacts of and alternatives to the 
proposed 
regulations. In most cases, the regulations can be adopted only after explicit FAA approval of the 
proposed restrictions.17 Before the FAA will consider a proposal to adopt a noise or access 
restriction, 
the airport sponsor must complete an analysis in compliance with 14 CFR Part 161. The analysis 
must 
demonstrate that the proposed restriction would meet the following six statutory conditions: 
Detailed questions dated 10-10-2012attached to LAX SPAS DEIR comments Page 17 
Question: What is the status of the Part 161 request LAWA has been preparing for the past four to 
five years? How is it accounted for in the conclusions made in this document? Is it assumed that it 
is granted? If not, what impacts are exacerbated and by how much? 
 
Page 1-89 Airport Facilities 
 
The construction and alteration of airport facilities can either directly or indirectly affect noise levels 
off the 
airport. Noise barriers, for example, can reduce the noise from aircraft ground operations that are 
heard 
off airport property. LAWA has already constructed noise barriers along the northern edge of the 
airport 
to reduce runway noise impacts to noise-sensitive uses to the north. Additionally, the LAX Master 
Plan 
and the LAX Noise Variance from the state include provisions for the future installation of two 
ground runup 
enclosures at LAX. Changes in runway length can alter noise patterns, as can the construction of 
new 
runways. The construction of taxiways can alter runway use by making the use of a given runway 
more 
convenient and safer for aircraft operators. Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, and 7 include high-speed 
exists for 
arriving aircraft to exit from the runway and transition onto a taxiway that directs aircraft away from 

SPAS-PC00151

308



noisesensitive uses located to the north. Other airport facility improvements that serve to reduce 
aircraft noise 
impacts include the electrification of all passenger gates at LAX, along with the installation of 
preconditioned 
(i.e., cooled) air systems, to reduce the need for parked aircraft to operate the on-board 
auxiliary power unit (i.e., turbine engine that provides power and cooling to the aircraft). 
 
Question: page 1-89 Aircraft Noise abatement. There is a requirement for several hush hangers to 
be placed west of TBIT which is included in the CA DOT noise variance. Where are they to be 
located? If they are not present how has this been considered in the noise exposure predictions? 
 
Page 1-91 Table 1-22 Additional Schools Exposed to Significant Noise Impacts for Each 
Alternative 2025 Noise Exposure 
 
Question: Table 1-22 Schools exposed to additional noise. The note indicates Alts 1,5,6,7 are 
comparable. Is the capacity of the runways assumed to be the same for each of these 
alternatives? If so, were the same aircraft mixes and numbers of aircraft creating the noise 
assumed to be the same? Since most of the schools are affected but not impacted per the legal 
definition, was there a predicted higher number of interruptions (single event) for one alternative 
over another? 
 
Page 1-92 Road Traffic Noise 
 
The ground access improvements proposed under Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 4, 8, and 9 would result in 
changes in road traffic noise levels at off-site noise-sensitive receptors. The predicted changes in 
road 
traffic noise levels under each of these alternatives would be less than a 3 A-weighted decibel 
(dBA) 
increase in CNEL; therefore, the road traffic noise impacts associated with Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 4, 
8, and 9 
would be less than significant. Alternatives 5, 6, and 7 do not include ground access improvements 
and 
would therefore not affect road traffic noise levels at off-site noise-sensitive uses. 
 
Question: Even though the underlined section above alternatives do not include ground access 
improvements will there be unacceptable levels of noise from construction equipment moving 
facilities north? How much impact? 
 
Page 1-92 Road Traffic Noise 
 
Regarding cumulative impacts, as discussed in Section 5.5.10.2 in Chapter 5, Cumulative Impacts, 
the 
increases in road traffic noise anticipated to occur between baseline (2010) conditions and future 
(2025) 
conditions, including the projected growth in regional traffic combined with the effects of each 
SPAS 
alternative, would not result in a 3+ dBA CNEL increase at any of the noise-sensitive receptor 
locations 
evaluated. As such, cumulative road traffic noise impacts would be less than significant. 
 
Question: Is the rationale for no cumulative impact from noise along the northside due to an 
assumption that the previous 1982 LandUse Plan called for more traffic than that scaled back in 
Alternative D and neither has been enacted? 
 
Page 1-96 Fire Protection 
 
Airfield improvements under Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7 would enhance the safety and 
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efficiency of 
the airfield compared to baseline conditions, thereby decreasing the potential need for emergency 
fire 
response associated with airfield accidents. 
 
Question: Where is the analysis that supports the above statement? What safety and efficiency 
factors are improved? 
 
Page 1-97 Law Enforcement 
 
It is anticipated that these facilities would be relocated to the future LAX Public Safety Building and 
Supporting Facilities that is being planned independent of SPAS. 
 
Question: Page 1-97 A new public safety building is planned to be "independent of SPAS." Where 
is the list of allprojects independent of SPAS listed and their contributions to traffic? 
 
Page 1-98 On-Airport Transportation Curbside Operations 
 
No significant impacts to curbside operations would occur under any of the alternatives addressed 
(Alternatives 1, 2, 4, 8, and 9) relative to Baseline (2009) versus Baseline (2009) With Alternative 
analyses. For Future (2025) versus Future (2025) With Alternative conditions, all of the alternatives 
would have a significant cumulative impact at the inner curbside at TBIT on the arrivals level. 
 
Question: Does this mean that no matter what LAWA has in any of its alternatives traffic around 
TBIT will be terrible? 
Aren’t there other improvements that could address this that should have been considered? Why 
not? 
 
Page 1-98 On-Airport Transportation Roadway Links 
 
No significant impacts to on-airport roadway links would occur under any of the alternatives 
addressed 
(Alternatives 1, 2, 4, 8, and 9) relative to the Baseline (2009) versus Baseline (2009) With 
Alternative 
analyses. For Future (2025) versus Future (2025) With Alternative conditions, Alternatives 1 and 2 
would 
have significant cumulative impacts at three roadway links, all on the arrivals level; Alternative 4 
would 
have significant cumulative impacts at five roadway links, all on the arrivals level; Alternative 8 
would… 
Question: 1-98 Roadway Links indicates No significant impacts, but LAWA has been pushing a 
BRT (articulated bus that shares CTA levels). How is it possible to add giant buses into a 
congested curbside area and not cause even more congestion? 
 
Page 1-99 On-Airport Transportation Public Parking Impacts 
 
The airport's public parking supply in each of the Future (2025) alternative scenarios is sufficient to 
accommodate the airport's estimated future (2025) public parking demand for all the alternatives; 
supplies 
which are assumed to be 15 percent greater than the space demand to account for fluctuations in 
vehicles arrivals in the facilities. Therefore, impacts associated with parking are considered less 
than 
significant…. 
 
Question: Page 1-99 Public Parking Impacts. Has LAWA assumed that the parking structures will 
continue operation as is through 2025? Will there be major repairs or renovation to these facilities? 
What percentage of people are expected to park on-airport vs. off-airport? Was an assumption of 
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off-site check in made? If not, why not? 
 
Page 1-100 Note from Table1-24 Summary of Off-Airport Transportation Impacts After Mitigation 
 
The nine alternatives currently being considered for the SPAS project are only at a conceptual 
level of 
planning. No construction plans, programs, or schedules have been formulated for any of the 
alternatives. It would be speculative to estimate construction-related vehicle trip generation and 
distribution onto the local roadway network in order to evaluate traffic impacts on specific streets 
and 
intersections during peak and non-peak traffic periods. As such, the total number of intersections 
that 
may be temporarily significantly impacted during construction cannot be determined at this time. 
Question: The note in table 1-24 states that "no construction plans, programs, or schedules .... It 
would be speculative to estimate..." Was any consideration of construction traffic made? If not, why 
not? 
 
Page 1-100 
 
The nine alternatives currently being considered for the SPAS project are only at a conceptual 
level of 
planning. No construction plans, programs, or schedules have been formulated for any of the 
alternatives. As such, it would be speculative to estimate construction-related vehicle trip 
generation and 
distribution onto the local roadway network in order to evaluate traffic impacts on specific streets 
and 
intersections during peak and non-peak traffic periods. Nevertheless, based on a qualitative 
evaluation,… 
 
Question: Even at a program level some basic amounts of construction related traffic should be 
quantifiable if the general types of construction are identified. On the runway related movements it 
can be more difficult, but the amount of construction and a survey of potential complications should 
enable LAWA to make an estimate. Why hasn’t these elements been properly considered. The 
cost estimates use boiler plate $xx/sq yard of runway, why can’t construction related efforts be 
estimated at least as well as that? 
 
Page 1-101 Transportation-Related Fuel 
 
… As discussed above, the SPAS alternatives with ground access components (i.e., Alternatives 
1, 2, 3, 4, 8, and 9) include a variety of design features to shift individuals away from personal 
vehicle use to other more efficient modes of transportation, which would reduce transportation 
related fuel consumption. With these design features, Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 4, 8, and 9 would not 
result in a wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of Jet A fuel, gasoline, or diesel…. 
 
Question: p 1-101 Transportation-Related Fuel 
 
This section states that there will be no "wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption..." Since 
we would continue to expect the CTA to be gridlocked during peak hours, what does that 
statement mean? How many cars are assumed to be able to use the CTA during peak hours? 
What number of people changing access modes is necessary to reduce vehicle access enough to 
remove this limiting constraint on passenger growth? 
 
Page 1-101 Solid Waste 
 
Improvements associated with the proposed alternatives would not, in themselves, alter 
passengerrelated 
municipal solid waste generation. Passenger activity at LAX would increase by 2025 due to 
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projected growth with or without implementation of the SPAS alternatives, and those future 
passenger 
activity levels would be the same under each of the alternatives. As a result of increased 
passenger 
activity levels, passenger-related solid waste generation at LAX would increase by 22 percent 
compared 
to baseline (2010) conditions. The increase in solid waste generation would be the same under all 
alternatives. The Sunshine Canyon Landfill has sufficient physical and permitted capacity to 
accommodate this increase in solid waste generation. LAWA would continue to implement and 
enhance 
existing programs aimed at reducing waste generation, which are designed to fulfill LAX Master 
Plan 
Commitment SW-1, Implement an Enhanced Recycling Program, and increase the diversion rate 
to meet 
the state's 70 percent requirement by 2020. Therefore, under all alternatives, impacts to solid 
waste 
disposal capacity and to diversion-related policies and objectives associated with the solid waste 
generated from the increased number of passengers would be less than significant. 
With respect to cumulative impacts, passenger activity levels at LAX are forecasted to be 78.9 
MAP by 
2025 as a result of natural growth. The increase in passenger activity is expected to occur with or 
without 
implementation of any of the SPAS alternatives. Projected increased passenger demand at LAX, 
in… 
Question: Since solid waste is expected to be significant regardless of alternative can LAWA utilize 
conversion 
techniques for its waste similar to that identified in RENEW LA which could reduce waste by 90% 
and thereby reduce the need for Sunshine Canyon or any other dump? 
 
Page 1-103 1.5 Environmentally Superior Alternative Section 15126.6(e)(2) of the State CEQA 
Guidelines requires an EIR to identify an environmentally superior alternative. If the 
environmentally superior alternative is the "no project" alternative, the EIR must identify an 
environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives. Based on the analyses in 
Chapter 4, Environmental Impact Analysis, and Chapter 5, Cumulative Impacts, of this EIR, 
Alternative 2 is considered to be the Environmentally Superior Alternative of the nine alternatives 
evaluated in detail throughout this document.21 
 
Question: Section 1.5 Environmentally Superior Alternative. Since Alternative 2 is the 
environmentally superior noted alternative and the Settlement Agreement calls for the least impact, 
how are any of the other alternatives justified? 
 
Page 1-105 Incorporation by Reference 
 
Question: Was the 2004 LAX Master Plan Final EIR and addendums recently delivered and 
available at the libraries? 
Which ones? 
 
Page 2-2 Project Objectives (third bullet) 
 
� The primary north airfield departure runway (6R/24L) is too short for certain larger aircraft (e.g., 
fullyloaded 
Boeing 747-400) on long-haul flights, requiring those aircraft to taxi to the south airfield, resulting in 
less efficient operations and disproportionate environmental impacts. 
Question: p 2-2 Project objectives states that runway 24L length can't handle "fully loaded 747-
400" but isn't it true that many of these aircraft do take off from the north complex? What number 
and percent of the 747-400 must taxi to from the north to the south? What percentage is this 
number of the total aircraft operations? If the runway is “too short” what  should it be and how did 
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Alternative D account for this problem? 
 
Page 2-2 Project objectives (eighth bullet) 
 
� The existing Runway Protection Zone (RPZ) associated with Runway 6L/24R includes 
residential uses. 
 
Question: p2-2 Project objectives states "The existing Runway Protection Zone...includes 
residential uses." The Alt D yellow light project moved the inboard runway south with no change in 
the location of 24R therefore the RPZ remained the same. Since the key component of the 
Stipulated Settlement objective is to address the issues resolved by the yellow light project how is 
this an issue that is appropriate for consideration? If anything, since the RPZ was fixed by Alt D 
then no action which changes that for the worse should be unacceptable. 
 
Page 2-2 2. Improve the Ground Access System at LAX to Better Accommodate Airport-Related 
Traffic,  
 
Travelers, visitors, employees, vendors, and others utilizing the commercial passenger terminal at 
LAX, 
defined by the Central Terminal Area (CTA), have various ground access options including private 
vehicles, transportation service providers (i.e., taxis, shuttles, limousines, etc.), and public transit. 
Ground… 
 
Question: P2-2 Improve Ground Access System...Especially.. Central Terminal Area" What 
quantifiable values are need to conveniently access the CTA curbside at each terminal? What 
specific queing, weaving, and conflict points are being addressed to reduce the impedance of 
traffic? What causes each of these limits? Since no quantifiable numbers are provided it's hard to 
judge actual effectiveness. 
 
Page 2-3 Improve Ground Access 
 
� Curbside demand is unevenly distributed, especially during peak periods, creating 
concentrations of 
passengers that are not accommodated by the existing curbside system; 
 
Question: Page 2-3 Project objectives states that ground access is critical. I agree, but what is 
LAWA doing to reduce peak time access? Since it is stated that curbside demand is unevenly 
distributed what amounts of changes (quantitative measure) is needed? 
Would a third level for buses and emergency vehicles help the situation as has been suggested at 
SPAS meetings but has never made it into any LAWA plan? 
 
Page 2-3 Improve Ground Access 
 
� The roadway system is not designed to efficiently accommodate security screening of vehicles 
entering the CTA. 
 
Question: P2-3 Project objectives states that LAX must remain the premier point for all activity to 
keep the vitality of the region. The SetOntarioFree.com has a study that shows an extra 1.6 million 
cars are being directed to the LAX area that could be handled inOntario. Since the area is already 
gridlocked how much business expenses are wasted by employees and transportation of goods in 
an unnecessarily gridlocked area where regionalization has not been fostered? 
 
Page 2-3 3. Maintain LAX's Position as the Premier International Gateway in Supporting and 
Advancing the Economic Growth and Vitality of the Los Angeles Region LAX serves a key role in 
the region's economy. This is particularly true relative to LAX's position as the international 
gateway for the western United States. According to a study completed in 2007 by the Los Angeles 
Economic Development Corporation (LAEDC), over the course of 2006 an average transoceanic 
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flight traveling round-trip from LAX everyday added $623 million in economic output and sustained 
3,120 direct and indirect jobs in Southern California with $156 million in wages.25Given the 
continued growth in, and reliance on, new large aircraft such as the Airbus A380 by major airlines 
operating on those long distance international routes, it is important that LAX be able to effectively 
accommodate those aircraft.  
 
LAX is a major employer on both a local level and a regional level. According to the LAX Master 
Plan 
Final EIS/EIR, on-airport employment at LAX provided almost 59,000 jobs and, on a larger-scale, 
LAX related 
regional employment provided over 400,000 jobs and $60 billion in economic output.26 
(underlined for emphasis) 
 
Question: Page 2-3 Project objectives states that the roadway system is not designed to efficiently 
accommodate security screening, but again LAWA's plans have failed to address a recommended, 
effective fix of putting weight scales and cameras into the roadway at critical points. These could 
be monitored automatically at all times. How many check points does LAWA need to avoid creating 
a security bottleneck? How many cars per hour can be accommodated in any one location? Has 
LAWA considered a special access for buses and commercial vehicles? 
 
Question: P2-3 Project objectives states that LAX must remain the premier point for all activity to 
keep the vitality of the region. The SetOntarioFree.com has a study that shows an extra 1.6 million 
cars are being directed to the LAX area that could be handled in Ontario. Since the area is already 
gridlocked how much business expenses are wasted by employees and transportation of goods in 
an unnecessarily gridlocked area where regionalization has not been fostered? 
 
Page 2-4 5. Enhance Safety and Security at LAX  
 
During the preparation of the LAX Master Plan, which began in the 1990s, Alternative D was 
formulated 
following the events of September 11, 2001 and integrated into the CEQA review process for the 
LAX 
Master Plan as the "Enhanced Safety and Security Plan." In now identifying and evaluating 
alternatives 
to the Yellow Light Projects, which are key elements of the LAX Master Plan, LAWA is seeking to 
maintain the ability of the LAX Master Plan, if and as modified by the outcome of the SPAS 
process, to 
enhance safety and security at LAX. 
 
Question: Page 2-4 Program Objectives Item 5 calls for enhanced safety and security per Alt D. 
During the review and approval of Alt D there was a report prepared by RAND Corp which 
identified many "fixes" that could be incorporated quickly and effectively. How many of those have 
been done, if any? Did LAWA consider the RAND report when creating its potential designs? What 
portions? 
 
Page 2-4 6. Minimize Environmental Impacts on Surrounding Communities 
 
LAX is a major international airport located within a very urbanized area, with established 
communities 
situated directly to the north, east, and south. These communities are affected to varying degrees 
by 
existing operations at the airport. Recognizing that these existing effects to the surrounding 
communities 
may change based on the alternatives being considered in SPAS, LAWA seeks to identify and 
apply 
ways to avoid, reduce, or minimize environmental impacts on surrounding communities. 
(underlined for emphasis) 
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Question: page 2-4 Program Objectives item 6 highlighted section states that LAWA is concerned 
about environmental impacts on surrounding communities. What area do they consider 
"surrounding" since areas both north including Santa Monica and Culver City, LA County areas, 
and the entire South Bay is affected (not necessarily impacted by the legal definition). Also all 
those communities on the arrival flight paths as far away as Palm Springs, but also midway like 
Lahabra Heights and Monterey Park are also very affected by even slight changes in flight paths or 
absolute numbers of aircraft operations. 
 
Page 2-5 Project Characteristics 2.3.1 Alternatives Addressed in this Draft EIR 
 
Problems the North Airfield Reconfiguration was Designed to Address: Under existing 
conditions, the north airfield does not meet FAA standards for ADG V and VI aircraft under any 
weather conditions. Failure to meet these standards results in restricted operations when ADG V 
or VI aircraft utilize the north airfield, impacting operations of all aircraft on the north airfield. 
Restricted operating procedures increase operational delays and aircraft-related emissions and 
adversely affect passenger convenience. Additionally, without a centerline taxiway and other 
airfield improvements, there is an increased risk of incursions and collisions. Further, Runway 
24L is not long enough to accommodate some fully-loaded departing aircraft, resulting in higher 
utilization of the south airfield by these aircraft. 
 
Question: Section 2.3 Project Characteristics 
Defining problems; Agreed that neither Alt D nor existing conditions meet full ADG V or VI design 
standards. Nor would any of the alternatives. The excuse for these is that there is some 
accommodation necessary for the larger aircraft. What is the quantified impact in seconds and 
number of these aircraft that impact. As the percentage of these NLA is small and most A380s will 
not arrive during peak hours how much practical impact is there? Similarly, since an A380 is 
designed for take off and landings in shorter distances than a 747 then only the very 
heavilymloaded with full fuel are even at issue. How many of these are anticipated by 2025? What 
is the percentage of total aircraft operations? 
 
Page 2-6 Project Characteristics 2.3.1 Alternatives Addressed in this Draft EIR 
 
Problem the Demolition of Terminals 1, 2, and 3 was Designed to Address: Under the LAX 
Master Plan, substantial portions of Terminals 1, 2, and 3, notably the piers/concourses, would be 
demolished in order to provide room for the relocation of Runway 6R/24L 340 feet to the south of 
the existing runway centerline. The existing terminals would be replaced by a linear concourse 
that would provide aircraft gates and passenger hold rooms but no passenger processing 
capacity. Under the LAX Master Plan, the passenger processing capacity provided by existing 
Terminals 1, 2, and 3 would be replaced by new passenger processing facilities in the interior of 
the CTA (where the existing parking garages are currently located). Only the demolition of 
Terminals 1, 2, and 3 is a Yellow Light Project. 
 
Question: section 2.1 Problems addressed... 
 
Quantify how much terminal space is needed to handle the 78.9 MAP. Also curb space 
requirement specifics? 
 
Page 2-6 Project Characteristics 2.3.1 Alternatives Addressed in this Draft EIR …Problem the 
Ground Transportation Center was Designed to Address: Under the LAX 
Master Plan, the function of the GTC is to replace CTA curb front for drop off and pick up of 
passengers and to replace a portion of the private vehicle parking area and all of the commercial 
vehicle (e.g., taxis, shuttle vans, and limousines) staging area. The GTC was designed to allow 
closure of the CTA to private vehicle access and provide the curb front function at a location well 
removed 
from the main terminal area to enhance security within the CTA. The GTC, in 
conjunction with the Intermodal Transportation Center (ITC) and other parking facilities proposed 
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as part of the LAX Master Plan, also provided replacement parking for the existing parking that 
would be eliminated under the LAX Master Plan, such as in the CTA and Parking Lots C and D. 
Problem APM 2 was Designed to Address: Under the LAX Master Plan, the function of APM 2 
is to provide connection between the planned GTC and the CTA. 
Question: section 2.1 Problems addressed... 
How many parking spaces are required? How many are lost given that LAWA has called for the 
ConRAC in Manchester 
Square? Why isn't Belford Square area used or contemplated for any airport use since it was 
vacated at the same time 
as Manchester Square? What is the anticipated number of cars given that LAWA has plans for a 
people mover (or direct 
train connection or bus connection)? How many cars does LAWA anticipate will be removed from 
consideration by the 8 
flyaway routes to be developed? 
Page 2-6 Project Characteristics 2.3.1 Alternatives Addressed in this Draft EIR 
Airfield Improvements - Airfield improvements include changes to the runways, taxiways, 
navigational 
aids, and service and maintenance roads associated with the north airfield. The primary 
differences 
in airfield improvements associated with the various SPAS alternatives pertain to: 
� Separation distances between runways and taxiways. Separation distances largely determine 
the maximum size aircraft that can freely operate on that system under various visibility 
conditions, and, in certain visibility conditions, would either require FAA approval of special 
operating procedures (i.e., Modifications of Standards or other forms of operational waivers) or 
would be prohibited… 
Question: P 2.6 Airfield improvements states an obvious that" separation distances determine the 
maximum size aircraft 
that can freely operate on that system..." but fails to provide any quantitative information. This 
section also talks about a 
centerfield parallel taxiway between runways without referencing any specific stats. In other 
airports when a CLT was 
built, how many new incursion opportunities occurred due to an aircraft on the CLT or mistakenly 
landed on it? 
Page 2-6 Project Characteristics 2.3.1 Alternatives Addressed in this Draft EIR 
� Whether Runway 6R/24L would be extended 1,250 feet eastward to provide greater departure 
length in west flow condition that would better accommodate departures of large aircraft on long 
haul 
flights and improve the balance between the north airfield and the south airfield relative to 
such departures; 
Question: 2.3 Problems addressed... talks about the need for balance between the two runways 
and implies that there 
must be a balance of each type of aircraft. What number of ADG V and ADGVI aircraft originate 
from gates on the south 
and how many originate from gates on the north? If the number is not exactly 50% on each, 
doesn't this add to the 
taxiway traffic unnecessarily? 
Page 2-6 Project Characteristics 2.3.1 Alternatives Addressed in this Draft EIR 
Separation distances between Runway 6R/24L, Taxiway E, Taxilane D, the adjacent vehicle 
service road, and the aircraft gates/parking positions at the north end of the CTA, which largely 
determine the maximum size aircraft that can either freely operate on that system or would be 
subject to certain limitations, particularly as related to the interface between aircraft going to or 
from the gates at Terminals 1 through 3 and aircraft taxiing to the east end of Runway 6R/24L for 
departure. 
Question: Page 2-7 highlighted note states that concourse areas and layout of aircraft gates vary 
between alternatives. 
When the assessment of efficiencies (travel distance times to get off a runway and get to their 
gate) were these variances 
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in gate locations used in the calculations? What amount of sensitivity to change in gate locations 
exists in the efficiency 
times? What variances impact is there for taxiway availability versus runway separation? 
Page 2-7 Project Characteristics Terminal Improvements 
In general, the building lines and APLLs associated with most of the alternatives extend southward, 
overlapping, to varying degrees, portions of the concourse areas for Terminals 1 through 3, which 
would require removal (demolition) of those building areas that encroach past the building limit line 
and/or the elimination or reduction in aircraft size capability of gate parking positions that encroach 
past the parking limit line. Conversely, the building and parking limit lines associated with several 
alternatives do not extend as far south as the limit lines defined in the LAX Master Plan, which 
assumed the movement of Runway 6R/24L 340 feet south and defined the northerly building limits 
for 
the Tom Bradley International Terminal (TBIT) West Gates, currently under construction as part of 
the 
Bradley West Project, and the future Midfield Satellite Concourse (MSC). In those cases, 
establishing building and parking limit lines farther north than the current LAX Master Plan limit 
lines 
would allow the opportunity for a future northward extension (i.e., an addition to) the north 
concourses 
for Bradley West and the MSC. 
While the amount of concourse area and the layout of aircraft gates vary between alternatives, all 
of 
the SPAS alternatives include no more than 153 passenger gates. 
Certain alternatives propose a westerly realignment of the Terminal 3 concourse to provide a wider 
alleyway between the concourses at Terminals 2 and 3 for aircraft taxiing. 
For those alternatives that include development of the new Terminal 0, the existing alignment of 
Sky 
Way (the primary access road connecting CTA to southbound Sepulveda and 96th Street Bridge) 
would be shifted east, into the area now occupied by the Park One parking lot, providing an 
improved 
entrance roadway into the CTA. (underline for emphasis) 
Question: Page 2-7 highlighted note states that concourse areas and layout of aircraft gates vary 
between alternatives. 
When the assessment of efficiencies (travel distance times to get off a runway and get to their 
gate) were these variances 
in gate locations used in the calculations? What amount of sensitivity to change in gate locations 
exists in the efficiency 
times? What variances impact is there for taxiway availability versus runway separation? 
Page 2-8 Project Characteristics Ground Access Improvements 
Yellow Light projects that are integral parts of the overall ground access system. Such projects 
include the Consolidated Rental Car Facility (CONRAC), the ITC, the APM connecting the ITC and 
CONRAC to the CTA, and the West Employee Parking facility. The ground access improvements 
proposed under the various SPAS alternatives represent different combinations of options to the 
Yellow Light Projects. Due to integral nature of these key non-Yellow Light projects with the overall 
ground access system, the SPAS alternatives include proposed modifications to, or proposed 
deletion of, these non-Yellow Light projects. 
Question: P2-8 Ground access improvements. The ITC in Alternative D is in Continental City near 
the Green Line. Since 
LAWA has not included it in any of their plans what numerical changes in traffic flow have 
occurred? How does this 
impact traffic flows and the assessment of intersections? Although LAWA has done their traffic 
assessments based on 
one design day we also know that the access to LAX CTA varies substantially by time of day. The 
assessments don't 
appear to assess this type of impact inside or outside of the CTA. What impacts will the time of day 
have on intersection 
service level grade? 

SPAS-PC00151

Page 2-8 2.3.1.1 Alternative 1 
Overview 
Alternative 1 is a fully-integrated alternative, consisting of airfield, terminal, and ground access 
components. The distinguishing airfield improvement feature of this alternative is the movement of 
Runway 6L/24R 260 feet north, along with the addition of a centerfield taxiway, the extension of 
Runway 
6R/24L, improvements to Taxilane D and Taxiway E, and relocation of the service road. Terminal 
Improvements include addition of new Terminal 0, loss or modifications to concourse areas and/or 
gates 
Question: 2.3.1.1. Alternative 1 description. Where are the detail drawings that identifies the 
number of gates in terminal 
0 and their location to be used in the efficiency calculations? 
Page 2-9 2.3.1.1.1 Airfield Facilities 
Alternative 1 meets FAA airport (runway) design standards for ADG V with a Category II/III 
outboard 
runway (Runway 6L/24R) and Category I inboard runway (Runway 6R/24L), and provides sufficient 
space 
Detailed questions dated 10-10-2012attached to LAX SPAS DEIR comments Page 24 
between Runway 6R/24L and the centerfield taxiway for ADG V aircraft to hold prior to crossing the 
runway with a pilot line-of-sight of the end of Runway 24L. This alternative provides the FAA 
standard 
ADG VI runway-to-taxiway separation between Runway 6L/24R and the centerfield taxiway for 
approach 
visibility at or above one-half mile (Category I approaches). Taxiway E and Taxilane D dimensions 
would 
meet ADG V standards. 
Question: 2.3.1.1.1 Airfield Facilities... States that it meets FAA requirements for ADG V and ADG 
VI runway to taxiway. 
Is this statement based on AC150 5300-13 or -13A which goes into effect next month? If the FAA 
changes requirements 
(which it is doing) how has LAWA planned to accommodate these changes? 
Page 2-9 Runway Modifications 
Runway 6L/24R 
� Relocate 260 feet north of current location to accommodate a new centerfield parallel taxiway 
(see 
below) and to provide for ADG V separation distances 
� Extend 604 feet west so that the RPZ no longer extends over residential areas 
� Establish dual displaced thresholds to remove existing residences from the RPZ (east end 
displaced 
threshold) and maintain existing westerly aircraft landing heights (west end displaced threshold) 
� Widen to 200 feet to meet FAA standards 
Question: 2.3.1.1.1 Modification of Runway 24R 604' west... If the runway is extended west, what 
additional noise will 
occur on the PDR areas in terms of single event noise? How will this impact the possibility of extra 
go-arounds over the 
PDR community? It might be an appropriate time if the runway is fully rebuilt, but is it necessary to 
expand to 200' wide 
runway since even the A380 is approved for a 150' wide runway with hardened shoulders? 
Page 2-9 Taxiway Modifications 
Centerfield Taxiway 
� Construct an 82-foot-wide centerfield taxiway between Runways 6L/24R and 6R/24L, with a 
centerline separation distance of 500 feet to Runway 6L/24R and 460 feet to Runway 6R/24L, to 
enhance safety and reduce incursions and other airfield hazards, while providing for ADG V 
separation distances; also provide exit taxiways from Runway 6L/24R to the centerfield taxiway, 
taxiways from the centerfield taxiway to and across Runway 6R/24L, and other related airfield 
taxiway 
improvements… 
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Question: If the centerfield taxiway is installed LAWA states that it enhances safety and reduces 
incursions. The $2M 
Northside Safety Study paid for by LAWA using the top academic experts chosen by LAWA stated 
a % improvement but 
of an extremely small base number resulting in no appreciable improvement. What number of 
incursions and incidents 
has LAWA calculated will be alleviated? Does that change if the flight mix changes? What about 
impacts of control tower 
movement or staffing? What about new construction which causes increased non-visibility areas? 
Page 2-10 Other Airfield-Related Features 
� Cover the entire length of the Argo Drainage Channel (9,857 linear feet) such that the weight of 
an 
aircraft could be supported within the RSA by converting the existing open unlined channel to a 
concrete box culvert. 
Question: 2.3.1.1.1 Alt 1 features. How much capacity will the Argo Flood Channel have after being 
converted to a 
concrete box culvert? Will it be the same or less than current? Will it require the bottom to be 
moved or lowered resulting 
in disturbance of the substructure where there is an unknown water source? How has the total 
volume capacity been 
calculated for the channel? Does it consider 100 year storms? Fifty year storms? Where will the 
extra water go and what 
will it's impact be? 
Page 2-10 Terminal Facilities 
� Construct a new Terminal 0 with seven gates in the western portion of the area now occupied by 
Park 
One to replace gates lost or downsized at Terminals 1 through 3 
Question: 2.3.1.1.2 Terminal Facilities. States that Terminal 0 will replace lost or downsized gates. 
What has LAWA 
done with the existing remote gates? Will they continue to be available? If they are to be removed, 
how will this be 
accomplished? 
Page 2-10 Terminal Facilities 
Detailed questions dated 10-10-2012attached to LAX SPAS DEIR comments Page 25 
� Demolish and reconstruct the Terminal 3 concourse and associated gates, with the building 
centerline 
shifted 40 feet to the west to increase the width of the alleyway between Terminals 2 and 3 to allow 
for dual-directional aircraft movement and comply with FAA standards 
Question: 2.3.1.1.2 Demo and reconstruction of Terminal 3 40' west to provide better spacing from 
Terminal 2. This 
happens to be a good idea that should have been included in all of the alternatives where terminals 
could be moved. Why 
wasn't it? 
Page 2-10 Terminal Facilities 
� Demolish and replace the northerly end of the TBIT concourse and associated gates (with new 
concourse and 
gates in line with the new Bradley West concourse) to the Alternative 1 APLL Provide the 
opportunity to extend the 
northerly end of the future MSC to the Alternative 1 APLL… 
Question: 2.3.1.1.2 Demo and replace northerly end of TBIT. Is this demo of the TBIT currently 
being built? What is 
assumed in all of the evaluations for aircraft movement efficiency? Will more gates be added? 
Where? How many? 
Page 2-10 Terminal Facilities 
� The commuter facility currently in use east of Sepulveda Boulevard would be maintained 
� West remote gates would be eliminated upon completion of the airfield and terminals 
improvements 
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Question: 2.3.1.1.2 Continue use of commuter facility. Is this the AA terminal? What aircraft mix is 
assumed in the 
evaluations? How is this considered in the equivalent gate count? Is this done for every one of the 
options? Why not? 
Page 2-10 Terminal Facilities 
� The total number of gates used at LAX for scheduled passenger service would be 153 
Question: 2.3.1.1.2 West remote gates will be removed. How will they be removed? Will the 
concrete be changed or will 
the gates just stop being used so that they become available after 2020? What was assumed for 
the efficiency 
calculations? With remotes or without? If used, how does this impact conclusions? Is open space 
with a roll up stairs and 
articulated bus still be available for use? 
Page 2-13 2.3.1.1.3 Ground Access Facilities 
� Relocate Lincoln Boulevard to the north, outside of the Runway 6L/24R RSA, with a portion 
below 
grade and/or tunneled. 
Question: Page 2-13 and nowhere in the document is Belford Square area plans mentioned. How 
can the impacts of 
LAX be assessed without some assumption of its use? 
Page 2-13 2.3.1.1.3 Parking 
� Generally, no changes to existing CTA parking conditions would occur as a result of SPAS, 
although 
future pricing structures may change long-term/short-term composition 
� Parking Lot E, would no longer be used for employee parking, although this property could be 
used 
for other airport purposes in the future. Changes to the use of this parking area would occur 
independently from SPAS. 
No changes are proposed to Public Parking Lot C 
� Parking Lot D would provide approximately 1,944 employee parking spaces. The Jenny Lot east 
of 
Parking Lot D would provide approximately 2,000 employee parking spaces. These parking areas 
were not in use in the 
2010 baseline year; however, their use for parking is occurring independently from SPAS. 
� Development of the ITF would include approximately 4,900 short-term public parking spaces to 
facilitate 
passenger drop off and pick up outside of CTA 
� Construct parking within Manchester Square, including 4,200 long-term spaces and 3,500 
employee parking 
spaces 
� No public or employee parking is proposed for the area referred to as Continental City 
Question: We know that CTA parking will be changing even if LAWA doesn’t define the cause as 
SPAS changes. How 
are the cumulative impacts established? 
Question: Page 2-13 ground access states that no parking would be placed in Continental City. 
What is intended to be 
placed there? Why is it not identified as part of the Master Plan or used to determine the 
comprehensive impacts? 
Detailed questions dated 10-10-2012attached to LAX SPAS DEIR comments Page 26 
Question: Page 2-13 and nowhere in the document is Belford Square area plans mentioned. How 
can the cumulative 
impacts of LAX be assessed without some assumption of its use? 
Page 2-15 Figure 2-2 LAX Specific Plan Amendment Study Draft EIR Alternative 2 
Question: Figure 2-2 Why are the relocated taxiways in Alternatives 2 vs. 4 different? There were 
both supposed to be 
based on the safety study which LAWA prepared three years ago to do some quick fixes of 
taxiways for safety 
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improvement. 
Page 2-26 2.3.1.5 Alternative 5 Overview 
As noted above in Section 2.3.1, the focus of this alternative is on airfield improvements and 
associated 
terminal improvements, as may be compared to such improvements proposed under Alternatives 1 
through 4. This alternative is compatible with the ground access improvements associated with 
Alternatives 1 and 2, as well as the ground access improvements associated with Alternatives 8 
and 9, 
described below. The distinguishing feature of this alternative is the movement of Runway 6L/24R 
350 
feet north. Similar to Alternative 1, a new centerfield taxiway would be constructed, Runway 
6R/24L 
would be extended, Taxilane D and Taxiway E would be modified/improved, and the service road 
would 
be relocated. Under this alternative, the taxilane/taxiway improvements would meet FAA design 
requirements to fully accommodate ADG VI aircraft. (Under Alternatives 1, 2, and 6, the taxiway 
configuration would either not meet or only partially meet ADG VI design standards, which would 
impose 
certain limitations and special requirements during the operation of those aircraft.) The increased 
runway-taxiway separation requirements under this alternative would cause the aircraft taxiway 
operations area to extend farther south than under Alternatives 1, 2, and 6, which, in turn, would 
result in 
comparatively less concourse and/or gate area for the potential TBIT extension and MSC 
extension. 
Under this alternative, a greater portion of Lincoln Boulevard would be below grade and/or 
tunneled than 
under Alternative 1. This alternative is illustrated in Figure 2-5. (underline for emphasis) 
Question: 2.3.1.5 Alternative 5 States that for "Alternatives 1,2, and 6. the taxiway configuration 
would either not meet or 
only partially meet ADG VI design standards..." The ARSAC submitted Alternative 7 contained a 
taxiway that meets ADG 
VI. How was this considered in the evaluations? Why does the underline statement say that the 
taxiway doesn’t meet the 
ADG VI standards? 
Page 2-33 2.3.1.6.3 Ground Access Facilities 
Alternative 6 includes airfield and terminal components only. This alternative is compatible with the 
ground access improvements associated with Alternatives 1, 2, 8, and 9. 
Question: 2.3.1.6.2 Alt 6 terminal facilities section states "same as Alternative 1" for facilities and 
gate configuration. 
Does this mean that LAWA is including the same Terminal 0 with the same intent of eliminating the 
remote gates? 
Page 2-33 2.3.1.7 Alternative 7 
Question: 2.3.1.6.2 Alt 7 terminal facilities section states "similar to Alternatives 5 and 6" …. 
Terminal improvements… 
Does this mean that LAWA is including the same Terminal 0 with the same intent of eliminating the 
remote gates? 
Page 2-34 2.3.1.7.1 Airfield Facilities, Taxiway Modifications, Centerfield Taxiway 
� Construct an 82-foot-wide centerfield taxiway between Runways centerline separation distance 
of 400 feet to 
each runway, to enhance and other airfield hazards, while providing for ADG V separation 
distances; from Runway 
6L/24R to the centerfield taxiway, taxiways from the Runway 6R/24L, and other related airfield 
taxiway improvements. 
(underlined for emphasis) 
Question: 2.3.1.7 Alt 7 centerfield taxiway is listed as 82-foot-wide. Is this the same for all 
centerfield taxiways? 
Highlighted item on centerfield taxiway indicates 400' separation from each runway. Has LAWA or 
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FAA done any 
evaluations of safety impact of a distance less than the initial distance between runways when a 
centerfield taxiway is 
made? What were the results and where can they be found? Does LAWA and FAA consider the 
safety the same if an 
aircraft is on the taxiway or not? Why? 
Question: Is the Terminal 0 the same in these alternatives? What are the differences? Why? 
Page 2-37 2.3.1.8 Alternative 8 
Question: Several presentations made by LAWA prior to the release of the draft EIR used 
Alternative 8 to represent no 
ConRAC and LAWA stated an unofficial desire to delay or eliminate the ConRAC. Do any options 
show the elimination of 
the ConRAC? 
Page 2-45 Summary of SPAS Alternatives 
Question: Table 2-2 shows most alternatives extend runway 24L east 1250' but Alt D is 1280'--
why? What causes the 30' 
difference? 
Question: Table 2-2 shows Terminal 0 as 330,000 sq ft in all but Alt 7 when it is built. Why? Are the 
number of gates the 
same in each Terminal zero? If not, why not? 
Question: Table 2-2 shows many changes in the terminals with demolitions and reconfigured 
square feet. How many 
gates does this represent in each change? What kind of gates? (ie ADG VI dual, single? etc. ) 
Please provide 
information in terms of gate types AND single gate equivalents so that it can be compared to the 
Stipulated Settlement 
number requirement. 
Page 2-53 Figure 2-10 Existing Facilities Affected by SPAS Improvements 
Question: Item notation 9, Urgent Care Facility is shown to be relocated subject to tenant decision. 
What alternatives 
force this move? 
Page 2-69 Potential Construction Staging Areas 
Question: Areas C and D are north of Westchester Parkway adjacent to residences. What usage 
limitations are 
specified? There are already uncovered dirt mounds in area D which have been inadequately 
addressed for at least five 
months, what actions are planned and what provisions are to be put in place to preclude repetition 
in future uses? 
Question: Area E appears to be Belford Square set aside for potential staging. Is this assumed to 
be near permanent (or 
at least beyond the Master Plan? If not, what uses are planned? What kinds of staging are 
planned? Similarly, what is 
planned for Manchester Square (F) and Continental City (G)? 
Page 2-71 2.3.2.1 Alternative Location 
Implementation of any of the SPAS alternatives would not be feasible at any location other than 
LAX. 
Pursuant to the Stipulated Settlement, the SPAS will plan for the modernization and improvement 
of LAX. 
Implementing the SPAS alternatives at any other location would not accomplish this fundamental 
goal. 
The existing facilities at LAX cannot accommodate the existing demand and forecasted increase in 
the 
numbers of aircraft, cargo, and passengers without significant delays and a very poor level of 
service. As 
the existing facilities are used beyond their design capacity, the level of service provided to the 
user 
degrades. This lowering of the level of service may be demonstrated by increased congestion 
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within the 
passenger terminals, the various surface roads on and around the airport, and on the airfield itself. 
The 
consequences of taking no action to solve this problem will result in a loss of air service and 
declining 
economic benefits (jobs) for the Los Angeles region. Air service and economic benefits would likely 
relocate to other regions both within the state of California and to other states. Therefore, any 
comprehensive solution to meeting the regional demand for transportation must include 
improvements at 
LAX. (underline for emphasis) 
Question: The sentence in the paragraph makes a strong statement of LAX facility limitations. 
What is the limiting factor 
that creates the concern? What is the current capacity of aircraft on the existing runways? What is 
the current capacity of 
the existing taxiways? What is the current capacity of the existing gates? What is the current 
capacity of the current 
roadways in the CTA and also in the streets surrounding LAX? 
Question: While there is already CTA curbside traffic over-congestion, what reconfiguration is 
needed to handle the 78.9 
MAP? How much can be accomplished by the re-routing of traffic as opposed to expanding the 
amount of curbside 
space? 
Question: The subject paragraph states that everything must be done at LAX to alleviate 
congestion. If other regional 
airports increase in capacity doesn’t this reduce peak hour needs? What if alternative 
transportation were available, such 
as HSR to reduce demand? What was actually considered? The statement that economic benefits 
would be lost to CA if 
not at LAX, but what evidence is there that this is true? Isn’t the entire regional impacts tied 
together and that if congestion 
around LAX were reduced the costs of doing business on the coastal area would reduce thereby 
INCREASING overall 
economic benefits? LAWA provided a 2012 LAEDC study that LAX was responsible for about $40 
billion in economic 
impacts as evidence that LAX needs to be expanded whereas a 10-24-2005 LAWA presentation 
stated, “Contributes $60 
billion annually to the regional economy.” Since LAWA, as operator, is responsible for the reduction 
in service at Ontario 
(or in the case of Palmdale no service), why isn’t improvements at those facilities a larger driver for 
economic benefits? 
Page 2-71 2.3.2.2 Alternative Designs 
Several alternative concepts were formulated and considered during development of the nine 
SPAS 
alternatives addressed in this EIR. Chapter 5 of the SPAS Report describes the basis, nature, and 
characteristics of those early concepts. The SPAS Report is available for review at LAWA's 
Facilities 
Planning Division, One World Way (LAX), Los Angeles or online at www.laxspas.org. Three of the 
airfield 
improvement concepts initially considered for inclusion in this Draft EIR were subsequently refined 
or 
consolidated. Specifically, an airfield improvement concept proposing to relocate Runway 6L/24R 
400 
feet north, which would meet all FAA standards for ADG VI aircraft, was subsequently refined to 
meet the 
basic requirements with only a 350-foot northward move. That refined alternative is Alternative 5 in 
this 
Draft EIR. Two other airfield improvement concepts, one proposing to move Runway 6L/24R 200 
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feet 
north and the other to move the subject runway 300 feet to the north were consolidated into the 
260-foot 
north move, which is Alternative 1 in this Draft EIR. (underline for emphasis) 
Question: The alternatives were stated to have been melded to meet full ADG VI aircraft 
standards. However, the same 
argument was used prior to “fixing” the south runway complex. As the “fix” was being instituted the 
standards were 
changed and made those runways undesirable for use with NLA. What has been studied to meet 
the newer, greater 
separation standards of AC150 5300-13A? If the separation standard is currently resolved by not 
using the adjacent 
runway for a short period, what frequency of NLA causes excessive delay? It certainly isn’t current 
conditions or the 
runways would be closed to NLA traffic. 
Page 2-72 2.3.2.4 Next Generation Technology 
The application of NextGen to the SPAS effort was considered by LAWA to determine if any 
component of NextGen could 
provide for a viable concept. Although NextGen systems could provide for better ground situational 
awareness for air 
traffic controllers and pilots, and it could make airfield operations more efficient, it would not 
increase safety-related 
hysical separation distances on the ground to meet ADG V and VI runway and/or taxiway/taxilane 
separation standards 
and obstacle free zone requirements. Based on this evaluation, LAWA determined that no 
component of NextGen 
technology can provide a viable concept (i.e., a SPAS alternative) and, therefore, NextGen was 
eliminated from further 
consideration. 
Question: NextGen is a broad category of technology. The FAA has been evaluating and 
developing numerous elements 
for safety such as runway status lights, but also other ground and air technological improvements. 
Where in the EIR are 
these enumerated and why haven’t they been included in the consideration as parts of the 
solution? 
Question: The existing airfield has several “non-visibility” areas created by recent projects. How is 
the design of this 
SPAS program addressing them? 
Page 2-74 2.4 Intended Use of this EIR 
This EIR will be used by LAWA, the Board of Airport Commissioners, and the Los Angeles City 
Council to 
evaluate and consider the potential environmental impacts of each of the SPAS alternatives and to 
take 
action relative to amendments to the LAX Specific Plan. Certification of the SPAS EIR would 
complete 
the program-level CEQA compliance review for the SPAS process. Depending on the outcome of 
the 
SPAS process, additional project-level CEQA review may be required for implementation of the 
improvements associated with the selected SPAS alternative. 
In addition to use of this EIR by the City of Los Angeles, implementation of the selected SPAS 
alternative 
may require various federal, state, and local approvals, for which the approving agencies may use 
this 
EIR in their respective environmental reviews and decision-making and approval processes. 
Provided 
below is an overview of the actions and permits anticipated to be required for the project. 
Question: The above paragraph says that project level EIRs “may” be required. Why not “must” be 

SPAS-PC00151

312



required since there 
are so many impacting construction details that are not addressed. In a previous paragraph LAWA 
dismissed dual 
runway moves as impractical due to logistics. Several factors on runway movement could be even 
more confounding that 
that issue (such as the Manchester tunnel which would need to be removed due to its destabilizing 
effects when a runway 
is moved along with the unknown water source impacts)? What other factors does LAWA consider 
to be cause for 
impractical phasing decisions? 
Page 2-74 and -75 Federal Actions 
� Decisions regarding project eligibility for federal grant-in aid funds or PFC funds for land 
acquisition, 
site preparation, runway and taxiway construction, environmental activities, and mitigation;…. 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACOE). Key action by the USACOE may include: 
� Issuance of a Clean Water Act Section 404 permit if/as needed for impacts to jurisdictional 
wetlands 
(i.e., should jurisdictional wetlands be determined to exist within the Argo Drainage Channel). 
Question: What commitments or comments have been provided to LAWA regarding project funding 
during this EIR 
preparation? What assurances have they received which grants waivers in advance? 
Question: Since earlier sections acknowledge that the USACOE have not been consulted on items 
such as jurisdictional 
wetlands and the Argo Drainage Channel when will this be addressed to determine the adequacy 
of LAWA assumptions? 
Page 2-77 2.4.4 Other Actions 
Other permits and approvals of specified types, but as yet unknown, may be issued to implement 
various 
aspects of the selected SPAS alternative. 
Question: Please describe what additional permits and types of approvals LAWA is referring to and 
the conditions under 
which they would expect this to occur? 
Page 3-1 3.1 Land Use Setting 
As indicated in Chapter 1, Introduction and Executive Summary, and Chapter 2, Project 
Description, depicted in Figures 
1-1 and 1-2, the SPAS improvement areas are located at LAX, within highlydeveloped, 
urbanized area consisting of airport, commercial, transportation (i.e., interstate highways), 
residential uses. West of the 
project site are the Los Angeles/El Segundo Dunes (Dunes), Environmentally Sensitive Habitat 
Area (ESHA), and beyond 
the Dunes is the Pacific Ocean. 
Surrounding land uses include the following: 
� Open space, recreation, and residential to the north; 
� Commercial, industrial, and residential to the east and south; and 
� Dockweiler State Beach and Pacific Ocean to the west. 
The land use setting for each of the SPAS improvement areas is provided below. 
Question: 3.1 Land Use Setting - Surrounding land uses: There are commercial uses to the north 
as well. What does 
LAWA consider the use of the Westchester Business District? 
Question: 3.1 Land Use Setting. Surrounding land uses: In addtion to Docweiler State Beach there 
are also protected 
dunes with protect species and other adjacent habitat lands. Why is this not identified when the 
paragraph above it lists 
this land use? 
Question: 3.1 Land Use Setting - North Airfield: left out the construction staging and construction 
support which is home 
to many dunes of potentially contaminated dirt deposited from other areas of the airfield. 
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How/when will this be 
reconciled? 
Page 3-3 Land Use… 
Cultural Resources - The findings of the historical resources surveys of LAWA-owned property and 
adjacent areas conducted as part of the LAX Master Plan EIR indicated that four buildings within 
the 
overall boundary of LAX are considered potentially significant historical/architectural resources: (1) 
Hangar One (listed on the National Register of Historic Places [National Register]) on the 
southeastern portion of LAX near the northwest corner of Aviation Boulevard and Imperial 
Highway; 
(2) the Theme Building and Setting (eligible for listing on the National Register) in the center of the 
LAX terminals; (3) the WWII Munitions Storage Bunker (eligible for listing on the National Register) 
near the western boundary of LAX; and (4) the Intermediate Terminal Complex (eligible for listing 
on 
the California Register of Historical Resources [California Register]) on the south side of Century 
Boulevard between Sepulveda Boulevard and Airport Boulevard. Immediately adjacent to the 
airport, 
the Union Savings and Loan Building at 9800 S. Sepulveda Boulevard is eligible for listing on the 
California Register and for local designation. Eight archaeological resources have been recorded 
within the SPAS cultural resources study area. Due to the lack of important prehistoric or historic 
association and/or insufficient integrity, all but one of these sites were determined by the Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA) to be ineligible for federal, state, and/or local designation as part of 
the 
Section 106 process undertaken for the LAX Master Plan EIS.30 
Similarly, with the exception of one site, these sites are not considered to be historical or unique 
archaeological resources 
pursuant to CEQA or the Public Resources Code. 
Question: 3.1 Environmental Setting - Cultural Resources: Just because the Alt D EIR did not 
identify the former uses by 
Native Americans doesn't mean their historic use was not there. What studies has LAWA 
conducted to identify burial 
grounds and other significant uses? 
Page 3-3 Hazards/Hazardous Materials 
…With respect to aviation safety, the runways and taxiways within the north airfield at LAX 
were designed and constructed in the late 1960s. Issues associated with the outdated airfield 
design 
include, but are not limited to, the following: 
� The north airfield is not fully designed for the largest aircraft types currently in service (i.e., 
Aircraft Design Group [ADG] V aircraft, such as the Boeing 747-400, and ADG VI aircraft, such as 
the Airbus A380). 
Question: 3.1 Environmental Setting - Hazards/Hazardous Materials talks extensively about 
waivered conditions for 
aircraft operation, but fails to discuss the multiple sources of toxic contamination from the former oil 
field, airport activities 
and fuel, rocket testing, and chemical contamination related to manufacturing. Why doesn't this 
section mention the 
unknown water source and water flow characteristics which could spread contamination within the 
airport lands and also 
to adjacent habituated lands? 
Page 3-4 Hydrology/Water Quality - Much of the SPAS improvement areas are developed and 
paved, although 
there are areas of disturbed, undeveloped pervious areas adjacent to the runways in the north 
airfield 
and within Manchester Square and Continental City. Surface water from LAX drains into storm 
drain 
facilities within the jurisdiction of the County of Los Angeles and the City of Los Angeles, which 
discharge to either San Pedro Bay, via the Dominguez Channel, or to Santa Monica Bay. The Argo 
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Drainage Channel, a 9,857-foot-long drainage channel, lies to the north of, and approximately 
parallel 
to, Runway 6L/24R. This channel is unlined and uncovered across most of the north airfield, 
becoming a subsurface box culvert at the west end of the airfield before emptying into Santa 
Monica 
Bay. The project site is located within the West Coast Groundwater Basin. Groundwater beneath 
LAX is not used for municipal or agricultural purposes. Due to its largely impervious nature, the 
project site provides a negligible amount of recharge to the regional groundwater basin. Existing 
surface water pollutants typically include total suspended solids, oil and grease, metals, and fuel 
hydrocarbons, as associated with airfield activities and aircraft maintenance. No 100-year 
floodplain 
areas are located within the airport boundaries. (underlined for emphasis) 
Question: Since LAX is within the Dominguez flood plain why is the 100 year storm not applicable? 
Page 3-4 Noise - The existing noise setting at the project site, a very active international 
commercial airport, is 
dominated by aircraft activities that occur throughout the day and evening, primarily involving 
commercial jets. These activities generate noise from aircraft arriving and departing on the north 
and 
south runway complexes, aircraft movements on taxiways, and aircraft undergoing maintenance 
activities that require engine testing (i.e., engine "run-ups"). Traffic noise from vehicles on-airport 
and 
on off-site area roadways and highways, as well as ongoing construction activities at LAX, also 
contribute to the existing noise setting at and near the SPAS improvement areas. 
Question: 3.1 Environmental Setting - Noise. When CNEL is calculated how is the ground air traffic 
and any 
maintenance included in the calculations? How is topography included in the application of the INM 
model? Which 
version was used? What flight mix was assumed and is it the same one used in determining 
ground efficiency times from 
runway to gate? 
Page 3-5 Utilities - The City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) is the water 
purveyor for 
most areas in the City of Los Angeles, including LAX. LAX is served by a trunk line in Sepulveda 
Boulevard that distributes water to transmission lines running along the airport perimeter. LAX also 
uses reclaimed water from the West Basin Municipal Water District's (WBMWD) Edward C. Little 
Water Recycling Facility and has implemented other measures to decrease potable water use at 
the 
airport. Sanitary wastewater generated by activities at LAX is treated at the Hyperion Treatment 
Plant (HTP), a City-owned treatment plant located adjacent to the southwest boundary of LAX, 
approximately two miles southwest of the CTA. Electric power at LAX is supplied by LADWP. 
LAWA 
participates in LADWP's "Green Power for LA" program to purchase electricity from renewable 
resources and incorporates energy efficiency and conservation into existing buildings and new 
construction. In addition to obtaining electricity from LADWP, LAWA operates the CUP, which 
provides heating and air conditioning to the CTA. The CUP also houses a co-generation system 
that 
generates electrical power, which is sold to LADWP. The CUP is currently being replaced with a 
more modern facility with higher capacity and greater efficiency. LAWA has had a comprehensive, 
facility-wide recycling program at LAX to reduce solid waste generation and disposal since 1992. 
This program includes collection of recyclable materials generated by LAWA and within airport 
terminals and airfield areas; collection of materials from airlines and tenants at no cost to 
participants; 
independent airline and tenant recycling programs; and source reduction through purchase of 
recycled products and reuse of materials. Solid waste that cannot be recycled is transferred to the 
Sunshine Canyon Landfill in Sylmar for disposal. 
Question: In other sections of this EIR LAWA acknowledges that the amount of waste will be 
increasing just because 
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more passengers will be accommodated at LAX. Where are the innovative ways to improve recycle 
and reuse studied by 
LAWA? 
Question: 3.1 Environmental Setting - Utilities 
At one time there were some fuel cell experiments done at LAX to provide power. What were the 
results and where was 
any potential contamination from them deposited? 
Page 3-5 3.3.1 LAX Development Projects Not Related to the SPAS Elements 
LAX development projects that are not related to the SPAS elements include the following: 
Airfield-Related Improvements 
Question: 3.3.1 LAX non-SPAS projects 
Where are the hush hangers shown in Alt D and agreed to install by 2015 as a condition of the CA 
Noise Variance? 
Where is the Continental City activity which appears to be starting? 
What about activity in Belford Square? What is planned there? 
Page 3-6 3.3.1 LAX Development Projects Not Related to the SPAS Elements 
LAX development projects that are not related to the SPAS elements include the following: 
Terminal-Related Improvements 
Question: 3.3.1 LAX non-SPAS projects 
What cargo related projects are planned? What about relocations of LAWA staff or LAWA PD? 
Page 3-7 3.3.2 Non-LAX Planned Development 
A list of other development projects in the City of Los Angeles and neighboring communities within 
the 
vicinity of the project area is provided in Chapter 5, Cumulative Impacts. A total of 140 projects in 
the 
LAX area (illustrated in Figure 5-1 and briefly described in Table 5-2) have been identified whose 
development could occur within the same time frame as SPAS. Information regarding the 
background 
development projects is based on site visits and/or consultation with staff from and/or websites of 
the 
County of Los Angeles and the cities of Culver City, El Segundo, Hawthorne, Inglewood, and Los 
Angeles. 
Question: 3.3.2 LAX non-SPAS projects 
There are numerous residential and commercial projects throughout the areas that are contained 
within the intersections 
identified for the traffic study not in Table 5-2. A sanity check item missing is Howard Hughes 
Center covering multiple 
large towers (over 1M sq ft). Playa Vista phases are not show either. There is a 140 unit appt bldg 
on LaTijera/74th just 
west of the 405 exit being planned as well of several others off Airport blvd also not listed. Which 
other ones has LAWA 
not included? What date is the list “as of”? Does LAWA believe that nothing will be built in this area 
after that time? 
Page 4-1 Environmental Impact Analysis – Public Services 
Question: Page 4-1 Environmental Intro. Shouldn't public services include health care/ trauma 
care? What about related 
EMT and the ability to handle disasters? 
Page 4-2 and -3 Commitments 
� The Applicable LAX Master Plan Commitments and Mitigation Measures section lists the LAX 
Master Plan 
commitments and mitigation measures applicable to the SPAS alternatives. As background, in 
conjunction with 
approval of the LAX Master Plan and certification of the Final EIR in December 2004, the Los 
Angeles City 
Council adopted a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP)34 to ensure that 
mitigation measures 
and LAX Master Plan commitments identified in the Final EIR are implemented. Mitigation 
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measures are 
activities, policies, or practices designed to avoid or minimize significant environmental impacts. 
Besides 
mitigation measures, the MMRP for the LAX Master Plan includes Master Plan commitments. LAX 
Master Plan 
commitments were determined to be more appropriate than mitigation measures where: (1) 
standards and 
regulations exist with which compliance is already required by the applicable regulatory agency; (2) 
impacts would 
be adverse but not significant; and (3) design refinements could be incorporated into the project to 
reduce or 
avoid potential impacts. The timing of implementation of LAX Master Plan commitments and 
mitigation measures 
is set forth in the LAX Master Plan MMRP. Unless otherwise noted, the impacts analysis for the 
SPAS 
alternatives assumes that the applicable LAX Master Plan commitments and mitigation measures 
would be 
implemented concurrently with and as part of each alternative. To the extent that the LAX Master 
Plan 
commitments and mitigation measures would not reduce significant environmental impacts to a 
level that is less 
than significant, SPAS-specific… 
� The Impacts Analysis section presents the analysis of impacts for the nine SPAS alternatives for 
the buildout 
horizon year 2025. Impacts were compared to the thresholds of significance to determine whether 
they would be, 
under CEQA, significant or less than significant. For purposes of determining significance, potential 
impacts were 
compared to the environmental baseline conditions, as further described in the Analytical 
Framework below. 
� Level of Significance After Mitigation is a CEQA determination of the significance of a particular 
impact after 
implementation of the proposed mitigation measures. This section identifies any significant impacts 
that cannot be 
mitigated to a level that is less than significant. These "significant unavoidable impacts" are also 
listed in Section 
7.1, Significant Environmental Effects, of this EIR. The level of significance after mitigation is not 
included for 
those environmental topics where no significant impacts would occur and, as a result, where no 
mitigation 
measures specific to SPAS are required. (underlines for emphasis) 
Question: Since many projects identified in this EIR are were not in the LAX Master Plan and 
several projects referenced 
as not being part of the EIR are also not in the Master Plan (such as terminals 1.5 or 2.5 or the 
midfield check in inside the 
CTA) how has LAWA identified and included mitigations in the MMRP let alone provide 
implementation schedules? How 
are the construction impacts of these projects included? 
Question: Many of the “significant unavoidable impacts” are acknowledged by LAWA as resultant 
from the growth of 
flights, passengers, etc. for all alternatives. How has LAWA provided an assessment of these 
which allows for 
comparison of the alternatives so that the least of the unavoidable impacts can be chosen and why 
hasn’t LAWA 
presented possible partial mitigations for these impacts? 
Question: Although detail phasing is generally in a project EIR and since the EIR is willing to 
consider general phasing of 

SPAS-PC00151

mitigations, why doesn’t it address phasing of the key project improvements? 
Page 4-4 Environmental Baseline 
The Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the SPAS EIR was first published in March 2008; however, 
the EIR 
work effort was temporarily suspended while the North Airfield Safety Study (NASS) was being 
completed, based on the possibility that the study results would yield new information relative to 
the range 
of airfield alternatives being considered for the SPAS Draft EIR (see Section 4.7.2, Safety, for a 
description of that study). Upon completion of the NASS, work on the SPAS Draft EIR resumed 
and a 
revised NOP was published in October 2010. 
In accordance with the provisions of CEQA, October 2010 is the baseline date for characterizing 
existing 
conditions in the environmental analysis. Where existing conditions data specific to October 2010 
were 
not available or where October 2010, by itself, was not an appropriate representation of baseline 
conditions, this Draft EIR identifies this fact, explains what data was used to determine existing 
conditions, and provides evidence of why this information is representative of baseline conditions. 
For 
example, in some cases, available reports and other documentation were only available for 
timeframes 
preceding 2010. For those topics which relied upon site surveys, such information was collected 
during 
preparation of the Draft EIR, typically in 2011. Due to the highly developed nature of LAX and the 
surrounding communities, and the lack of economic growth in recent years, site conditions at and 
around 
LAX have not materially changed. Therefore, the available information in 2009 or 2011 that was 
used to 
characterize baseline conditions is considered to be generally representative of 2010 conditions. 
The 
methodology discussion for each environmental topic addressed in this section describes the 
nature, 
timeframe, and basis of the data used to characterize existing baseline conditions. (underline for 
emphasis) 
Question: Even though a full year was desired, why was it necessary to go back to 2009 when 
most of the elements of 
studied have data collected and reported monthly? 
4-10 Aesthetics 
� Policy P7: Provide and maintain landscaped buffer areas along the southern boundary of Airport 
Airside and northern boundary of LAX Northside that include setbacks, landscaping, screening, 
other appropriate 
mechanisms with the goal of avoiding land use conflicts, shielding lighting, enhancing privacy, and 
better screening views 
of airport facilities from adjacent residential areas. 
Question: Why is there no complimentary landscape policy for the east and west ends of LAX 
where there is substantial 
traffic passing along the north-south routes daily? 
Page 4-12 Aesthetics 
LAWA committed to updating design-related 
guidelines and plans, including the LAX Street Frontage and Landscape Development Plan, in 
order to 
avoid view degradation and incompatibility between on-site and off-site land uses. The LAX Street 
Frontage and Landscape Development Plan Update,40 adopted in 2005, fulfills this component of 
LAX 
Master Plan Commitment DA-2, and now serves as a basis for reviewing future public and private 
development projects at LAX…. 
The objectives set forth in the LAX Street Frontage and Landscape Development Plan Update are 
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identified below: 
� Coordinate and enhance the visual and aesthetic appeal of streets, buffer areas, and open 
space 
surrounding LAX. 
� Maintain and improve safety and security at and surrounding LAX through coordination of street 
frontage and landscape design with airport security and in compliance with the LAX Wildlife 
Hazards 
Management Plan. 
� Enhance pedestrian, bicycle, and vehicular circulation on streets internal to and surrounding 
LAX, 
and comply with airport security requirements, as feasible and practical. 
� Enhance LAX's compatibility with adjacent land uses, neighborhoods, and communities. 
� Ensure that street frontage and landscape design is cost-effective, efficient, environmentally 
sensitive, 
and sustainable. 
� Provide the basis for the design and review of public and private development projects at LAX by 
establishing a hierarchy of landscape treatments based on airport gateways and public facilities. 
The LAX Street Frontage and Landscape Development Plan Update also calls for the preparation 
of a 
Neighborhood Compatibility Program (NCP), based on commitments made in the LAX Master 
Plan, which 
outlines interface treatments along the airport perimeter for the purpose of "ensuring that the 
airport 
complements surrounding properties and neighborhoods." The NCP, which is to address all issues 
relating to compatibility, including landscape buffers, noise, light spillover, odor, and vibration, is to 
include the following measures to ensure that this policy is achieved 
Question: If this plan has been in place since 2005 why haven’t improvements been made to the 
perimeters? Is there a 
schedule to get started? 
Page 4-83 Impacts Summary 4.2.1. Introduction 
Question: LAWA started an air quality apportionment study in 2006 but has failed to provide any 
data or information to 
the public other than a verbal statement that it has finished two and a half phases. What data from 
this study has been 
used to evaluate impacts for this EIR. If none, why not? How does the data from this study 
compare with the 
assumptions made to result in air quality evaluations. What concentration assumptions were made 
based on LAWA 
property boundaries? Did it assume ownership of Manchester Square and Belford Square? What 
uses were assumed for 
these properties? 
Question: There are many particulate studies of PM 0.1 including one on the LAX properties by 
Froines (UCLA) which 
concluded that these smaller, more dangerous particles are evident in plumes correlating to 
takeoffs and landings. The 
study also showed that the measurement of larger particles were NOT a predictor for the ultra-fine 
particles. On page 4- 
84 LAWA acknowledged that “fugitive dust generated by construction activities is a major source of 
suspended particulate 
matter…” What has LAWA done to evaluate the contamination in the construction piles placed 
around the perimeter of 
LAX which is adjacent to residential and commercial areas? 
Page 4-88 Meteorology 
Airport-specific meteorological data were used to analyze air quality impacts. The data set used 
consisted of twelve continuous months of hourly surface data collected at LAX for calendar year 
2007, the 
most recent data year available from the SCAQMD's on-airport meteorological station. This data 
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set, 
provided by the SCAQMD, included ambient temperature, wind speed, wind direction, and 
atmospheric 
stability parameters, as well as mixing height parameters from the appropriate upper air station, 
and was 
provided "AERMOD-ready," including hourly O3 concentrations from the LAX Hastings monitoring 
station 
collected in 2007. The location of the on-airport SCAQMD meteorological and air quality monitoring 
station is identified in Figure 4.2-1. 
Question: Why is CY 2007 considered representative since the number of aircraft (a major 
contributor) and port activities 
(another major contributor) were artificially low due to the recession? Also wasn’t 2007 abnormal 
drought conditions that 
impacts assumptions of wind and atmospheric conditions? 
Page 4-91 Emission Source Types: Aircraft 
Information on the number and types of aircraft operations considered at LAX for 2009 and 2025 
was 
developed as part of the LAX SPAS forecasts. The aircraft activity levels for baseline conditions 
are from 
calendar year 2009 (i.e., full years' worth of aircraft activity data in order to develop peak month 
average 
day activity characteristics to be used in modeling). The aircraft activity levels for future conditions 
were 
based on aircraft activity growth forecasts for LAX in the year 2025. These data were used to 
develop 
airport simulation models (SIMMOD) of aircraft operations for baseline (2009) conditions and future 
(2025) conditions. The simulation models used information about facilities and operations to predict 
specific timing, volume, and location (e.g., runway used) for future aircraft operations. This 
modeling 
provides specific information regarding aircraft engine operations, such as time-in-mode (i.e., the 
amount 
of time aircraft engines are idling, or being used for taxiing, or are in take-off or landing modes), 
that is 
used to estimate aircraft emissions. Detailed SIMMOD runs were completed for Alternatives 1 
through 4. 
For Alternatives 5 through 7, the existing SIMMOD data were reviewed to assess the operational 
characteristics applicable to those alternatives and adjusted where necessary to reflect the airfield 
design 
configuration specific to each alternative. Such adjustments took into account the runway 
improvements 
associated with each alternative, particularly whether a runway would be relocated closer to or 
farther 
from the CTA, as this would affect aircraft taxiing distance/time, and the extent a runway relocation 
would 
result in a loss of aircraft gates on the north side of the CTA, potentially causing aircraft to use 
more gates 
on the south side of the CTA. 
Question: What does the above paragraph mean? Was actual flight data used from 2009 or was it 
“approximated and 
summarized?” Similarly, which aircraft growth forecasts were used and the assumptions made? 
Several were generated 
during the past several years ie one in 2006, one for the Part 161 Study, one in 2008, one for the 
Northside Safety Study. 
What assumptions were made for the 2009 airport layout and availability of runways and taxiways? 
What about location 
and number of gates in use? Was APU use assumed to be 100%, 90% or what? Since LAWA had 
conducted dispersal 
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and particulate studies on the actual flight field why did it revert to FAA EDMS models instead of 
actual information? 
Question: For an estimation of construction equipment emissions did LAWA use a formula to 
approximate the number 
and types of equipment? If LAWA hasn’t decided what construction (or when) is to occur and its 
phasing, how did LAWA 
estimate maximum amounts for a worst case condition? 
Page 4-100 4.2.3.4 Existing Airport Emissions 
The baseline (2009) airport-related emissions, including those from aircraft, GSE, and APU 
operations, 
on-airport and off-airport roadways, parking lots and structures, and the CUP are shown in Table 
4.2-4. 
Question: Were the baseline values shown in Table 4.2-4 measured or estimated by modeling? 
Subsequent sections 
state that the main drivers of these values is increased ground traffic and air traffic. Since most of 
the alternatives 
assume the same numbers of vehicles and aircraft, how are the smaller differences among 
alternatives displayed to give 
decision makers a frame of reference as to the significance of the differences (even if all are 
designated as significant, not 
mitigatable)? 
Page 4-105 Table 4.2-8 Construction-Related Air Quality Mitigation Measures Not Quantified 
in the Construction Emissions Inventories…. 
Post a publicly visible sign with the telephone number and person to contact regarding dust 
complaints; this 
person shall respond and take corrective action within 24 hours. Fugitive Dust 
Question: Since the measure noted above has not been followed on several occasions for several 
months at a time, how 
is the estimate of impacts valid? 
Page 4-105 -106 LAX Master Plan - Mitigation Plan for Air Quality; MM-AQ-3, Transportation-
Related Mitigation 
Measures. 
This measure applies to mass transit, surface traffic, and on-site parking facilities. The principal 
feature of MM-AQ-3 is to 
replicate and expand the current LAX FlyAway service to other communities within regions of Los 
Angeles County. This 
initiative also includes a public outreach program to encourage the use of both the existing and 
new facilities. For the 
mitigated emissions inventory presented in Section 4.6.8.5 of the LAX Master Plan Final EIR, only 
emissions reductions 
associated with the new FlyAway capacity were quantified to account for the ensuing decrease in 
VMT regionwide 
combined with less traffic congestion in the vicinity of the airport and the use of clean-fueled buses 
used in FlyAway 
service. The remaining, secondary, transportation-related air quality mitigation measures contained 
in MM-AQ-3 may also 
be implemented to help ensure the emission reduction goals of the LAX Master Plan Final EIR and 
MMRP are achieved. 
Question: Little of the FlyAway outreach has been accomplished that is required in the Settlement 
Agreement. What 
assumptions are made by LAWA about what is to be accomplished since this section talks about 
“equally feasible and 
practical, but that are not specifically identified in the MMRP, may also be considered.” What was 
assumed complete in 
the assessments? 
Page 4-106 Table 4.2-9 Transportation-Related Air Quality Mitigation Measures 
� Provide free parking and preferential parking locations for ultra low emission vehicles/super low 
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emission 
vehicles/zero emission vehicles (ULEV/SULEV/ZEV) in all (including employee) LAX lots; provide 
free charging 
stations for ZEV; include public outreach to reduce air emissions from automobiles accessing 
airport parking… 
� Expand LAWA's rideshare program to include all airport tenants Additional Ridership 
Question: How much of the above parking has been assigned and how much will be assigned in 
the future? What is the 
schedule for doing so? How much and what percentage of rideshare is currently occurring now, 
what is the target? 
Page 4-107 Air Quality LAX Master Plan Community Benefits Agreement; X.A., Electrification of 
Passenger Gates. 
This provision requires that all passenger gates newly constructed by LAWA shall be equipped 
with and able to provide 
grid electricity to parked aircraft (for lighting and ventilation) from and after the date of initial 
operation and that LAWA will 
ensure that all aircraft (unless exempt) use the gate provided grid electricity in lieu of electricity 
provided by operation of 
an auxiliary or ground power unit. 
This provision would apply in conjunction with construction or modification of passenger gates that 
occurs as a result of 
implementing any of the SPAS alternatives, specifically Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, and 7. 
Question: There is also a requirement to address existing gates as well as new ones. What 
percentage and how many 
do not provide grid electricity availability? What is the completion schedule? How many new gates 
are planned to 
replace old ones? Will those gates be kept closed until electricity is available? If a unit fails, what is 
the target to get it 
back on line? 
Question: General air quality. When taxiways are closed for extended periods causing longer than 
programmed routes to 
gates is there a way this is included in the air quality modeling? 
Page 4-108 to -111 4.2.6.1 Construction Emissions Impacts Analysis 
Peak daily construction emissions for Alternatives 1 through 9 are presented in Table 4.2-10. To 
provide a more 
representative basis of comparison between all nine alternatives, the emissions of those 
alternatives that focus solely on 
airfield and related terminal improvements (Alternatives 5, 6, and 7) were combined with the range 
of emissions that could 
occur under various ground access improvements scenarios. Similarly, the emissions of those 
alternatives that focus 
solely on ground access improvements (i.e., Alternatives 8 and 9) were combined with the range of 
emissions that could 
occur under various airfield/terminal improvements scenarios -- see Notes 2 and 3 in Table 4.2-10. 
In so doing, the total 
potential emissions associated with these focused alternatives can be better compared to the 
emissions associated with 
the "fully integrated" alternatives (i.e., Alternatives 1 through 4, which consider… 
Question: Since LAWA has failed to do more than a program level review, how is it determining the 
amount of 
construction required? What did it assume was necessary for the tunnels, utilities, and water flow 
mitigation work? Did 
LAWA include the amounts of construction work necessary to move and change Lincoln Blvd and 
Sepulveda? How was 
the amount of work determined? The SPAS report cost section lists some numbers, but does not 
provide assumptions 
made. Almost all emissions in Table 4.2.10 show “threshold significant.” Has LAWA made 
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recommendations on how to 
reduce these numbers? Where? 
Pages 4-120 to Table 4.2-13 and 4.2-14 Incremental Project Operational Emissions Compared to 
Baseline (2009) Conditions and 
Future (2015) 
…The vast majority of the aircraft emissions increases shown in Table 4.2-13 are due to the 
anticipated growth in aircraft 
activity. Within Table 4.2-14, the incremental aircraft emissions associated with each alternative in 
2025 are measured 
against the 2025 emissions of Alternative 4. The same aircraft activity level and fleet mix are 
assumed for all alternatives 
in 2025. As such, the incremental aircraft emissions shown in Table 4.2-14 are only influenced by 
the differences in the 
airfield configuration specific to each alternative. 
Question: Since detailed gate layouts are not assumed in the “Program level” of this document, 
how were the gate 
assignments (and therefore types of aircraft for emission calculation) determined? Related, how 
did LAWA estimate the 
time to gate for each class of aircraft since the locations of airlines (and their particular types used) 
could change 
substantially between now and 2025? 
Pages around 4-147 There are Peak Operational Concentration Figures for each Alternative 
presented. 
Question: What is the color coding of the areas on the figures represent? The highest 
concentration items for the varied 
parameters are shown on each figure and are different for each alternative. Is there a summary 
overview chart that 
explains why each alternate is different? What can be done to mitigate? 
4.3 Biological – skipped others are submitting separately 
Page 4-218 Figure 4.3-7 Vegetation/Land Uses and Sensitive Species: Navigational Aids - 
Alternative 1 
Page 4-227 Figure 4.3-8 Vegetation/Land Uses - Alternative 2 
Page 4-229 Figure 4.3-9 Vegetation/Land Uses and Sensitive Species: Navigational Aids - 
Alternative 2 
Question: There are black rectangles shown near the end of runway 6L (just north) and in the 
dunes which are not 
identified by coded legend colors. Similarly there is a black bar in Figure 4.3-8 just north of 6L but 
1/3 from the west end. 
The black bars in Figure 4.3-9 are similar to the Alt 1 version. These bars are in each alternative 
figure. What do they 
represent? What is their function or impacts? 
Page 4-339 Figure 4.5-1 Surveyed Historical resources 
Question: Several underground, lead lined air raid/bomb shelters were constructed at LAX. These 
are not shown in the 
diagram. Where are they located? 
4.6 Greenhouse gases –skipped others are submitting separately 
4.7 Health Risk –skipped others are submitting separately 
4.7.2 Safety information is in Appendix G2 
Page 4-485 Table 4.7.2-1 Birdstrikes at LAX by Year 
Question: How many bird strikes occurred on the north complex versus the south runway complex? 
The number of 
events does not appear to be a function of number of aircraft operations since 2001 was the 
highest and the variance of 
strike numbers is quite high. What explanation is given for the variability? 
Page 4-486 Safety 
The ALP for LAX was updated in conjunction with the FAA's issuance of the Record of Decision in 
2005 for the LAX 
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Master Plan Improvements. That ALP update includes a plan sheet for future conditions 
(i.e.,buildout of the LAX Master 
Plan improvements) and a plan sheet for current airport conditions. The ALP plan sheet for current 
airport conditions is in 
the process of being updated by LAWA, in coordination with the FAA, to incorporate improvements 
completed since 2005, 
such as the South Airfield Improvement Project (SAIP), the Crossfield Taxiway Project (i.e., 
Taxilane R), and the new 
Airport Rescue and Fire Fighting (ARFF) station, as well as other recent and pending near-term 
improvements at LAX. 
Depending on the outcome of the SPAS process, the LAX ALP may need to be amended to reflect 
the airport 
modifications identified by LAWA. Such amendment of the LAX ALP would first require completion 
of the NEPA review 
process by the FAA and issuance of a Record of Decision specific to the proposed ALP 
modifications. 
It is common at airports throughout the country to have facilities depicted on ALPs that depart from 
FAA Airport Design 
Standards in order to meet local site conditions and constraints. Such differences do not 
compromise safety. Operational 
changes and restrictions are made to preserve an acceptable level of safety.… (underline for 
emphasis) 
Question: When updating to “current” will LAWA/FAA include both Crossfield Taxiways planned (ie 
S and T) or just S as 
built? 
Question: Since the ROD has approved the mod of standards for handling ADG V and ADG VI and 
the FAA uses these 
operational changes then these operations are “safe.” Does LAWA or the FAA predict when the 
frequency and number of 
operations would make changes or restrictions not practical? 
Page 4-488 Safety 
Of particular relevance to the SPAS alternatives are the runway to taxiway separation 
requirements related 
to large aircraft, as follows: 
Aircraft Design Group (ADG) V Aircraft (e.g., B747) 
� 400 feet - Good visibility (approach visibility >1/2 mile) 
� 500 feet - Low visibility (approach visibility <1/2 mile) 
� ADG VI Aircraft (e.g., A380) 
� 500 feet - Good visibility (approach visibility >1/2 mile) 
� 550 feet - Low visibility (approach visibility <1/2 mile) 
Relative to the existing (baseline) configuration of the north airfield at LAX, the two existing 
runways 
(Runways 6L/24R and 6R/24L) are separated by 700 feet, which allows simultaneous arrivals and 
departures during good visibility conditions. In low visibility conditions, Air Traffic Control (ATC) will 
not 
land or depart aircraft simultaneously on Runways 6R/24L and 6L/24R; however, ATC can clear 
two 
aircraft for landing on adjacent runways if the trailing aircraft has a visual sighting of the aircraft 
ahead. In 
addition, ATC has a procedure called "2 increasing to 3" where they can clear an aircraft to land in 
low 
visibility conditions after an aircraft on the adjacent runway has begun its takeoff roll, as long as the 
arriving aircraft is at least two miles out. 
To the south of Runway 6R/24L is Taxiway E, which meets FAA Airport Design Standards for ADG 
V 
aircraft during periods of good visibility. The movement of the A380, an ADG VI aircraft, on 
Taxiway E 
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during poor visibility conditions is only allowed with the observance of several restrictions and 
special 
conditions set forth by FAA, specific to that taxiway. During good visibility conditions, the A380 can 
operate on the full length of Taxiway E with no restrictions on 6R/24L due to an approved MOS 
from FAA. 
Vehicular traffic on the adjacent service road is restricted anytime an A380 is on Taxiway E. During 
CAT I 
conditions, not more than one ADG VI aircraft can be on the first 3,000 feet of the taxiway from the 
runway threshold. 
South of Taxiway E is Taxilane D, which is separated by 300 feet, with a service road between 
them for 
most of its length. Based on FAA design standards, the maximum size aircraft that can operate on 
this 
existing taxilane ranges from ADG III in the eastern portion to ADG VI between Taxiway R and 
Taxiway S 
in the western portion, with the difference being defined by variations in its and the service road's 
alignment and nearby obstructions (i.e., parked aircraft, etc.). (underline for emphasis) 
Question: Since there is an approved MOS for moving ADG VI along taxiway E during good 
visibility, how often is IFR 
required at LAX? How many aircraft ops can be accommodated in IFR before movement along 
taxiway E is impacted? If 
taxiway E is made to accommodate Grp VI is this a mute question? 
Page 4-492 Runway Safety 
The FAA completed an RSA evaluation and analysis for LAX in 2006, in accordance with FAA 
Order 5200.8, Runway 
Safety Area Program, to reconsider the adequacy of existing RSAs at LAX.389 The FAA 
determined that none of the RSAs 
at LAX met current standards but all are practicable to improve. U.S. Congressional House Rule 
3058 provides the 
statutory requirements that airports must comply with current RSA requirements by December 31, 
2015. 
In light of the above, a Runway Safety Area Practicability Study was conducted by LAWA 
identifying, evaluating, and 
recommending preferred RSA improvement solutions for LAX runways within operational, 
environmental, and financial 
constraints. 390 The Runway 7L/25R Study was finalized and submitted to the FAA for their review 
and determination in 
December 2009. These improvements are currently scheduled to take place in 2013. 
Identification of potential solutions for noncompliant RSAs in the north airfield was included in an 
evaluation completed in 
April 2010.391 The analysis noted that permanent RSA compliance solutions for these runways 
can be integrated into all 
the SPAS build alternatives, such as by extending the eastern end of Runway 6R/24L and by 
covering the eastern portion 
of the Argo Drainage Channel for Runway 6L/24R. The FAA has acknowledged that 
implementation of solutions to RSA 
compliance issues in the north airfield may not be practicable by December 31, 2015, particularly 
given overall runway 
improvements associated with the SPAS alternatives, including RSA improvements, are not 
proposed to be completed by 
2015. The FAA and LAWA are coordinating on the identification and evaluation of potential interim 
solutions. 
390 Although the 2006 RSA evaluation by FAA found none of the RSAs at LAX to comply with 
current requirements, the FAA 
acknowledged that RSA improvements for Runway 7R/25L would be made with the LAX Runway 
25L Relocation and Outer 
Taxiway Project (South Airfield Improvement Project), which has since been completed. As such, it 
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was not necessary to 
identify solutions for Runway 7R/25L in the Runway Safety Area Practicability Study; however, 
RSA improvements to the 
other runway within the south airfield complex - Runway 7L/25R - would still be needed and were, 
therefore, addressed in the 
Practicability Study. 
391Ricondo & Associates, Inc., Runway 6L-24R & 6R-24L Safety Area (RSA) Practicability Study, 
April 2010. 
Question: What accommodation has been agreed to by the FAA? With the impending release of 
AC150/5300-13A are 
there any changes that will affect these agreements? Where are the documents in footnotes 390 
and 391 available? 
Question: Has any runway approach changes been made or are any contemplated to respond to 
the RPZ not being fully 
clear? 
Page 4-498 Runway Safety Based on FAA guidelines, Table 4.7.2-4 delineates the calculated 
declared distances for 
runways in the north airfield. To date, declared distances for LAX have not been added to the ALP. 
Question: Since offsets have been in place at LAX for some time, why have the declared distances 
not been added to the 
ALP since release in 2005? Does this impact safety or is this just an administrate exercise? 
Page 4-499 Figure 4.7.2-4 Parcels Within RPZ Baseline Conditions (2010) 
Notes: 3/ For planning purposes, all runways are assumed to have approaches with minimums less 
than . mile. 
Question: What does note three mean? If the approach is > . mile how does this impact RPZ and 
safety? 
Page 4-501 Other FAA/LAWA Safety Measures 
The FAA and LAWA have worked together in recent years to deploy new technologies and 
enhanced 
training to improve airfield safety at LAX. The following provides a summary of these recent and 
ongoing 
improvements: 
� Airport Movement Area Safety System (AMASS) was installed and fully operational at LAX in 
2003. 
AMASS is a radar-based system that tracks ground movements and provides an automatic visual 
and 
audio alert to tower controllers when it detects potential incursions or collisions on runways and 
taxiways. 
� Enhanced airfield signs, lighting, and pavement markings to FAA updated standards have been 
installed. 
� In 2009, Airport Surface Detection Equipment, Model X (ASDE-X) was installed at LAX. ASDE-X 
provides a more precise surface detection technology than AMASS by providing accurate target 
position and identification information and thus gives controllers a more reliable view of airport 
operations. A Phase 1 
upgrade to the multi lateration receiver units was completed in 2011 and a Phase 2 enhancement 
and upgrade to the 
ASDE-X equipment is scheduled for installation at LAX in 2013. 
� Recurrent training takes place with all airport, airline, and FAA personnel with access to or 
control of 
the LAX airfield movement areas (runways, taxiways, and service roads). 
� The FAA and LAWA are deploying Runway Status Lights (RWSL) technology at LAX. This tool 
increases situational awareness for aircrews and airport vehicles and thus serves as an additional 
layer of runway safety against incursions. A Prototype Program (Phase 1) has been installed and 
operating since June 2009. LAX was the first airport to have RWSLs installed on multiple runways. 
� In February 2010, LAWA and the FAA entered into a Memorandum of Agreement for a full 
implementation (Phase 2) of RWSL technology. This is to include upgrading existing prototype 
equipment and new installations on both north and south runway complexes. The design was 
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Detailed questions dated 10-10-2012attached to LAX SPAS DEIR comments Page 39 
completed in May 2011; however, the FAA informed LAWA that same month that the 
implementation 
schedule was on hold due to budgetary constraints. Based on discussions between LAWA and the 
FAA in December 2011, the FAA is re-evaluating the scope and budget with the goal of initiating 
the 
implementation in 2012. In order for the safety benefit of this technology to be fully realized, an 
airfield geometry designed to accommodate modern aircraft is needed. 
� As part of the overall goal of improving operational safety at LAX, the FAA has made procedural 
changes since 2007 that are related to airspace operations. 
Question: What other improvements, such as more extensive ground movement tracking system 
which includes all vehicles, are available to improve flight field safety? When can they be 
implemented? How would improving tower staffing help? Runway status lights were only partially 
installed three years ago. Why is it taking so long to complete installation of the rest of the airfield 
coverage? What other situational awareness systems should be installed at LAX for safety? 
 
Page 4-502 to 4-504 North Airfield Safety Studies 
 
Seven independent assessments of north airfield safety were completed. The following is a 
summary of each of these studies. 
� LAX North Airfield Special Peer Review, March 2007 - A special peer review process involving 
airport industry experts was formed to objectively review the facts concerning the north airfield 
improvements (i.e., various options for increasing the separation distance between Runways 
6L/24R and 6R/24L, adding a centerfield parallel taxiway, and modifying the locations designs of 
taxiway/runway intersections) and to provide the group's insight and advice on the best solution 
and way to move forward. The Peer Review Group consisted of 13 aviation experts from the 
private, airport, and public sector with experience in planning, engineering and operations of major 
U.S. airports. 
 
The Peer Review Group393 evaluated the north airfield from the perspectives of operational 
safety, airfield balance, and efficiencies. They found that there is a definite need for improvements 
to the north airfield, that doing nothing is not an option, and massive terminal demolition is not 
feasible. The Group concluded that shifting the northerly runway 340 feet northward offers 
maximum safety, balance, and efficiency advantages. This option provides for new large aircraft 
operations, does not impact the apron/gate terminal infrastructure, presents fewer construction 
phasing impacts, and provides for a full-length center taxiway to promote safe and efficient aircraft 
landing and takeoff operations. 
� Analysis of LAX North Airfield Alternatives, May 2007 - An analysis of LAX north airfield 
alternatives was prepared by the International Aviation Management Group, Inc.,394 an aviation 
planning firm headed by a professor of Airport Operations and Management from Embry Riddle 
Aeronautical University. The purpose of this study was to provide expert and objective guidance as 
to which alternatives being considered for the SPAS at the time (i.e., provide more separation 
between runways by moving Runway 6L/24R north by either 100 feet or 340 feet, or moving 
Runway 6R/24Lsouth by either 100 feet or 340 feet, or keeping runways in current locations) were 
most appropriate for further study as they relate to operational safety, aircraft compatibility, 
capacity, and environmental considerations. The study determined that the alternatives that 
provided an additional runway separation of 340 feet (LAX Master Plan Alternative D [340 feet 
south] and 340-foot north alternative) were the most appropriate for further study, while the least 
appropriate alternatives were the no additional separation and the 100-foot south concepts. 
� Los Angeles International Airport North Airfield Assessment, May 2007 - A north airfield 
assessment was prepared by URS Corporation,395 a large multi-disciplinary worldwide aviation-
consulting and engineering firm. The study examined options for reconfiguring the north airfield to 
address airfield safety related to runway incursions, the need to accommodate ADG VI aircraft, 
operational efficiencies, and cost factors. The study concluded that several aircraft types 
create operational challenges to the existing airfield and that addition of a center taxiway, which 
could occur if there was more separation between the existing runways, would eliminate several 
risks and problems. The study recommended, based upon FAA standards, pursuing relocating 
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Runway 6L/24R 350 feet northerly and increasing its runway takeoff length. Current FAA design 
standards require greater separation between parallel runways and between runways and 
taxiways than what exists in the north airfield today, to safely and efficiently accommodate larger 
aircraft. 
� Los Angeles International Airport Modernization - Tomorrow is Now, May 2007 - Twenty-two 
members of the Airline Pilots Association (ALPA) 396 formed a committee to present their findings 
and recommendations in a presentation entitled "Los Angeles International Airport Modernization - 
Tomorrow is Now." ALPA is an international organization of over 60,000 pilots representing over 40 
airlines that is heavily engaged in safety issues and improvements for the airline industry. The 
ALPA Committee recommended that Runway 6L/24R be relocated northward to provide 623 feet, 
but not less than 550 feet, of runway to taxiway separation and that mirroring the separation on the 
south airfield is not an option. 
� LAX North Airfield Proposed Runway Configuration - Safety Risk Assessment, May 2007 – The 
Washington Consulting Group, Inc. (WCG)397 led a panel of subject matter experts through a 
safety risk assessment on the north airfield proposed runway configurations. WCG is an Air Traffic 
Management Systems and Air Traffic Controller Training firm that is expert in conducting an FAA 
defined Safety Risk Management (SRM) Study. The SRM panel was to identify operational 
hazards, analyze associated risks, and establish mitigating strategies to ensure the safe and 
expeditious management of air traffic and then specifically develop and prioritize improvements 
that will increase the level of airfield 
safety. The analysis by panel produced a list of ten preliminary hazards associated with aircraft 
operating on the existing north airfield. Table 4.7.2-5 describes the ten hazards. 
� LAX North Airfield Safety Study (NASS) - Following the completion of the five studies described 
above, City of Los Angeles elected officials requested preparation of an additional independent 
safety study, referred to as the LAX NASS, and formed the North Runway Safety Advisory 
Committee (NRSAC) composed of LAX stakeholders to oversee the study. The study's objective 
was to "inform decision makers on the scope and severity of operational safety problems of the 
north airfield and a range of potential solutions." The primary aim of the study was to estimate as 
specifically as possible the level of future safety associated with each of the alternate 
configurations of the north airfield, and, secondarily, look at capacity implications of each. In 
support of the safety study, LAWA contracted with NASA Ames in May 2008, to perform detailed 
airfield simulation modeling, and with a six member Academic Panel in July 2008, made up of 
distinguished professors and aviation safety efficiency experts from the Massachusetts Institute of 
Technology; Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University (Virginia Tech); University of 
California, Berkeley; George Mason University; and University of Maryland. 
 
The Preliminary NASS Report was released in February 2010, and the Final Report with all 
supportive documentation was submitted in May 2010.398 The following were the Academic 
Panel's main conclusions:  
� The LAX north airfield is extremely safe under the current configuration for the projected 2020 
forecast. 
� New configurations of the north airfield that include increased runway separation and the 
addition 
of a centerfield taxiway would reduce by a substantial percentage (40-55 percent) the risk of a 
fatal runway collision. 
� Since the baseline level of risk is so low, reducing that risk by a substantial level is of "limited 
practical importance." 
� The 340-foot north alternative significantly improves the operational efficiency of LAX and it 
would 
improve safety. 
� Based on safety grounds alone, the Panel found it hard to argue for reconfiguring the north 
airfield. 
� FAA's Response to the NASS Report - In response to the NASS Report, the FAA's Office of 
Airports, Office of Accident Investigation and Prevention, Runway Safety Office, Western Pacific 
Regional Flight Standards Division, and the Air Traffic Organization conducted a detailed review of 
the study and identified several critical flaws in the assumptions, methodology, and conclusions. In 
April 2010, the FAA Administrator provided FAA's comments and position on the NASS and the 
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north airfield in a letter to the Mayor of Los Angeles and to Los Angeles World Airports. 399 The 
FAA stated that they strongly disagree with the study's main conclusion that reducing the risk of a 
fatal runway collision is of limited practical importance and the study's conclusion that reconfiguring 
the north airfield on the grounds of safety alone is not a compelling argument. 
 
Besides taking issue with several of the assumptions, methodologies, and uses of data in the 
report, the FAA made the following statements: 
� The only complete and single-most significant solution for LAX's safety and efficiency needs 
must 
include airfield geometry designed to accommodate modern aircraft. Everything possible must be 
done to make the north airfield as safe as it can be. 
� North airfield safety and efficiency would be greatly improved by further separating the two 
runways and constructing a center taxiway between them. This would address equally important 
issues of standards, safety, and efficiency. 
� FAA firmly believes the 40-55 percent reduction in risk would be more than sufficient justification 
for the reconfiguration of the north airfield on safety grounds alone. 
 
Question: What information was provided to the review panels to support their conclusions? What 
number of aircraft operations and flight mix was assumed? What budget were they given to 
conclude that “massive terminal demolition is not feasible.”? What efficiency advantages did they 
find since the comprehensive NASA study and this DEIR results disagree with that conclusion? Did 
the Peer Review Group identify the new safety failure modes of erroneous landings on the 
taxiways experienced at other airports? Are these center taxiways more effective at airports with 
much larger land areas? 
 
Question: There was only one comprehensive study, the NASS to which the FAA was a significant 
participant. The DEIR lists seven studies, but in the context of the statements there were eight. The 
Academic Panel responded to the FAA conclusions and found fault with their methodology. Why 
are the AP responses to the FAA assertions not included in this DEIR? 
 
Page 4-510 Table 4.7.2-7 Runway Incursions/Incidents at LAX (2001-2011) 
 
… For the FAA, an incident without an aircraft in potential conflict -- such as an unauthorized 
aircraft crossing an empty runway -- was previously defined as a "surface incident" and not a 
runway incursion. The new definition means that some incidents formerly classified as surface 
incidents are instead classified as C or D category runway incursions, which are low-risk incidents 
with ample time and/or distance to avoid a collision. The classification of the most serious kinds of 
runway incursions, Categories A and B, remains unchanged. 
 
Question: There are no category A or B shown for either complex in the table. There was an event 
in 2011 where a landing aircraft missed an aircraft waiting to take off on 25R by less than 75 feet. 
Is it true that the FAA fails to post events until the full evaluation is complete? What else is not 
included in the totals presented? Seven 2011 category C are shown for the north airfield. Please 
identify their causes and correlate to the design changes in the alternatives. Under the new 
definitions when two aircraft back into each other is this counted as two? 
 
Page 4-512 Runway Safety 
 
Part 77 imaginary surfaces provide a means of identifying objects that require a more detailed 
safety analysis. This analysis, performed by the FAA, considers the airspace operations and safety 
requirements applicable to the Part 77 surface, as well as the nature, location, and extent of the 
object's penetration into the Part 77 surface. The analysis requires detailed runway design and 
engineering data not available at this conceptual level of planning, and would occur during the 
normal course of FAA review and approval of proposed airfield improvements. The analysis would 
set forth and define the appropriate means and measures to address potential safety concerns 
related to objects located within the Part 77 surface. As described above in Section 4.7.2.3, options 
for addressing potential safety hazards associated with objects located within controlled airspace 
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areas can range widely and can include (1) doing nothing (i.e., for low-risk objects); (2) placing 
high-visibility markings and lighting on the object to make it highly visible to pilots and indicating 
such objects on avigation maps; (3) lowering, reducing, or removing the object, and; (4) modifying 
an approach or departure procedure to allow aircraft to safely navigate around or above an object 
that penetrates a Part 77 surface. The most appropriate option(s) would be determined in 
conjunction with detailed airfield improvement engineering and would be subject to FAA review and 
concurrence prior to FAA approval of an ALP amendment for such an airfield modification. … 
 
Question: This section acknowledges that the Westchester Business District is within the RPZ. The 
underlined section above states that a Part 77 surface analysis requires more depth than currently 
available. How, then, can LAWA promise anyone that they will not have to remove our businesses 
without a commitment from the FAA? What is to stop the FAA from changing their mind after 
making a verbal or even written commitment to LAWA? If the approach is changed to be 
closer to homes and businesses doesn’t this transfer some risk to those on the ground? 
 
Page 4-514 and 515 Table 4.7.2-8 
 
Summary of North Airfield Runways and Parallel Taxiways Compliance with FAA Airport Design 
Standards 
 
Question: The subject table shows runway separations from between 700’ to 1050’ but separations 
less than current spacing between the proposed center taxiway to a runway by as much as 300’. 
How is this presented as safer? All Taxiway E ADG sizes allowed are shown to be the largest, 
ADG VI except Alt D with Taxilane D being a mixture of ratings with less than ADG V for parts 
currently, but all reasonable changes including no additional separation being ADG V. It 
also shows runway to taxiway separation is BETTER if the runway is not moved! Based on this 
safety design standards Alternative 2 is superior. How is this reconciled with the desire to expand 
north? 
 
Page 4-524 Hydrology/Water Quality 
 
Potentially affected areas are mostly developed/urbanized; hence, surface hydrology is 
characterized primarily by runoff flowing across impervious surfaces into the existing storm drain 
system, and water quality is characterized by typical urban storm water pollutants (i.e., oil and 
grease, metals, nitrogen, fecal coliform, trash, etc.). Implementation of the above measures could  
result in reduced surface runoff to the extent that existing structures and impervious surfaces are 
removed, and also reduce or change urban stormwater pollutants to the extent existing urban uses 
are taken out of service or replaced with lower intensity uses. Construction activities associated 
with the removal or modification of existing structures could result in short-term erosion and 
sedimentation and other construction-related water quality pollutants (i.e., from fueling/servicing of 
construction equipment, storage of materials including temporary stockpiles of demolition debris, 
etc.). Mitigation of such construction-related pollutants would be accomplished through adherence 
with the requirement of the State Water Resources Control Board General (Construction) Permit 
(2009-0009-DWQ). Hydrology and water quality impacts are anticipated to… 
 
Question: This section states that the major issue is surface runoff, but if this area has unknown 
sources from Centinela Creek and feeds the Dominguez flood plain, can the underground water 
create more problems and potential flooding than the surface water when there are major utilities 
needing to be moved and a six lane tunnel being removed along with the modification of the Argo 
Drainage Channel? 
 
Page 4-525 Land Use and Planning 
 
The potentially affected areas are designated in the City's General Plan for Commercial 
(Community) land use. Similarly, the subject areas are zoned for commercial uses, primarily C1-
Light Commercial and C2- General Commercial. The removal of existing uses would not require a 
General Plan amendment or a change in zoning. The potential replacement of existing uses with 
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other uses compatible with an RPZ would need to be reviewed in light of the provisions of the 
existing zoning relative to permitted and conditional uses. In general, however, the removal of 
existing uses and replacement with lower intensity uses is not expected to conflict with the existing 
land use plans for the area. Similarly, it not expected to create physical or functional incompatibility 
with existing land uses nearby. To the extent that implementation of any measures required to 
address potential airspace obstructions or incompatible structures/uses requires the removal of 
existing uses, implementation of LAX Master Plan Commitment RBR-1, Residential and Business 
Relocation Program, and LAX Master Plan Mitigation Measure MMRBR-1, Phasing for Business 
Relocations, would reduce impacts associated with business relocation. 
 
With implementation of the commitment and mitigation measure, impacts related to business 
relocation would likely be reduced to a level that is less than significant; however, as noted above, 
it would be premature and speculative to reach a final significance conclusion at this time regarding 
this type of potential secondary impact. 
 
Question: If the construction destroys the Lincoln Blvd and Sepulveda Blvd intersection then traffic 
on Sepulveda, which Westchester Business District relies, will cause major losses if/when 
construction takes an extended period. Coupled with many closures and forced move of hundreds 
of businesses there can be a significant impact. When will this be evaluated? It should be done as 
part of the SPAS process, not wait until a project level EIR is prepared because the 
consequence is too great. 
 
Page 4-525 Transportation 
 
…Construction activities associated with the removal or modification of existing structures would 
result in temporary construction-related traffic and possible lane closures and detours… 
 
Question: The DEIR indicates that Terminal 3 will be rebuilt in a different location. How will only a 
lane detour occur in the CTA when the upper roadway is attached to Terminal 3 at its present 
location? When LAWA (or CalTrans) starts moving 
Lincoln Blvd to a totally new location below grade, how can this be achieved with a possible lane 
closure? 
 
Page 4-527 Air surfaces 
 
… The improvements proposed at the east end of Runway 6R/24L and the covering of the eastern 
end of the Argo Drainage Channel would bring the RSAs for the north airfield into compliance with 
FAA standards…. 
 
Question: This DEIR indicates that LAWA has not consulted USCOE on modifications to the Argo 
Channel. If this causes flooding to occur onto the runways how long will the north airfield be 
closed? How long can operations on one half of the airport support the full complement of arrivals? 
 
Page 4-547 
 
“As indicated in Table 4.7.2-8, implementation of Alternative 5 would increase the separation 
distance between Runways 6L/24R and 6R/24L from 700 feet to 1,050 feet, but would not change 
the existing capabilities relative to allowing simultaneous arrivals and departures.” 
 
Question: This (or similar statement) is made for each of the alternatives which increases runway 
separation. How much improvement is due to the runway separation versus how much is due to 
the taxiway separation improvement? 
 
Page 4-548 Other Safety Considerations 
 
As described above in Section 4.7.2.3, numerous safety studies have been prepared relative to 
aircraft operations on the north airfield. While the nature, approach, and scope of analysis may 
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differ between the studies, there is general consensus between the studies that increased 
separation between runways and the addition of a centerfield parallel taxiway can reduce the 
potential for a runway collision or incursion and enhance safety, particularly as related to future 
operations involving a greater number of large aircraft. Additionally, the safety benefits of relocated 
and redesigned runway crossing points along the last-third of Runway 6R/24L, including the 
advantage of pilot visibility to the end of the runway, were noted in some of the studies. The airfield 
improvements proposed under Alternative 5 provide for these desired safety improvements.  
 
Question: Although the above statement states “general consensus…addition of a centerfield 
parallel taxiway (CFT) can reduce potential for a runway collision or incursion…” a blanket 
statement of this type needs proof. Again, what if any is added by the CFT as opposed to fixing the 
other taxiways and/or changing the location of exit ramps from the runway? 
How much safety is lost by having the taxiway closer to an adjacent runway as opposed to the 
larger separation between the two runways? How much does positioning of the gates relative to 
the landing area impact safety if moved to locations where the landing site is beyond the gate and 
must taxi back on a fully separated taxiway? 
 
Page 4-553 Implementation of Alternative 5 would not involve construction of a runway within 
10,000 feet of a solid waste landfill or create an attractant to birds. In general, implementation of 
this alternative would enhance aircraft safety and efficiency, as summarized above, particularly 
with respect to better achieving compliance with FAA Airport Design Standards for operation of 
large aircraft. The 350-foot northward shift of Runway 6L/24R would, however, result in a 
northward shift of the Part 77 imaginary surfaces placing portions of two multi-story structures 
within Part 77 Surfaces. As described above, there are several options available to address 
potential safety hazards associated with objects being located within controlled airspace areas, 
ranging from doing nothing (i.e., for low-risk objects), to placing high-visibility markings and lighting 
on the object to make it highly visible to pilots and indicating such objects on avigation maps, to 
lowering, reducing, or removing the object, and, in some cases, an approach or departure 
procedure will be modified to allow aircraft to safely navigate around or above an object that 
penetrates a Part 77 surface. The most appropriate option(s) would be determined in conjunction 
with detailed airfield improvement engineering and would be subject to FAA review and 
concurrence prior to FAA approval of an ALP amendment for such an airfield modification. Such 
measures would reduce this safety impact to a level that is less than significant. Secondary or 
indirect impacts associated with implementation of such options could range from no impact, such 
as in the case of low-risk objects that do not require any safety measures, to impacts typically 
associated with removal of an object/structure, such as temporary construction-related air quality, 
noise, and traffic impacts, visual impacts (i.e., changes in existing appearance), and land use 
impacts. Such secondary or indirect impacts would be similar to those described at the end of the 
impacts analysis for Alternative 1 above. 
 
Question: Based on the above statement and this applies to all alternatives: although incursions 
are important from a safety point, a larger panel of experts and the FAA have stated that 
excursions are, in general, more serious. This doesn’t seem to be addressed in most of these 
discussions. As you move runways closer to residences and commercial properties doesn’t the 
potential impact of an excursion increase? Where is this addressed? How much less safe is the 
movement of operations closer to homes and commercial property? If the plan by LAWA is to 
mitigate impacts on the Westchester Business district by relocating into the Northside Development 
area what risks are increased and by how much? 
 
Pages 4-569 and 570 Table 4.7.2-16 Summary of Safety and Efficiency Enhancements to the 
North Airfield Operations 
 
Question: Why was the airside redesigned in the alternatives such that Taxilane D was enhanced 
to ADG VI for Alternatives 3,5 but only ADG V for Alternatives 1,2,6,7 ? The main difference 
appears that Alt 5 moves/rebuilds terminal 3, why weren’t the others? 
 
Page 4-571 4.7.2.7 Mitigation Measures 
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Alternatives 1 through 9 would not have a significant impact with respect to safety; therefore, no 
mitigation is required. 
 
Question: If the primary reason for runway and taxiway movement is for “safety” why is there “no 
significant impact?” 
Page 4-577 4.7.3 Hazardous Materials Table 4.7.3-1 Existing Soil and Groundwater Contamination 
and Remediation 
 
Status Note 1This list includes only those sites with known contamination, as determined through 
database and information from LAWA personnel. 
 
Question: Where was past rocket fuel testing done on the northside? Which areas on the south 
and west have fuel dispensed that pose a significant possibility of leakage? What other potential 
contamination sites exist based on type of land use airport operation? Where are the lead lined 
fallout shelters? Why were only those identified by LAWA in a database listed in this table? 
 
Question: Must these sites be cleaned up before or during project construction? Are the costs for 
this clean up included in the cost estimates? Since there are underground springs and water flow 
under LAX has the distribution of contaminants been evaluated? When this contaminated dirt has 
been moved to staging areas are these cleaned up? Is there testing data to confirm? Where is this 
data and how is it presented and available to the public? 
 
Page 4-582 HM-2. Handling of Contaminated Materials Encountered During Construction. 
 
Prior to the initiation of construction, LAWA will develop a program to coordinate all efforts 
associated with the handling of contaminated materials encountered during construction.411 The 
intent of this program will be to ensure that all contaminated soils and/or groundwater encountered 
during construction are handled in accordance with all applicable regulations. As part of this 
program, LAWA will identify the nature and extent of contamination in all areas where excavation, 
grading, and pile-driving activities are to be performed. LAWA will notify the appropriate regulatory 
agency when contamination has been identified. If warranted by the extent of the contamination, as 
determined by the regulatory agency with jurisdiction, LAWA will conduct remediation prior to 
initiation of… 
 
Question: Taxiway S, for instance, was recently constructed and dirt excavated. This soil was near 
the fuel farm and subsequently moved to staging areas. Where is the documentation that this soil 
was tested? Was the staging area tested for contamination? If this soil was moved from one 
staging area to another how was it tracked and documented? 
 
Page 4-586 Hazardous Materials 
 
Due to the extent of the VOC contamination associated with the Park One (Former 
Honeywell/Allied Signal Aerospace) site, it is possible that remediation will still be underway when 
construction of Terminal 0 and the redesigned entry roadways is initiated. Remediation for this site 
consists of an SVE system that includes small above ground vessels for treating the soil vapor, 
pipes connecting the dry wells to the vessels, and groundwater monitoring wells. Due to the extent 
of excavation needed for the Alternative 1 improvements, it is likely that part, or all, of the 
remediation system would have to be removed during construction, if it is still in operation at the 
time the SPAS improvements are constructed. This would entail destruction of the extraction wells 
and removal of underground piping and aboveground vessels. 
 
Removing the active remediation system at Park One for an extended period would interfere with 
existing clean up efforts. However, temporary cessation of remediation would not have any impacts 
on human health as groundwater beneath the site is not used for municipal purposes and 
contaminated soils lie beneath asphalt and would not be exposed. 
Question: Since the groundwater will be contaminated from this site and the water is then allowed 
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to flow into the ocean what regular testing is done to ensure safety? 
 
Page 4-599 Hydrology 4.8.2 Methodology 
 
The various sources and methodologies used for the hydrology and water quality analyses are 
consistent with the methodologies as applied in Technical Report 6, Hydrology and Water Quality 
Technical Report, and Technical Report S-5, Supplemental Hydrology and Water Quality Technical 
Report, of the LAX Master Plan Final EIR. Relevant portions of those documents are incorporated 
by reference and summarized in this section (see Section 1.6 in Chapter 1, Introduction and 
Executive Summary, regarding where these documents are available for public review)…. 
413Similar to Manchester Square, the Belford residential area is also being acquired under the 
Aircraft Noise Mitigation Program; however, the Belford Area is not included in the hydrology and 
water quality analysis because none of the SPAS alternatives propose a future reuse of that area. 
Question: 4-599 LAWA acknowledges this is tiered and relies on old Alt D reports. One has to 
question their accuracy. 
 
The Manchester Tunnel which extends Lincoln Blvd under the north runway could not have been 
considered at that time because the key LAWA managers were denying its existence until about 
two years ago! 
 
Question: 4-599 Note 413 states that the hydrology report excludes Belford Square because none 
of the alternatives propose a future reuse of the area. How does a Master Plan not cover a 
significant piece of LAWA property? What is planned for this area? 
Page 4-601 Operational Impacts Wet Weather Flows Estimating the mass of pollutant load 
discharged to a water body requires knowledge of surface water runoff volume, discharge location, 
and pollutant load sources for a given area. Pollutants transferred out of the HWQSA by wet 
weather flows are the result of non-point pollution sources. A commonly accepted method is to 
estimate pollutant loads on an average annual basis using average pollutant concentration data 
from relevant published storm water investigations and monitoring, combined with estimates of 
annual average runoff from the project area. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's (USEPA) 
National Urban Runoff Program's (NURP) Final Report presents the results of an extensive runoff 
sampling and analysis program that consisted of collecting samples from more than 2,300 
separate storm. 
 
Question: This analysis appears to assume that the wet weather runoff is “normal” as if it were from 
a residential or commercial street setting. Since it’s known that many of the areas within airside are 
particularly contaminated it would be reasonable to assume more contaminants in the runoff. 
Where is this documented and how is it controlled? 
 
Page 4-604 Hydrology/Water Quality 4.8.3 Existing Conditions 
 
The affected environment for this evaluation includes the HWQSA. The baseline conditions for 
drainage and water quality are described separately below. 
 
As previously noted, the only hydrology issue considered for this analysis is drainage. Drainage is 
discussed as it relates specifically to the management of the systems designed to convey storm 
water runoff to prevent flooding as well as to the potential to cause or increase the potential for 
erosion or siltation. The environmental setting with respect to drainage and the potential for 
flooding focuses on the existing drainage system at LAX, as well as the off-site drainage facilities 
to which the drainage system at LAX discharges and regulatory issues that apply in designing 
drainage and flood control structures…. 
 
Note 429 The Conceptual Drainage Plan provides the basis by which detailed drainage 
improvement plans associated with LAX Master Plan projects are to be designed in conjunction 
with site engineering specific to each LAX Master Plan improvement project. 
 
Question: 4.8.3 Only hydrology issue consider is drainage. Why were other issues ignored? Why 
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are the LA City and County reports not referenced as noted in the body of the document except for 
a 2005 City plan? Note 429 simply states that there is a Conceptual Drainage Plan. 
 
Page 4-630 4.8.6.6 Alternative 6 
 
Alternative 6 focuses on airfield and terminal improvements only. However, as noted in Section 
4.8.2, for purposes of this analysis, impacts associated with ground access improvements are also 
considered. 
The distinguishing changes considered in this analysis relative to hydrology and water quality are 
the northerly movement and westerly extension of Runway 6L/24R, conversion of a portion of the 
unlined Argo Drainage Channel into a concrete box culvert (1,400 linear feet), conversion of open 
space to accommodate the realignment of Lincoln Boulevard, conversion of industrial area for the 
ITF, and conversion of the Manchester Square area to parking use. (underline for emphasis) 
 
Question: 4.8.6.6 Alternative 6 analysis of Hydrology/Water Quality talks about extension of 
Runway 24R west but this was (and is) not part of the submitted plan by petitioners. What was the 
reason for ignoring the petitioner input? 
 
Page 4-632 4.8.6.7 Alternative 7 Hydrology 
 
Under Alternative 7, the total impervious area within the HWQSA would increase by 61 acres as 
compared to baseline conditions of 3,082 acres. Since much of the area surrounding the airport in 
both the Santa Monica Bay and Dominguez Channel watersheds is developed (i.e., impervious) 
under baseline conditions, this change would represent a marginal increase (2.0 percent) in 
regional impervious area. 
The changes in impervious area would only occur within the Dominguez Channel Watershed, and 
would represent an increase of 5.5 percent (see Table 22 in Appendix H, Hydrology and Water 
Quality). As noted above, previous studies indicate that, under baseline conditions, the 
conveyance capacity of drainage infrastructure within the Argo sub-basin and Imperial sub-basin 
(including both the Pershing and Imperial components of the sub-basin) is adequate for the 
LADPW 50-year storm, while the Dominguez Channel sub-basin infrastructure would flood under 
these same conditions. Detailed analysis of the Dominguez Channel sub-basin capacity under this 
design storm for Alternative 7 was not conducted given the conceptual level of planning associated 
with all SPAS alternatives at this time as discussed in Section 4.8.2. As shown in Table 4.8-5, the 
increase in impervious surface in the portion of the HWQSA tributary to Dominguez Channel is 5.5 
percent, which would result in a net increase in peak flow rates to be conveyed by the drainage 
systems serving these areas. As previously noted, the Dominguez Channel is currently over 
capacity off-site and downstream from LAX; therefore, a 5.5 percent increasee in peak. 
 
Question: Why was 50-year storm condition chosen instead of the 100 year storm condition given 
the criticality of LAX air operations? 
 
Page 4-638 4.8.7 Mitigation Measures Hydrology and Water Quality 
 
Compliance with the Conceptual Drainage Plan, developed in accordance with LAX Master Plan 
Commitment HWQ-1, would ensure that impacts to hydrology and water quality associated with 
Alternative 3 would be less than significant. Therefore, no mitigation specific to SPAS is required 
for this alternative. 
 
Question: 4.8.7 Mitigation Measures for Hydrology and Water Quality states that since Alt D was 
less than significant then so is any SPAS alternative based on Alt D. At the time of Alt D the 
Manchester Tunnel was unknown to LAWA and therefore the impact of underground, unknown 
sourced water was not considered. Now that this is known LAWA should have done more analysis. 
What are the results and impacts or mitigations now necessary? 
 
Page 4-638 4.8.7 Mitigation Measures Hydrology and Water Quality 
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The CDP revision and update will provide the basis and specifications by which detailed drainage 
improvement plans shall be designed in conjunction with site engineering specific to each 
improvement associated with any selected SPAS alternative, as well as the remaining LAX Master 
Plan improvements that would not change due to the SPAS alternative, including, if necessary, 
improvements to address increased erosion and sedimentation. Consistent with the requirements 
for the 2005 CDP, the drainage system design and identification of needed improvements shall be 
based upon providing flood protection for a minimum 10-year storm event. As also required in the 
2005 CDP, water quality treatment BMPs, which may include infiltration basins/systems, 
bioretention, vegetated swales, detention/retention basins/systems, media filtration, water quality 
inlets, catch… 
 
Question: 4.8.7 Mitigation measures. LAWA again states that it bases its Conceptual Drainage 
Plan (CDP) on the old LAX Plan. However new factors have been raised such as the need to run 
artesian wells for several years in order to build the Manchester tunnel. These have apparently not 
been taken into consideration and should be updated. Further, since the potential issue of sandy 
soil combined with an unknown water source creates more serious consequences from 
not providing adequate flood protection. This means that LAWA should have provided more 
adequate mitigation in its plan for beyond a min 10-year storm event. Rather it should have 
addressed the 50 year or 100 year event to reduce potential consequences. Please provide this 
information and updated impacts. 
 
Page 4-649 Figure 4.9-2 Los Angeles County Airport Land Use Plan Land Use Compatibility Table 
 
Question: The Los Angeles County Airport Land Use Plan, 1991 quoted in the subject table shows 
“Caution. Review Noise Insulation Needs” for residential land use category from 60 CNEL. Where 
are the reports in the DEIR showing this review? Contours shown are for 65 CNEL. 
 
Page 4-654 4.9 Land Use Planning 
 
The LAX Northside area provides for the development of uses that are consistent with airport 
needs and neighborhood conditions, while also serving as an airport buffer zone (comprised of 
compatible development and landscape) for the Westchester community. It may also serve as a 
relocation area for businesses displaced by the implementation of the LAX Master Plan… 
Note 481 LAX Northside, part of the LAX Master Plan approved by the City of Los Angeles in 2004, 
is an approved airport development project that includes future development of 4.5 million square 
feet of commercial and airport-related industrial land uses to be built on 340 acres of vacant land 
located north of Runway 6L/24R (the northern most runway at LAX) along and north of 
Westchester Parkway. Currently, LAWA is engaged in the LAX Northside Plan Update, which is 
considering development of a different land use mix, including mixed-use, community/civic space, 
office/education/research space, and airport support uses, on 340 acres. 
 
Question: How can the above uses for the LAX Northside be applied if the existing 1982 Northside 
Plan was negated by changes assumed in the approval of Alternative D? Is this assuming 
completion of a new Northside Plan by LAWA? The above paragraph states that it may service as 
a relocation area for displaced businesses. Must the rezoning of the Northside be completed 
before this is accomplished? 
 
Page 4-657 LAX Plan The policies most pertinent to SPAS-related land use issues include: 
 
Land Use - LAX Northside 
 
Question: When quoting the LAX Plan policies why did the DEIR left out P2 and P3 for the LAX 
Northside as it relates to SPAS? These two policies are P2. Provide community outreach efforts to 
property owners and occupants through measures such as public notification and public meetings, 
when new development on airport property is in proximity to, and could potentially affect, nearby 
residential uses. P3. Orient LAX Northside development to encourage access from Westchester 
Parkway and other roadways internal to LAX Northside. Since LAWA is stating that this will be  
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used as a relocation site one would expect that these policies would also be adhered to. 
 
Question: Although policies were not listed in order of the LAX Plan, the DEIR deleted only Safety 
policy P6. Consult with the Los Angeles Fire Department during the design phase of facilities to 
review plans and incorporate recommendations that enhance airport safety. Why? 
 
Question: The DEIR delineated “most pertinent” policies of the LAX plan and failed to list any 
Security policies such as: 
P1. Evaluate, develop and improve, as necessary, Central Terminal Area, Intermodal 
Transportation Center, and Satellite Terminal FlyAway security – both physical and 
operational – as part of overall security improvements at LAX. 
P2. Develop entry security improvements in the Central Terminal Area by limiting access by 
non-secure private, public and commercial vehicles. 
P3. Design and construct facilities that provide for security of passengers by providing multiple 
levels of security screening procedures while maintaining ease of use. 
P4. Provide law enforcement and fire facilities to enhance the ability to respond to emergency 
situations and facilitate coordination with other emergency response agencies. 
Why does LAWA feel that security policies are not important enough to identify in the document? 
Why is Circulation and 
Access also ignored? What about Noise, Hazardous Waste, and Design policies? 
 
Page 4-663 LAX Street Frontage and Landscape Development Plan Update 
 
Question: Has LAWA ever distributed or circulated this Plan for comment or is it considered an 
internal policy statement only? The one objective listed in the DEIR of “Enhance LAX's 
compatibility with adjacent land uses, neighborhoods, and communities.” is laudable, but what 
other things does this plan call for? Since it hasn’t been updated since 2005, are there any 
updates? 
 
Page 4-664 4.9.3.3 Existing Incompatible Land Uses 
 
Aircraft Noise Mitigation Program 
 
The City of Los Angeles, as the airport proprietor, addresses incompatible land use within the 
communities surrounding LAX pursuant to the land use compatibility requirements of the California 
Airport Noise Standards (California Code of Regulations, Title 21, Subchapter 6, Section 5000 et 
seq.). LAX operates under a variance to the California Airport Noise Standards (Noise Standards) 
that was effective February 13, 2011 and was issued for a period of three years.487 The variance 
remains in effect so long as LAWA submits another application one month prior to the expiration 
date and continues to demonstrate that programs are being implemented to reduce noise impacts. 
Under the variance, LAWA… 
 
Question: What penalties occur if LAWA fails to adhere to the four items listed? Has LAWA 
provided the quarterly reports within the prescribed 45 days? Several other variance conditions 
were stipulated such as the requirement for hush houses for maintenance/testing of aircraft. How 
has this provision and others not listed been incorporated into the program level plans? If not, why 
not? 
 
Page 4-665 Noise Variance 
 
As summarized in the ANMP tables updated for 2010,491 all incompatible land uses within the 
1992 fourth quarter 65 CNEL noise contour or within 65 CNEL areas extending beyond the 1992 
contour based on the most recent quarterly report, are eligible for participation in the ANMP. 
Although the area significantly impacted by noise has been reduced since 1992, and a number of 
parcels within the 1992 contour are no longer exposed to noise levels of 65 CNEL and higher, all 
incompatible residential, school, church, and hospital parcels within the 65 CNEL noise contours 
defined above are eligible for mitigation under the ANMP.492 
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Question: Has the FAA notified LAWA of changes to the applicability of the 1992 contour? How is 
this included in the baseline and subsequent comparisons of noise impacts? 
 
Page 4-666 Noise Variance 
…As presented in the ANMP tables, of the 33,165 residential units identified within the ANMP 
contours at that time, approximately 12.402 previously incompatible dwelling units were made 
compatible.  
 
Residential sound insulation had been completed for 1,241 units in unincorporated Los Angeles 
County; 
4,827 units in the City of Los Angeles; 677 units in El Segundo; and 2,971 units in Inglewood. 
Dwelling units have also been made compatible through land recycling, including approximately 
816 units in Inglewood and 1,870 units in the City of Los Angeles. El Segundo's residential sound 
insulation program also includes additional units within the 60 CNEL noise contour identified for the 
approved LAX Master Plan and is funded by the FAA through the end of 2015.493 The number of 
units receiving sound insulation under El Segundo's program is not formally published.49… 
 
Question: How many units remain unmitigated? If jurisdictions in El Segundo, LA County, and 
Inglewood are allowed to include air conditioners as part of the mitigation, why is the FAA opposed 
(and LAWA not fighting for) this for LA residents? 
 
Question: The same section discusses a Part 161 Noise Study. Why has it not been completed? 
Does the Part 161 Noise Study use the same aircraft fleet mix assumptions as the noise contour 
studies? If not, why not? 
 
Page 4-667 LAWA Voluntary Residential Acquisition/Relocation Program 
 
Question: Footnote 498 lists a BOAC action to establish the Voluntary Acquisition Project for both 
Manchester Square and Belford Square. How does one get a copy of this very old item since it’s 
not on-line? Most people were aware of the MS aspects, but few, if any knew Belford Square was 
a part as it was never shown in other documents or even Alt D. It was raised in SPAS early on, but 
LAWA has not responded to potential uses recommended. 
 
Page 4-668 Land Use and Planning LAX Master Plan Draft Relocation Plan 
The Draft Relocation Plan includes parcel-level detail for the properties proposed for acquisition 
under the approved LAX Master Plan, an assessment of relocation effects, and procedures for 
implementing LAWA's LAX Master Plan Relocation Assistance Program (RAP) in accordance with 
applicable laws, regulations, and policies.500,501 The Plan includes an inventory of acquisition 
and relocation properties, an assessment of acquisition and relocation needs, and an assessment 
of relocation opportunities. No residential uses are proposed for acquisition. The LAX Master Plan 
program identifies approximately 34 businesses located on approximately 77 acres that would be 
acquired to accommodate airport development. 
 
Question: Where are these documents available for review and how do these properties relate to 
any of the alternatives? 
 
Page 4-673 Table 4.9-4 Summary of Existing Off-Airport Residential Uses and Non-Residential 
Noise-Sensitive Facilities in the Study Area 
 
Question: What does Title 21 compatible and Title 24 compliant mean? 
Page 4.9 Land Use Planning Westchester-Playa Del Rey Community Plan 
… Most of the topography is level except for an amount of varied, hillside terrain located in the 
northwest and west portions of the Plan area where there are significant coastal bluffs. The land 
use consists primarily of low to low-medium density residential uses, with commercial uses 
concentrated near the transit corridors of Lincoln Boulevard, Sepulveda 
Boulevard, and Century Boulevard. Residential land uses account for approximately 2,357 net 
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acres with approximately 22,794 dwelling units, of which 49 percent are multi-family units. 
Concentrations of multifamily residential uses are located near La Tijera Boulevard and 
Manchester Avenue.524… 
 
Question: Many of the areas within Westchester as well as PDR are also hilly with peaks and 
valleys which amplify sound from aircraft. The DEIR characterization is inaccurate. How has this 
been used in the evaluation for sound impact? The concentration of multifamily residential uses is 
also misleading. It is south of Manchester and east of Airport not as described. How was this 
description used in the evaluation of impacts? 
 
Page 4-684 Land Use 4.9.4 Thresholds of Significance 
 
A significant land use impact would occur if the direct and indirect changes in the environment 
caused by the particular SPAS alternative would result in one or more of the following future 
conditions: 
� Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation (including, but not limited to, the 
general plan, specific plan, local coastal program or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. 
� Create physical incompatibility with existing land uses through increased aircraft noise exposure. 
 
Question: Please define what the second bullet “create physical incompatibility” means. 
Page 4-692 Consistency with Land Use Plans - On-Airport Land Table 4.9-5 
General Comparison of Acquisition Area Land Use - SPAS Alternatives 
1 No acquisition is proposed under Alternatives 5, 6, and 7 since these alternatives only include 
airfield and terminal components. 
 
Question: The DEIR indicates no acquisition is anticipated by the DEIR. When will LAWA 
acknowledge that movement of runways north will require acquisition of a significant portion of the 
Westchester Business District and some homes? How will these costs be accounted for in the 
SPAS report which is a part of the DEIR by reference? 
 
Section 4.10 Noise 
 
Question: It appears that the 1992 Contour was not used and that a new baseline contour was 
recalculated. Is that correct? 
 
Question: Table 4.10.1-5 lists schools expected to be impacted by above 55 interior dBA. Why is 
St. Bernards not listed despite being in the 65 CNEL contour. Why? 
 
Question: What does Alt 1 “no additional improvements” mean? Alt 1 moves 24R 265’ north and 
Table 4.10.1-9 matches earlier population exposure increase numbers. “No additional 
improvements” is more equivalent to LAX upgrade alternatives 3 or 4 of the Plan. Alt 2 is correctly 
described as no greater separation but with 24L extended east. What is the true meaning of the 
referenced “no additional improvements”? 
 
Question: The ANSI Awakening Probability figures look like the CNEL noise contours, but at night 
the aircraft are operating in “over ocean” about 80% of the time. Explain the reason for the % 
probabilities mirroring the contours. What explains the drop in awakenings in 2025? Is this based 
on Leq8 instead of CNEL and that changes differently than CNEL? 
 
Question: Figure 4.10.1-17 is a sample of contours calculated for 60 CNEL et. al. but it’s 
impossible to compare with the baseline condition to see changes. Please provide an overlay with 
the baseline for each alternative. 
 
Question: Taking an overview of the contours and awakening the bottom line is that the south gets 
better, the northeast gets worse most and the north increases about in proportion to the amount 
the runway moves. This is the basic conclusion from Table 4.10.1-55 regarding CNEL and from 
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Table 4.10.1-57 disruptions are about the same regardless of what alternative is chosen again 
reinforcing the notion that it doesn’t matter which is chosen overall, but the noise is definitely worse 
on the north regardless of which is chosen. It’s not said in these few words, but is this the 
conclusion we should be drawing? 
 
 
Question: Doing a sanity check on the aircraft numbers used for noise needs some clarification. In 
2001 68MAP resulted from 800K ops or about 85 passengers per aircraft. Given the increase in 
load factor and increase in aircraft size that number should increase to about 110 passengers per 
aircraft or about 78 MAP. Was this the basis for the assumptions made? 
 
Question: A key assumption raised was over ocean ops from midnight to 6:30 AM however in order 
to get to 78 MAP there will have to be many more flight late at night because peak hours will be 
maxed out around 70 MAP. If over ocean ops ends up turning around at 2 AM instead of midnight 
then the awakening numbers will change dramatically as well as the CNEL bands because of the 
night penalty on more flights. How will this impact the contours and the conclusions drawn? 
 
Page 4-930 4.10.1 Aircraft Noise Shifting Noise to Compatible Areas 
 
Shifting Noise to Compatible Areas because of obstacles to the direct reduction of aircraft noise 
levels, it is more effective for airport operators to focus on the noise abatement methods that shift 
noise from sensitive areas (such as residential neighborhoods) to compatible areas (such as 
industrial areas). This can be accomplished through changes in runway use and arrival or 
departure routes or through facility changes on the airport itself, such as the modification of 
runways or the construction of noise barriers. Runway Use and Flight Route Changes 
The use of particular runways for aircraft landings and takeoffs is dictated by several factors, 
including the length of the runway, the runway gradient (or slope), the instrument approach 
procedures available to the runway, the minimum departure climb requirements from the runway, 
and the wind and weather. It is possible to establish runway use programs that encourage the use 
of runways that direct aircraft over compatible land uses and away from noise-sensitive areas, 
although allowances for exceptions must be made in recognition of the many other factors 
influencing the selection of runways for safe flight operations. LAWA previously established and 
currently implements the Preferential Runway Use Policy to reduce aircraft noise impacts to noise-
sensitive uses (i.e., aircraft departures typically occurring on the inboard runways and aircraft 
arrivals typically occurring on the outboard runways, thereby placing the noisier of the two types of 
operations away from noise-sensitive uses). 
Subject to certain limitations, aircraft routes can also be altered so that aircraft tend to fly over 
compatible areas and away from the most noise-sensitive areas. However, numerous constraints 
on the design of flight routes must be considered before changes are made. In large metropolitan 
areas with multiple airports, the volume of aircraft alone creates serious constraints. Flight routes 
must be designed to ensure the safe separation of aircraft and to ensure that arrivals and 
departures from each airport can be made safely and with relative efficiency. The control of aircraft 
in flight is the responsibility of the FAA. Thus, if airport operators desire to pursue changes in 
aircraft flight routes, they must coordinate with the FAA in undertaking the studies required to 
determine if the modifications are feasible. 
 
Question: Since the FAA SoCal Metroplex redesign is in process, how would these changes 
impact the contours and the conclusions? Would the approach and take off route changes 
overshadow that of the runway movements? How about the increase in aircraft? What constitutes 
a shifting of noise by the definitions fostered by the FAA? 
  
4.10.2 Road Traffic Noise –skipped 
 
4.10.3 Construction Traffic –skipped 
 
Page 4-955 Figure 4.10.3-1 Construction Noise Analysis Sensitive Noise Receptor Areas and 
Potential Construction Staging Areas 
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Question: Why are none of the construction staging areas on the south/west end of LAX along 
Pershing near the cement recycle activities since LAWA already modified the Imperial/Pershing 
intersection islands? 
 
 
Page 4-975 Transit noise 
 
Figure 4.10.4-1 provides an overview of several different types of non-project specific noises from 
transit sources and, for comparison, non-transit sources, and what the typical sound level is in A-
weighted decibels (dBA) for those sources. Traffic noise, defined as unwanted sound, is 
associated with highway/transit projects and is usually in the form of loud or persistent noises from 
cars, trucks, and buses. Traffic noise, as may occur along the busway proposed under Alternatives 
1-2 and 8, is generated primarily from engines/transmissions, mufflers, wind shear, and tire contact 
with the roadway. 
 
APM noise, as may occur under Alternatives 3 and 9, is generated primarily from electric control 
systems and traction (electric) motors, gear systems, wind shear, and contact between wheels and 
the rails. While train horns and crossing notification systems can also be typical noise sources for 
APM/light rail systems, this is not considered to be a concern relative to Alternatives 3 and 9, since 
the proposed APM systems would be exclusive grade-separated alignments with no vehicle or 
pedestrian crossings along the routes. 
 
Question: 4.10.4.2.1 Transit Noise. This section states that train horns and crossing notifications 
are not considered because they would be grade separated. The articulated buses will not be 
grade separated and may have to use their horns as they weave through traffic. Is this considered 
in the evaluation? 
 
Page 4-990 4.10.4.7.3 Summary of Impacts Transit Noise 
 
Alternatives 1, 2, and 8 would result in significant transit noise impacts at noise-sensitive receptors 
(hotels) associated with the elevated/dedicated busway system proposed under these alternatives. 
Although Alternative 8 proposes the same elevated/dedicated busway system as that of 
Alternatives 1 and 2, the average daily transit noise levels and associated impacts of Alternative 8 
would be comparatively greater due to greater number of hourly operations during the daytime 
hours (i.e., 128 trips per hour versus 54), which is mostly attributable to the CONRAC proposed 
under Alternative 8. 
Alternatives 1 and 2 would result in a significant transit noise impact at two hotels (Four Points 
Sheraton and Hilton Hotel), while Alternative 8 would result in a significant transit noise impact at 
three hotels (Courtyard by Marriott, Four Points Sheraton, and Hilton Hotel). 
 
Question: If the rail line (either Green Line or Crenshaw LAX Line) went into the CTA what impacts 
would be improved? 
What service level improvements would be seen? 
 
Page 4-1013 4.11 Fire Protection 
 
Question: The statement is made repetitively that because a center line taxiway will be present the 
demand on the fire stations will be reduced. However, there will be a substantial growth in 
passengers at LAX and isn’t 95% of all fire department calls for paramedic services? Where is that 
considered? How much more paramedic services will be required? 
 
Page 4-1019 4.11 Law Enforcement 
 
Question: The section again mentions general efficiencies plus TSA, and ICE efficiencies will 
reduce stress on law enforcement. However, as the number of passengers grows doesn’t crime 
and general civil police support increase? 
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Where is that discussed? Also specialized support should go up as the number of operations 
continues to increase. 
Where is that discussed? Why aren’t roadway cameras and weight scales mentioned as well as  
other security enhancing equipment and procedures? 
 
Page 4-1043 4.12.1 On-Airport Transportation 
 
Question: Section 4.12 Page 4-1043 the evaluations use an average day, but shouldn't the 
calculations be done to see what happens on a peak day as well? Doesn't capacity have to be able 
to handle the peaks? 
 
Page 4-1043 4.12.1 On-Airport Transportation 
 
659As further described in the introduction to Chapter 4, "baseline conditions" used in the analysis 
of certain environmental topics, such as air quality, aircraft noise, and traffic, were based on a full 
year's worth of airport operations data in order to best delineate the relevant existing operational 
characteristics of the airport. The Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the SPAS EIR was published in 
October 2010 and while that time period is used to define "baseline conditions" for most other 
topics in the EIR impacts analysis, that specific point in time does not account for the fluctuations in 
airport activities that typically occur through the course of a year and would not accurately 
represent the existing conditions relevant to air quality, aircraft noise, and traffic. As such, LAX 
activity data for Calendar Year 2009 (i.e., a full year's worth of airport activity data prior to 
publication of the NOP) is taken into account in defining "baseline (2009) conditions" for the On- 
Airport Transportation analysis. 
 
Question: Note 659 discusses baseline conditions and the desire for a full year of data. The 
argument is that a full calendar year would be from start of 2009, but why, for instance was it not 
July to July or something closer to the 2010 NOP date? 
 
Page 4-1044 On-Airport Transportation 
 
This comparison is provided for the purpose of identifying impacts pursuant to the requirements of 
CEQA; however, it is hypothetical in nature given the underlying assumption that all of the ground 
access improvements proposed to be completed by 2025 under each alternative theoretically exist 
today and apply to the baseline (2009) condition. 
 
Question: 4.12.1 states (highlighted) "does not include any increase in on-airport traffic from 
natural growth in passenger activity levels anticipated to occur at LAX by 2025." How is this even a 
logical situation since LAWA has stated throughout the document that they expect 2025 to have 
78.9 MAP regardless of alternatives chosen or no improvements? 
 
Page 4-1044 On-Airport Transportation 
That future (2025) scenario does not include any of the ground access improvements proposed 
under the various SPAS alternatives, and also does not include any increase in on-airport traffic 
from natural growth in passenger activity levels anticipated to occur at LAX by 2025. Rather, that 
"Future (2025) Without Alternative" condition assumes the same 2009 passenger activity levels 
daily flight schedules as in the baseline  (2009) condition, and serves as the basis for comparison 
for the "Future (2025) With Alternative" condition scenario. The Future (2025) With Alternative 
traffic condition scenarios consists of: (1) the baseline (2009) physical conditions and configuration 
of the CTA plus reasonably foreseeable on-airport ground access system improvements 
anticipated to occur by 2025, independent of, and separate from, SPAS; (2) the 2025 passenger 
levels and daily flight schedules; (3) reasonably foreseeable regional (nonairport) programmed 
improvements and ambient growth in off-airport traffic, as may affect on-airport traffic; and (4) the 
proposed SPAS improvements associated with each of the alternatives. It is important to note that 
the impacts analysis associated with comparing the Future (2025) With Alternative condition to the 
Future (2025) Without Alternative condition is very conservative, because the increase in on-airport 
traffic volumes assumed for each with-alternative scenario would actually be attributable to natural 
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growth in passenger activity predicted to occur at LAX by 2025 regardless of SPAS.  
 
Question: 4.12.1 states (highlighted) "does not include any increase in on-airport traffic from 
natural growth in passenger activity levels anticipated to occur at LAX by 2025." How is this even a 
logical situation since LAWA has stated throughout the document that they expect 2025 to have 
78.9 MAP regardless of alternatives chosen or no improvements? 
 
Page 4-1046 On-Airport Transportation 
On-Airport Traffic Data Collected in 2009 - As noted above, data collected for the Bradley West 
Project EIR was supplemented with additional data collected in 2009. This included data from the 
in-pavement vehicle loop detector system which records the volume of all traffic entering and 
exiting the CTA and the AVI system which uses transponders to record the number and types of 
AVI equipped commercial vehicles entering and exiting the CTA. These counts representing 
baseline (2009) conditions were collected for Fridays in August 2009. Since August is considered 
to be the peak month for airport-related passenger and traffic activity at LAX, and Fridays are 
typically the busiest day of the week for the airport roadway system, the new intersection turning 
movement counts were collected for the departures level on Friday, August 14th and for the 
arrivals level on Friday, August 21st and 28th during the a.m., mid-day, and p.m. commuter peak 
periods. Video from August 2008 obtained at the entrance to the CTA and at the departures level 
roadway in front of the Tom Bradley International Terminal (TBIT) from the airport's Closed Circuit 
Television (CCTV) system was also used to serve as a source for traffic counts and vehicle 
classification. 
 
Question: P 4-1046 how was the 2006 data compared with and combined with the 2008 data as 
well as the August 2009 data? Were there significant differences in the older data from the Oct 2 
and Oct 9 2009 data? What were they? 
 
Page 4-1046 On-Airport Transportation 
 
Note 665 Applied Management & Planning Group, 2006 Air Passenger Survey Final Report Los 
Angeles International Airport, December 2011. The 2006 survey is the most recent complete 
published passenger survey for LAX. Although an updated passenger survey was undertaken in 
2011, the survey results are still in the process of being compiled and reviewed. Preliminary results 
of the 2011 survey data, subject to further review and confirmation, show an increase in connecting 
passenger percentages, suggesting that LAX is becoming less of an "Origin and Destination" 
(O&D) airport, which, in turn, reduces vehicle trips to and from the airport. For the purposes of this 
EIR analysis, the information contained in the 2006 survey is still considered to be reasonably 
representative of the existing airport traffic conditions and trip generation, which provides a more 
conservative impacts analysis than if airport trips were reduced based on lower proportions of O&D 
activity. 
 
Question: Note 665 states that LAWA is relying on a 2006 survey. Since economic conditions were 
much worse in 2006 and traffic was lower along with changes in the Open Skies conditions how is 
this six year old study whose data is necessarily earlier a valid use? 
 
To further supplement the existing data sets, additional data were collected during field surveys 
conducted on Friday, October 2nd, 2009, and Friday, October 9th, 2009 between 10:30 a.m. and 
12:30 p.m. on the departures level, and between 8:30 p.m. and 10:30 p.m. on the arrivals level. 
Specifically, the following surveys were conducted:  
 
- intersection turning movement counts - for intersections along Center Way 
� Vehicle classification survey - at lower level entrance to the airport 
� Vehicle dwell time survey - at Terminals 1, 4, and 7 
� Vehicle license plate survey - at Terminal 1 and Terminal 7 lower level curbsides 
� Public parking garage entry counts - Parking Garages 1, 3, and 7 
 
The survey data represents activity on a typical busy day on the CTA roadways and curbsides at 
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LAX. Survey times were established based on the peak passenger activity in the CTA which was 
determined from the 2008 (design day) gated passenger schedule. 
After reviewing and compiling the field data, the results were adjusted from October 2009 
conditions to August 2009 conditions using multiple control data sources including passenger 
schedules, AVI, and inpavement loop detector data as well as turning movement volumes. 
 
Question: The above section talks about vehicle dwell time at Terminals 1, 4, & 7. Were there 
differences in dwell time by time of day? How did the number of traffic officers change the amount 
of dwell time? Was there a difference in dwell time noted for passengers with or without baggage 
to be checked? Were the differences significant? Was a preponderance of the traffic due to 
business travel or personal? Did dwell times change significantly when buses were competing for 
the same curb space? 
 
Page 4-1047 On-Airport Transportation 
666 In probability theory, a Poisson process is a stochastic process which counts the number of 
events and the time that these events occur in a given time interval. The time between each pair of 
consecutive events has an exponential distribution with parameter � and each of these inter-arrival 
times is assumed to be independent of other inter-arrival times. 
 
Question: P 4-1047 CTA Traffic Conditions Baseline Was there any changes in signage between 
the survey times? Was there any construction or changes to where the buses and taxis were 
instructed to stop? How would a change in airlines location from one terminal to another impact the 
numbers calculated? 
 
Page 4-1048 Prepare Level of Service Analysis 
 
Prepare Level of Service Analysis - The roadway model provides a quantitative representation of 
the traffic operations associated with the CTA curbsides, CTA roadways, and CTA intersections as 
needed to assess the potential effects of project traffic. Model outputs were post-processed to 
calculate the Level of Service (LOS) for each terminal building curbside and curbside roadway 
segment during each peak period analyzed. This model uses peak hour vehicle volumes combined 
with average dwell time by vehicle mode to estimate the demand for curbside frontage on both the 
departures and arrivals levels. To account for non-uniform arrival rates during the peak-hour, the 
model applies a statistical "surge" factor based on a Poisson666 arrivals distribution to obtain an 
estimate of occupied "spaces" during the peak hour. These estimated space requirements are 
multiplied by the average length of the vehicle (including a buffer to represent the space between 
two parked vehicles and lost space due to parking inefficiencies) to determine the demand for 
curbside frontage in linear feet. The linear distance representing these stopped vehicles was then 
divided by the linear curbside length along the terminal frontages to calculate a ratio that is used to 
define curbside LOS which is further discussed in Section 4.12.1.3.13 below. 
 
Question: P4-1048 4.12.1 On-Airport Transportation How would a backup of traffic going into the 
CTA impact the traffic dwell time? IE As traffic builds up the parked car may not stop all the way 
next to the curb in order to be able to get out after dropping off the passenger. This reduces the 
amount of practical, usable curb space. How was this considered in the calculations? 
If cars have to go around multiple times to pick up or drop off a passenger how does this impact 
the calculations due to the increase in lane changes that will be necessary? 
 
Page 4-1048 Prepare Level of Service Analysis 
 
Note 669 The on-airport transportation analysis includes Alternatives 1, 4, 8, and 9. The on-airport 
transportation analysis results for Alternative 1 are identical to those for Alternatives 2, 5, 6, and 7, 
and any reference to results from Alternative 1 can be consider valid for Alternatives 2, 5, 6, and 7. 
Alternative 3 was not considered for the on-airport transportation analyses. 
 
Question: Footnote 669 on future traffic conditions page 4-1048 states that results for Alt 1 are 
same as those for Alts 2, 5, 6, or 7. Since 5, 6, 7 do not include a busway or APM but Alts 1, 2 use 
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a busway, how is this justified? 
 
Page 4-1050 4.12.1.3.2 On-Airport Landside Facilities 
 
The on-airport landside facilities are comprised of the CTA curbsides, roadways, and public 
parking facilities. The two level on-airport curbside and roadway network is accessed from the 
following three off airport roadways: 
� Century Boulevard 
� Sepulveda Boulevard 
� 96th Street Bridge/Sky Way 
 
Question: Sec 4.12.1.3.2 On-Airport Landside Facilities lists three accesses: Century, Sepulveda, 
and 96th St Bridge. During SPAS briefings we were told that traffic entering the CTA was 1/3 from 
Century, 1/3 from Sepulveda south and 1/3 from Sepulveda north (which would include 96th St 
bridge). We were also told that the amount of traffic from the three entry sources differed 
substantially by time of day. Were the time of day studies completed? What were the results? 
How will they impact back up of traffic in the CTA? How does this specifically impact terminal 1? 
Are the terminal 1 impacts different from points further into the CTA? The "annual traffic studies" 
recently posted on the LAWA website do not address this critical question that is necessary to 
assess what mitigations can work most effectively. 
 
Page 4-1057 4.12.1.3.7 Peak Month Activity 
 
Monthly traffic data in the vicinity of LAX over the past eight years were reviewed to identify the 
typical peak month of traffic activity associated with airport operations. The average daily traffic 
(ADT) volumes accessing the CTA by month for January 2003 through December 2010 are 
provided in Table 4.12.1-2. As shown in bold within Table 4.12.1-2, CTA traffic reached peak 
activity during the summer months of July and August. August is typically the peak month for 
airport roadway traffic followed closely by July. For the purpose of this analysis, August 2009 was 
used as the peak month for traffic data. 
 
Question: Table 4.12.1-2 CTA Average Daily Traffic Volume shows an average day in each month 
and then a total which includes only one day of the month! When these numbers are extrapolated 
to corrected totals the number of trips into the CTA is still less than 0.5 per passenger. Is there a 
breakdown of types of vehicles to match this table (ie bus which holds 10, bus that holds 30, van or 
taxi holding 4) so that a reasonable number of trips into the CTA matches with the MAP? 
Page 4-1067 Figure 4.12.1-5 Arriving and Departing Passenger Flow at Curbside Baseline and 
Figure 4.12.1-9 2025 Arriving and Departing Passenger Flows at Curbside for SPAS Alternatives 
 
Question: The numbers of vehicles in this chart are inconsistent with those from other sections and 
seem low. Translating the baseline into specific hourly numbers results in a total annual count of 
139250 monthly or about 50 MAP instead of the 61 MAP in 2009. The values for 2025 is closer 
and calculates to about 73 MAP. How were these values determined and if they are off how does it 
impact the LOS conclusions? Even if they are off, however, it is noted that there is substantial 
congestion now and it will continue in 2025. The future estimate of arrivals and departures appears 
to represent about 72-73 MAP not the 78.9 listed for all alternatives in the summary section. If this 
is low, are the calculations for impact also low which will result in worse than predicted levels of 
service? 
 
Page 4-1073 4.12.1.3.12 Vehicle Trip Generation and Distribution Model Calibration 
 
The purpose of developing the vehicle trip generation and distribution model is to have a tool that 
accurately projects future vehicle volumes based on a future passenger volume. Before the model 
could be used to project future peak hour traffic volumes, it was necessary to calibrate the model to 
ensure that the results would reliably predict actual observed baseline traffic conditions as 
represented by the balanced roadway volumes. This process involved comparing model output for 
the CTA's departures and arrivals peak hours with roadway and curbside traffic data from the 
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balanced roadway network. A review of the passenger data for August 2009 indicated that, for 
model validation purposes, the departures peak hour occurred between 9:59 a.m. - 10:59 a.m., 
and the arrivals peak hour occurred between 10:59 a.m. - 11:59 a.m. 
 
Question: 4.12.1.3.12 Model Calibration What was the percentage off of 2009 actuals to the 2009 
predicted? In other words, what accuracy was determined for the model prediction? 
Page 4-1083 Table 4.12.1-10 Peak Hour CTA Signalized Intersection Turning Movement Volumes 
and Level of Service Analysis - Baseline (2009) Conditions 
 
Question: General question regarding methodology is that this effort is only done during a couple 
peak hours. In the SPAS meetings we’re told that entry into the CTA is about 1/3 Sepulveda going 
south, 1/3 Sepulveda going north, and 1/3 Century going west. The issues is that it is not 
consistent by time of day where during the day Century is frequently empty as opposed to later in 
the evening when it is totally backed up. The assumption is that it has to do with 405 congestion 
encouraging people to get off the freeway before getting to Century. How can this be taken into 
account with the modeling? What will it take to get representative answers about level of service 
during peak arrival or departure hours when total traffic including non-airport traffic results in a shift 
of total traffic peak hours? 
 
Page 4-1139 CTA Intersection Impacts 
 
Table 4.12.1-29 delineates the contribution of Alternative 1-2 to cumulative impacts by comparing 
the signalized intersection operations for the Future (2025) With Alternative 1-2 traffic conditions 
measured against the Future (2025) Without Alternative traffic conditions. As shown in Table 
4.12.1-29, implementation of Alternative 1-2, in conjunction with other cumulative projects, would 
not result in a change to the volume to capacity levels of on-airport intersections that exceeds the 
aforementioned thresholds, with the exception of the World Way South and Center Way 
intersection (Intersection #9) during the arrivals level peak hour. The cumulative impact to this 
intersection is considered to be significant, and the contribution of Alternative 1-2 to this cumulative 
impact would be cumulatively considerable. This impact is unavoidable as potential measures to 
mitigate this impact are infeasible, as explained in Section 4.12.1.10.2 below. 
 
Question: Generally, there are not a lot of changes to the CTA configuration so it is expected that 
vehicle traffic LOS will remain poor. Has the amount of curb space been calculated to ensure good 
LOS? How do “non-SPAS” projects such as Terminal 1.5 or Terminal 2.5 fit into the calculations? 
Were they included? Is there a summary list of these projects? What are they? 
 
Page 4-1167 Table 4.12.1-40 Public Parking Demand - Capacity 
 
Question: If the demand is as low as predicted, is it still possible that there are times of the day that 
the lots will be full? 
What is planned to level out demand? 
 
Page 4-1168 Table 4.12.1-41 Summary of Curbside Impacts 
 
Question: The impacts shown in the chart are “no” for virtually everything, yet we know that the 
CTA is already grid locked during peak hours and the passenger handling need will be increased 
dramatically by 2025. How is this reconciled with the observation that LOS is already poor and 
traffic will be increasing substantially as the number of passengers increases. 
 
Page 1183 4.12.2 Off-Airport Transportation 
 
4.12.2.1 Introduction 
The off-airport transportation analysis for the SPAS alternatives addresses traffic-related impacts 
outside the airport boundaries, including arterial roads, highway segments, and ramps that serve 
traffic approaching and departing the airport environs. This analysis also considers remote facilities 
that serve airport-related functions, such as parking and off airport cargo. The impacts of 
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passengers, employees, cargo, ancillary, and collateral development (non-airport activities on 
airport property) on off-airport roads are also included. Impacts to on-airp ort transportation 
associated with operation of the SPAS alternatives are addressed in Section 4.12.1, On- 
Airport Transportation. The primary focus of the analysis presented in this section is on changes in 
existing (baseline) traffic conditions that would result from the ground access improvements 
proposed under each SPAS alternative. Additionally,  the off-airport transportation analysis 
completed for the SPAS alternatives accounts for increases in airport-related traffic that would 
occur in conjunction with increases in airport passenger activity projected to occur by 2025, the 
build-out horizon year for the SPAS alternatives. Such future growth in passenger activity levels at 
LAX is independent of the SPAS alternatives and would occur even if no improvements were 
implemented.  
 
Question: Page 4-1183 Off-Airport Transportation states that the growth in passenger activity 
levels is independent of SPAS and would occur regardless of projects to the same 78.9 maximum. 
The question, then, is what traffic capacity enhancements are proposed that will reduce the 
impacts on airport service and surrounding communities. This section appears to imply that there 
isn't much to do to improve the situation. Is that correct? What if the traffic were spread to other 
regional airports? Would service levels improve? What about mass transit improvements? Will that 
improve the level of service? 
 
Page 4-1183 Off-Airport Transportation 
 
Footnote 679 The airfield and terminal improvements associated with Alternatives 5 through 7 
could ostensibly be paired with the ground access improvements proposed under Alternatives 1-2, 
8, or 9. Given that Alternatives 5 through 7 would accommodate the same passenger loads as all 
other alternatives, the traffic impacts associated with Alternatives 5 through 7 would be the same 
as addressed herein for Alternatives 1-2, 8, and 9, depending on which set of ground 
access improvements one of those alternatives is paired with.  
 
Question: Footnote 679 page 1183 states that "...Given that Alternatives 5 through 7 would 
accommodate the same passenger loads as all other alternatives, the traffic impacts associated 
with Alternatives 5 through 7 would be the same..." This is saying that there is no capacity 
improvement for any of the runway alternatives! So why spend the major dollars for no 
improvement since the Northside Safety Study showed that the safety improvement is minuscule 
when the percentage improvement is tied to the degree of safety. 
 
Page 4-1201 Table 4.12.2-6 Estimated Project Alternative Transit Demand 
 
Footnotes: 1Assumes an Average Vehicle Ridership Factor of 1.4. 2Assumes a 5% public transit 
mode share. 
 
Question: What is the basis of these two assumptions? Wasn’t a factor of 1.7 determined by LAWA 
in the past? Isn’t public transit currently only 3% or does this include taxis, shuttles, et. al. not just 
buses and trains? 
 
Page 4-1204 Figure 4.12.2-2 LAX SPAS Traffic Model Components 
 
Peak Period to Peak Hour Factors Derived from Traffic Counts… 
 
Question: Were the off airport peak hours chosen based on the airport traffic or the rest of the 
traffic patterns? Since there is limited north-south capacity that is generally full whether LAX is at 
peak or not this should be evaluated and solutions sought. 
 
Page 4-1205-6 Table 4.12.2-7 and text “As shown in Table 4.12.2-7, the LAX SPAS Traffic Model 
meets and exceeds the guidelines for model accuracy in the a.m., m.d., and p.m. peak hours for 
unconstrained roadways;” and “As shown in Table 4.12.2-8, the model demand volume estimates 
closely match count volumes for uncongested locations (i.e., model volumes only higher by 4 
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percent or less). For congested locations, the model's peak hour demand volumes are higher than 
the constrained peak hour counts by 24 percent and 18 percent in the a.m. and p.m. peak hours, 
respectively. 
 
Therefore, the LAX baseline year (2010) traffic model is considered to be valid to 2010 traffic 
conditions and acceptable for forecasting future year traffic volumes. … Reasonably foreseeable 
and funded improvements were included if they would be constructed by 2025 (see Appendix K2-
1). 
 
Question: If the model assumes unconstrained roadways is this a valid assumption? Why? 
 
Question: How sensitive is the traffic around LAX to the number and location of the parking slots? 
Can the model beused to recommend changes? Was this done? When calculating LOS values for 
the intersections the value of use/volume capacity is shown. If a street has major traffic on one 
street and limited to none on the second is the LOS artificially better? Even if “accepted practice” 
allows this can this be reviewed and solutions sought? 
 
Page 4-1307 4.12.2.7.2 Recommended Mitigation Program 
 
Implementation of LAX Master Plan Commitments ST-9, ST-12, ST-14, ST-17, ST-18, ST-19, ST-
20, ST21, 716 and ST-22 and LAX Master Plan Mitigation Measure MM-ST-14 would reduce 
construction-related off-airport transportation impacts associated with Alternatives 1-2, 3, 4, 8, and 
9. No additional measures are available to address construction-related off-airport transportation 
impacts at this stage of planning. 
There would be significant impacts to some CMP arterial monitoring intersections and freeway 
monitoring stations under Alternatives 1-2, 3, 4, 8, and 9. Physical mitigation is available for 
Intersection 26 (La Cienega Boulevard and Centinela Avenue) as shown below under MM-ST 
(SPAS)-10. No additional measures are feasible and available to address the impacts to other 
impacted arterial and freeway facilities. 
 
Question: Since LAX is only allowed to pay for improvements in proportion to the traffic directly 
from/to LAX is there any estimate how much money would be required to implement the mitigations 
identified even if not all can be identified at this time? What is the total cost? What is LAWA’s 
share? The mitigations all relate to intersections. How about signage to direct airport traffic onto 
LaCienega to Century during the day when both streets are relatively empty? 
 
Page 4-1330 4.13.1 Energy 
 
LAWA operates a CUP at LAX, which provides heating and cooling to the Central Terminal Area 
(CTA). The CUP houses a co-generation system that generates electrical power, which is sold to 
the City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP). In addition to producing 
electricity, the CUP's cogeneration 729 facility reduces fuel usage by 10 to 30 percent compared to 
separate electricity and heat processes. 730Additional information regarding the CUP is provided 
below. 
 
Question: The Scattergood Power Generation Plant is about to change over the next five years 
and there will be significant excess natural gas generated at Hyperion Water Treatment Plant 
which was being provided to Scattergood. Has LAX explored using some of that gas to support its 
power needs? When will solar panels be installed on the roofs of all buildings? Has LAWA 
investigated low profile wind turbines near the runways? 
 
Page 5-2 Cumulative Impacts Table 5-1 Summary of Cumulative Land Use Assumtions 
 
Question: Table 5-1 Westchester-PDR area is a bedroom community with considerably more 
people during the day and is a major thru way for transportation from the South Bay to West 
LA/Santa Monica (with people stopping here. How was this considered? See the W-PDR 
Community Plan EIR for details. 
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Page 5-12 Cumulative Impacts Question: Only one of the office buildings #121 is shown in the list 
for Howard Hughes yet there are half a dozen approved including a dozen story building. Why are 
these not included? 
 
Page 5-17 5.3.1 Airfield-Related Improvements 
Question: Where is the additional RONs listed in previous EIRs or the 3 Hush hangers previously 
promised and required in 2015 by the CalTrans noise variance? What about new projects like the 
Runway Status Lights (there are many upcoming improvements on this). What about control tower 
projects/changes to address the several non-visibility issues that remain and new ones created by 
the TIBIT design? What improvements to the remote gates are planned? As outsiders it is not for 
us to guess what LAWA has in mind. 
 
Page 5-18 5.3.2 Terminal-Related Improvements 
 
Question: The list presented fails to mention the parking structure bridges or terminal 0 add-ons or 
cargo improvements or terminal 1.5 or terminal 2.5. As outsiders it is not for us to guess what 
LAWA has in mind. 
 
Question: When is LAWA going to create a comprehensive list and generate a ROM cost estimate 
for all of these projects so that BOAC can actually plan on how it can finance them? 
 
Page 5-21 5.3.3 Infrastructure/Security Improvements 
 
CTA Second Level Roadway Expansion Joint and Deck Repairs - Repair and/or replacement of 
expansion joints and bearing pads on the CTA upper level roadway as well as repair and sealing of 
cracks of the roadway surface. Scheduled for completion in 2014. 
 
Question: What about the creeping rust issues that requires more than resealing? What about the 
additional security issues recommended by RAND more than seven years ago and reiterated by 
the Israeli consultations? I.e. Blast Glass installations, cameras embedded into the roadway 
entrances, weight scales in the roadway, and more? 
 
Page 5-22 5.3.4 Land Development and Miscellaneous Improvements 
 
Manchester Square/Belford - In conjunction with residential acquisition occurring under the Aircraft 
Noise Mitigation Program, voluntary land acquisition within the Manchester Square and Belford 
areas will continue on an ongoing basis and involve the demolition of acquired structures. 
Following demolition, properties are fenced, landscaped, and maintained. 
 
Question: What is planned in these locations so that impacts can be assessed and included? 
 
Page 1655 Cumulative Impacts 5.5.2 Air Quality 
 
Question: When will the three year late air quality apportionment study be released? Why is none 
of the first two phases considered in the evaluations for this DEIR? 
  
The questions in this attachment are in addition to those previously attached that 
came from various members for LAWA to answer and are in no particular order: 
 
Question: The Master Plan is to allow for future LAX growth and effectiveness within a 
regional network. How was HSR or other major rail considered in the design to facilitate 
accesses? 
  
Question: How does this DEIR account for AC150/5300-13A changes (the draft 
released several months ago and went into effect September 30, 2012) that increased 
space requirements for ADG V and VI? Similarly, the FAA is starting phase 2 of the 

SPAS-PC00151

Southern California Metroplex airspace redesign in October 2012. How has this been 
considered in the design of the airport since it can modify approach paths and change 
environmental impacts? 
 
Question: Please confirm that any building or facility in Lot C will be no higher than one 
floor and fulfills the runway safety area and runway protection zone areas requirements 
without waiver. 
 
Question: Please address the potential consequences in the table below: 
Action Potential Consequence Removal or mitigation of the 1960s six 
lane, 740’ Manchester tunnel that was to extend from Lincoln on the north to El 
Segundo was decommissioned because it was destabilizing the runways. It 
remains under the current runways. LAWA estimated $14M whereas it was 
$10M to add a “welcome to LAX sign” in the median of Sepulveda. We’re told it 
could be several $billion to do it right. Not doing it right could cause major sink 
hole problems. It’s related to an unknown underground water source. 
There’s also a concern of leeching contamination from the airfield or from 
the Park One (Garrett and Rocketdyne did fuel and rocket testing on the north 
areas). 
During the years the tunnel was built 
they had to run an artesian well. There was steam and water in the tunnel during the drought. 
LAWA has refused to check the tunnel since the rains. 
The Major Hyperion sewer lines goes right where they want to put the runway. 
They may need to move the sewers. It will be a long, expensive process 
because they don’t know the precise locations. 
 
Realignment north of the runway necessitates Lincoln Blvd movement by LAWA or CalTrans. The 
DEIR calls for Lincoln into a tunnel or below grade plus a new interface with Sepulveda Blvd. Major 
loss of N-S traffic capacity for extended period. 405 already gridlocked. Again, cost is a major 
factor along with interruption of traffic and Westchester Business District (if it survives). 
 
Argo Flood Channel (they call ditch) would need to be turned into a covered, limited capacity flow 
channel. Messing with this area could cause changes to the underground water. Inadequate 
capacity could flood the runways or north into Westchester. It might even impact the north 
terminals after a major 50 or 100 years storm. Is the permeable covering on the ditch strong 
enough to hold a fully loaded A380? If not, what technology will be used to ensure that it is? 
 
Question: What capacity must the people mover be capable of handling from the 
Consolidated Rental Car facility to the CTA? 
 
Question: When applying the SIMMOD model did LAWA take the numbers of each type 
of aircraft and plug them in to predict which runways for landing and takeoff they would 
logically be assigned to by the FAA? Is the model validated to ensure safe spacing 
distances and to match available runway capacity? 
 
Question: What “special handling” was necessary for the north or south complex since 
the specific aircraft available for inclusion is airline gate assignment dependent and 
since they appear to have used the "black box" method of not using specific gate 
locations how does the model know if an aircraft was destined for a gate on the north or 
south or for that matter specific area of gates since not all aircraft fit into all gate 
locations? 
 
Question: Appendix matrix J1-1 Aircraft Noise Technical Analysis Table 7 et.al.contain 
specific tracks assumed. Alts 1, 5, 6, and 7 are predicted to be exactly the same in 
2025 but very different from the 2009 Baseline percentages. How is this explained? 
 
Question: A chart of the annual number of operations was presented to the LAXCommunity 
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Roundtable. 2009 is about 10% less when compared with 2011(with 2009 
at a low point). How would this impact the noise and pollution analysis results? 
 
Question: Since LAWA is attempting to move aircraft and facilities closer to 
communities what biological contamination precautions are being improved? 
 
Question: Several 2007 runway safety studies are mentioned in the DEIR/SPAS 
Report. Several technical improvements such as runway safety lights are available and 
RSL are installed at some, but not all intersections. None of those studies seems to 
have assumed that any of the technical improvements were to be implemented. If they 
are all implemented, what is the impact on runway safety? What is the perceived cost? 
 
Question: Regarding DEIR meeting outreach: What list of people or organizations did 
LAWA notify? At one of the hearings we noted the scarce attendance and asked who 
had received postcards. We were told that LAWA couldn’t find the lists or prior meeting 
participants to which to send postcards. Many of those initial lists are published in the 
preliminary SPAS report! We did a quick survey at the last two Westchester Neighbors 
Assn general meetings and found that only two people had received postcards our of 
approximately 60 at each meeting (approximately . in attendance had attended prior 
LAX meetings). 
 
Question: When LAWA did a security analysis, did it take into consideration all of the 
RAND studies? What perimeter assumptions and accesses did LAWA assume? What 
controls into the CTA and also what airfield (and through the fence) assumptions were 
made? Who actually conducted the study and who approved the contractor? 
 
Question: What kinds of safety studies were conducted? Was it assumed that all 
structures were sound and in good repair? If not where are cost estimates and 
identification of the refurbishments that will be needed? How many vehicle accidents 
are assumed to occur at LAX and was this accounted for in the traffic analyses? Was 
taxiway and gate locations considered as part of the safety studies? What about line of 
sight issues (and non-visibility areas) in all areas of the airside? Are sink holes 
considered a safety issue? How often and to what extent have sink holes limited 
regular flow of vehicles and aircraft on the airside? What other landside safety 
evaluations were conducted? What were the results? 
 
Question: The DEIR states that the project would, " provide a better balance between 
north and south airfields." Does the DEIR ever state the current balance and how it 
intends to improve this balance? Since there are differing numbers of gates on the two 
complexes does balancing equally make operations less efficient when aircraft are 
moved to the complex away from their gate location? How does the existence of cargo 
operations concentration on the south complex impact the definition of “balanced?” 
Since the Stipulated Settlement called for resolving the issues addressed by the yellow 
light project, how is this applicable except to be a noble objective to “share the impacts 
equally?” 
 
Question: Table 4.7.3-8 compares many runway spacing characteristics. The distance 
between taxiway and runway is particularly interesting and is LESS than runway spacing between 
runways for EVERY alternative when a centerline taxiway is installed. 
There appears to be controversy between FAA and NTSB about the proper spacing 
between runways, runway-taxiways, and runway-objects. The ACRP Airport 
Cooperative Research Program studies addressing lateral deviation of aircraft during 
landing and take offs away from the runway centerline show potential safety problems. 
Also, there are numerous reports of erroneous landings on a taxiway in error. Does the 
parallel nature of runway-taxiway create another failure mode that can lead to an air 
disaster? How is this accounted for? Fifteen years ago the FAA changed its emphasis 
from right angle taxiway exits from runways to high speed turn offs and is not going 
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back to right angle exits. What does LAWA anticipate will be the next change? The 
standards changed during the reconstruction of the South Airfield Project so that NLAs 
like the A380 are now discouraged from the south. Instead these larger aircraft operate 
on the north where LAWA/FAA management initially told us that these aircraft could not 
safely land. In view of all of these reversals of standards and opinion of what is the 
safest method of operation and knowing that the runway-taxiway spacing requirements 
of AC150/5300-13A was just invoked this month, what IS the best design that we should 
plan for? 
 
Question: Section 4.5 Cultural Resources (page 4-349) indicates the prior EIR was 
relied upon. There have been sections of historical roadway identified by local residents 
that remain within the airfield boundaries. Are any of these roads that date back to the 
late 1800s into the 1930s a potential source of artifacts or cultural information? Since 
they were not identified earlier and LAWA now intends to tear up some of these areas 
shouldn’t they be more completely scrutinized? Why not? Has LAWA consulted the 
Centinela Valley Historical Society to find out about older artifact locations? If not, why 
not? 
 
Question: The impact of the reconfiguration of Runway 6R/24L eastward to meet FAA 
runway safety requirements seems to have the biggest noise impact, since Alternative 4 
would result in the greatest number of newly exposed units and population. However, 
this impact seems to be overwhelmed in the other alternatives that also have this 
extension but relocate runways. So relocating runways north tends to obscure the 
significant impact to our neighbors to the east. 
 
Question: Is this your understanding of the finding? What is the definition of the term 
"newly exposed" in either the report or Appendices J1-1 or J1-2? Where is, and/or 
please provide, the data used to calculate the number of units or population exposed by 
the various alternatives that supports the findings? 
 
Question: Is "newly exposed" the best or only noise impact metric to use in comparing 
alternatives. Newly exposed would seem to indicate how many people would suffer 
certain unacceptable levels of noise that wouldn't have that exposure without the 
change. What factors result in Alt 5 scoring so well with that metric? 
 
Question: What would be the ranking of the alternatives if cost impact of mitigation 
measures, such as additional soundproofing, were used? 
 
Question: In the section on noise impacts LAWA created some interesting charts on % 
awakening. What assumptions were made on these comparative alternatives? Was 
the condition of over ocean operations assumed for all nights? If not, why not? If yes, 
why are the numbers so imbalanced? 
 
Question: What is the basis for the 15% assumption for midsized jets moved over from 
the south to the north? 
 
Question: Turning to the Off-airport Transportation Analysis, the "bottom line" seems to 
be captured on page 4-1242, where the report concludes that "all of the alternatives 
would result in significant impacts relative to Future (2025) conditions. This conclusion 
is supported on page 4-1318, where many of the significant Westchester intersections 
have "N.F.M." (no feasible physical mitigation) under all the scenarios. 
Interestingly Alternatives 5, 6, and 7 weren't studied, since they have no changes to 
ground transportation. Moreover, although the report claims that Future (2025) 
conditions were studied with and without alternatives, where is the report of the 2025 
impacts without Alternatives. 
 
Question: Numerous suggestions were made during the SPAS meetings led by LAWA. 
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Why are none of them referenced or identified and analyzed? For instance, more than 
5 yrs ago an off site passenger check in was suggested for location near the 405 
Freeway in Howard Hughes Center with a bus or people mover to improve the CTA. 
This commuter passenger option at Howard Hughes, was suggested so that their single 
vehicle transportation need not drive all the way from the freeway to LAX. Howard 
Hughes passengers would be taken by mass transit instead. It's nowhere in the DEIR. 
Why not? 
 
Question: LAWA acknowledges what we've concluded in the first paragraph 
(underlined) below that a solution is not known and the direct passenger growth is 
larger than any of the options’ impact. Aren’t there changes that can be made? What 
about mass transit? What flyaway’s were assumed in the analysis? What about 
benefits of regionalization? 
 
Page 1183 4.12.2 Off-Airport Transportation 4.12.2.1 Introduction 
 
The off-airport transportation analysis for the SPAS alternatives addresses trafficrelated 
impacts outside the airport boundaries, including arterial roads, highway 
segments, and ramps that serve traffic approaching and departing the airport environs. 
This analysis also considers remote facilities that serve airport-related functions, such 
as parking and offairport cargo. The impacts of passengers, employees, cargo, 
ancillary, and collateral development (nonairport activities on airport property) on offairport 
roads are also included. Impacts to on-airport transportation associated with 
operation of the SPAS alternatives are addressed in Section 4.12.1, On-Airport 
Transportation. The primary focus of the analysis presented in this section is on 
changes in existing (baseline) traffic conditions that would result from the ground access 
improvements proposed under each SPAS alternative. Additionally, the off-airport 
transportation analysis completed for the SPAS alternatives accounts for increases in 
airport-related traffic that would occur in conjunction with increases in airport 
 
passenger activity projected to occur by 2025, the buildout horizon year for the SPAS 
alternatives. Such future growth in passenger activity levels at LAX is independent of 
the SPAS alternatives and would occur even if no improvements were implemented. 
 
Question: http://navigatela.lacity.org/index.cfm allows for review of the sewers impacted 
by the movement of Lincoln Boulevard. So does the attached picture so one of the 
three outfall sewers. Sections 1 and 2 (i.e. page 1-18 and table 2-3 )is where nominal, 
incomplete information is located for the realignment and tunneling of Lincoln is 
discussed. This is in an area of highly concentrated utilities including major outfall 
sewers which can’t be moved. What depth is anticipated for this realigned roadway? 
How will it interface with Sepulveda and where? How much more impact on other 
roadways and traffic should be expected during construction and afterwards? Creating 
a new tunnel brings all kinds of new and interesting problems, not just from 
construction, but also operation. 
1. Will the tunnel height restrict certain vehicles from entering? 
2. If there are height restrictions where will trucks go to get around the tunnel? 
(Probably Sepulveda and Manchester) 
3. Will there be hazardous materials restrictions for the tunnel? 
4. How will the tunnel be ventilated? Who will operate and maintain the ventilation 
system? 
5. Will there be emergency evacuation areas or exits? How many and where? Call 
boxes? 
6. Will there be traffic controls such as stop lights and electronic signage to warn drivers 
not to enter the tunnel? Will the electronic signage offer alternate routes? What will 
those alternate routes be? 
7. The Sepulveda Tunnel is dirty from automobile pollution and graffiti. What are the 
plans to clean the proposed Lincoln Boulevard tunnel on a regular basis? 
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Question: Why is the totality of the Master Plan not addressed? Elements such as 
Terminals 1.5 and 2.5 are referred to in the DEIR, but never explained. The DEIR states 
that these are outside of SPAS. These elements, however, are not in the approved 
2004 Alternative D Master Plan. In which portions of the environmental assessments 
were these projects included? Which version of gate alignment and size were 
assumed? How will this be incorporated into the Master Plan? 
 
Question: Traffic issues are generally noted as significant and not mitigatable and/or 
not addressed. Adequate alternative plans as well as cumulative impacts are 
understated because several key major projects are not fully listed such as planned 
buildout of several Howard Hughes towers. Mass transit into and/or around LAX would 
significantly impact businesses but are not addressed. None of the mass transit 
alternatives have capacity for more than a few million annual passengers. How will the 
rest of the passengers be serviced? 
 
Question: Not all reasonable traffic routings were assessed. What additional studies will 
be done to reduce traffic (and attendant congestion, noise and pollution) in residential 
neighborhoods? 
 
Question: "Section 4.11.2 Law Enforcement talks about staff reduction facilitated by 
improved scale of efficiency, but as the number of travelers, service vendors, and gate 
facilities and more terminals increase won’t there be an increased need for staff? Will 
there not be increased crime due to the sheer increase in numbers of people passing 
through LAX? As traffic increases and the number of entries into the CTA remain large 
how will staffing be increased to adequately support security as well as traffic control? 
Doesn't more traffic mean more vehicle accidents as well? How will these needs be 
met?" 
 
Question: How does the DEIR address ensuring the law enforcement staffing numbers 
of LAWAPD will do better than merely keeping up with attrition because growth in 
numbers are needed to keep up with the anticipated growth of LAX? 
 
Question: What is LAWA doing to ensure that staffing of LAPD resources do not again 
violate in whole or in part either Los City Charter Sections 635 or 636 or any other parts 
of the FAR pertaining to federal revenue diversion as we have seen in years plan? 
 
Question: How does proper staffing at LAWA impact the staffing of LAPD resources 
which are vital and are much needed elsewhere in the City of Los Angeles and are part 
of the Mayor's promise to have 10,000 LAPD officers on the streets of LA? 
 
Section 4.7.1 Health Risk Assessments 
 
…These estimates show that program-related cancer risks for all evaluated receptors 
(residential adults, residential children, school children, and adult workers) are predicted 
to be below the threshold of significance of 10 in one million for Alternative 1 and are 
expected to result in decreases in cancer risks due to anticipated decreases in DPM 
emissions. Therefore, cancer risk impacts to human health under Alternative 1 would be 
less than significant and would be beneficial. As noted above, these beneficial impacts 
are primarily due to ongoing implementation of more stringent motor vehicle emissions 
standards, cleaner future fleet mixes, and the decrease in stationary source emissions 
attributable to the replacement CUP, currently under construction. These reductions in 
future emissions, particularly those associated with future motor vehicle emissions, are 
anticipated to more than offset the estimated increases in other types of emissions, 
such as from aircraft, APU, and GSE…. 
Question: What is the basis for saying that LAWA additional emissions are 
compensated for by future vehicle reductions per vehicle? Where is this assumption 
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scoped and demonstrated? 
 
 
This section lays the ground work for much of the environmental assessments by establishing the 
flight mix of aircraft used. LAWA must identify the impact on these assessments for any necessary 
changes or inaccuracies. 
 
General comments and some questions 
 
1. SPAS Report Section F-1 states that the design data should be 2010, but uses the busiest day 
in the second highest traffic month- Tuesday, August 18, 2009. July 2009 was apparently the 
busiest month in 2009. Ground traffic data was gathered on a different date- a Friday in August 
2011. Westchester/Playa del Rey residents have repeated called on LAWA to choose a traffic 
data gathering date in mid-September to account for traffic from Loyola Marymount University, 
Otis Institute for Art and the public and private K-12 schools in the area. Shouldn’t the base 
design year data be the same for all elements of the EIR? Should the air traffic and ground traffic 
data be on the same date or at least the same month in the same year? 
2. The year 2025 was chosen as the future design date. Isn’t the LAX Master Plan supposed to 
run through 2015? Where is the authority in CEQA or NEPA to push out the design date to 
2025? (The FAA projects air traffic will double worldwide by 2031. Historically, since the start 
of the Jet Age in October 1958, worldwide air traffic generally has doubled every 20 years with 
about 50% of the world’s air traffic in the USA.) 
3. SPAS Report Section F-1 lists 1,563 daily flights (passenger, cargo, general aviation, military) 
for 2009 and predicts 2,053 daily operations for 2025. LAX had about 2,000 daily operations in 
the year 2000 and LAX was bursting at the seams. Go-arounds for aircraft coming into land on 
the north complex were a daily occurrence, as the airfield could not handle the congestion. At 
2,053 daily ops, capacity appears to exceed 85 MAP, well above the 78.9 MAP cap. 
4. There are many problems with the fleet mix. 
a. There is no differentiation between all-passenger and all-cargo aircraft. This is important 
for determining which aircraft will park where on the airfield: passenger gates or cargo 
ramps. 
b. For ADG I and ADG II aircraft, the report breaks them down in Regional Jets and 
Propellers, however, it does not specify manufacturers and models of these aircraft. This 
is important to know because US airlines are sending the Bombardier Canadair 50-seat 
CRJ100 and CRJ200 into retirement. The costs to operate these aircraft have become too 
high and with upcoming major engine overhauls coming, no airline wants to pick up 
those costs. For the same hourly block hour cost, a US airline can have a 2-class 75 seat 
CRJ700 or a 90 seat CRJ-900. US airlines may also push out the Embrarer regional jets 
such as the 37 seat ERJ-135 and larger ERJ-140 and ERJ-145 jets. As of November 
2012, American Airlines is replacing its American Eagle 44-seat ERJ-140 jet operation at 
LAX with contracted Skywest 50-seat Canadair CRJ-200’s. Larger sized aircraft on a 
one-to-one flight replacement can result in a capacity increase. 
c. Airbus A320 series (A318, A319, A320, A321) shows a modest increase from 259 to 273 
daily flights. That number appears to be a little low. There have been a huge number of 
orders for the existing A320 series and the new A320 NEO (new engine option). 
Attachment to ARSAC LAX SPAS DEIR Comments Page 2 
d. Boeing 737 series. Although one of the stated assumptions in Section F-1 is the older 
aircraft would be retired there again is no breakdown between the 737 Classics Series (- 
100 and -200, now retired, 300/400/500 series still in operation and being retired), the 
current NextGen 737 series (-600, -700, -800, and -900 and -900ER) and the new 737 
MAX series. 
e. Numbers for A300 and A310 remain at 8. These must be cargo aircraft, but are not 
specified as such. Number should be lower as FedEx retires these aircraft from their fleet 
in favor of converted passenger Boeing 757’s and new Boeing 767’s. 
f. Boeing 767 series shows an INCREASE from 77 to 190 daily operations. This number 
appears unbelievable as airlines are retiring their 767’s in favor of Boeing 787’s or 
smaller aircraft such as Airbus 320 series or Boeing 737 Next Generation (-600, -700, - 
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800, -900) or 737 MAX series. 
g. DC-10 series declines from 11 to 5 daily operations. It is doubtful any DC-10’s will be in 
service in 2025. 
h. MD-11 series increases from 7 to 10 daily operations. Again, this number should decline. 
Airlines that have MD-11’s as freighters are retiring these aircraft due to the cost of 
operation (e.g. fuel). 
i. Two Lockheed C-130’s a day into LAX. Does LAX really have that much military 
traffic into LAX every day? 
j. The Airbus A350, the competitor to the Boeing 777 and 787 Dreamliner, is not even 
listed in the report. Airlines at LAX (or previously at LAX and may return- Aer Lingus, 
Finnair, TAP Portugal) that have ordered the A350 include Hawaiian Airlines, China 
Airlines, Aeroflot, Alitalia, Asiana, Avianca, Cathay Pacific, Thai, and United. Other 
A350 buyers include Qatar Airways, TAM (Brazil) and Vietnam Airlines. 
k. The ADG V Boeing 747 is way too high, declining from 74 to 65. Many passenger 
airlines are replacing their 747’s with Airbus A380’s or Boeing 777-300ER’s. Again, 
there is no breakdown of 747 types here, so one has to assume that there are no more 
747-100’s, -200’s and 300’s, but how many are Boeing 747-400 passenger and cargo 
airplanes? Please list 747’s projected in use at LAX by airlines and routes. 
l. The A380 prediction is also very off with 27 predicted. The real number is a low of 12, a 
high of 16 and most likely 14. This is based upon which airlines have ordered the A380 
and how they have announced to deploy them to LAX. For example, LAX may never see 
an Airbus A380 from Thai Airways (6 orders) or Malaysia Airways (2 orders) because 
those airlines are using those aircraft on the Kangaroo Route from London through their 
respective hubs of Bangkok and Kuala Lumpur to Australia. 
m. The 747-8 prediction of 12 is also too high. Again, there is no breakdown between 
passenger and cargo flights. Most of the 747-8 order book is for the freighter version. 
Lufthansa (20 orders) has announced 747-8 passenger service between LAX and its 747 
base in Frankfurt, Germany. Other likely 747-8 passenger operators include Korean Air 
(5 passenger and 5 cargo orders), Air China (5 passenger orders) and TransAero (Russia- 
4 unconfirmed orders). Cargo operators are Cathay Pacific (747-8F already seen at LAX), 
Cargolux, Atlas Air, Air Bridge (Volga-Dnepr), Nippon Cargo Airlines and Korean 
Airlines Cargo. A projection of 3 passenger flights and 7 cargo flights for a total of 10 
747-8 flights a day is more likely. 
 
 
Specific Questions 
Page 16- Table 6 
The report notes that August 18, 2009 was used as the design date. Table 6 shows a total of 1,563 
average daily operations. In looking at the FAA Aircraft Movements for LAX in 2009, there were 
544,833 operations that would average to 1,492 operations per day. According to the LAWA 
Volume of Air Traffic (VOAT) report for LAX posted on the LAWA website, the August 2009 
monthly total for flight operations (scheduled, commuter, charter, but excluding cargo operations) is 
50,047; this averages to 1,614 operations per day. 
 
1. How did Ricondo arrive at the 1,438 daily flights for Scheduled Passenger Operations? Were the 
2009 Air Carrier total from the Ten Year Summary of FAA Aircraft Movements simply divided 
by 365 for a daily average of 1,200 operations and the Air Taxi total from the same chart daily 
average of 238 simply added together to get 1,438 average daily operations? What accounts for 
the variances between the Ricondo figure, FAA and the LAX VOAT? 
2. Why didn’t Ricondo break out the Air Taxi numbers as a separate figure since there is 
established data for Air Taxi? 
3. Where did Ricondo obtain data for the average number of Cargo flights? Was this number 
based on a 2009 annual average or an August 2009 monthly average or actual flight data? 
4. How was the General Aviation daily average determined? Was this average derived from 
dividing the annual 16,797 operations by 365 to get a daily average of 58? 
5. Where did Ricondo obtain data for the average number of Non-Scheduled Passenger flights? 
Was this number based on a 2009 annual average or an August 2009 monthly average or actual 
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flight data? 
6. For the Military daily average, was this average derived from dividing the annual 3,058 
operations by 365 to get a daily average of 8? 
 
 
 
Page 17- Table 7 
 
1. It appears that the data in Table 6 is inconsistent with the data in Table 7 for Scheduled 
Passenger Operations. In Table 6, the number of operations is 1,438 and in Table 7 the total 
number of operations is 1,563. In Table 6, the figure 1,563 is a total for all operations 
(scheduled, cargo, military, etc.). What accounts for this difference? 
2. In Seats/Operation, the Domestic and International totals do not add up. Was there a factor 
applied to the total? Why was this not clearly explained? 
 
Page 18- Table 8 
 
1. In the ADG I, ADG II and ADG III, propellers and regional jets are not broken out by 
manufacturer and model (e.g. Canadair CRJ-200, Embraer 140). Why were these not specified? 
Please list this information. 
2. The Airbus A330 has been operated at LAX by Aer Lingus, Air Berlin (formerly LTU), Korean 
Air and Qantas. Why is the A330 is not listed in Table 8? 
3. Are the aircraft listed on Table 8 solely passenger aircraft, or a combination of passenger, cargo 
combi aircraft (e.g. Boeing 747-400 Combi)? If cargo aircraft is included, then why are the 
Douglas DC-8 and Lockheed L-1011 not listed? 
 
Page 21- Table 9 
 
1. Air Berlin operated LAX-Du�sseldorf in 2009 with an Airbus A330-200. Air Berlin had acquired 
LTU in 2007. Why is it not listed under TBIT? 
Page 23- Departure and Arrival Times of Scheduled Activity 
1. How does one know in the 2025 schedules presented what are an existing flight and a “new 
operation created”? Please provide a list of the 2009 flight routes including aircraft and the 2025 
projection that shows aircraft changed for a route and also new routes added. 
 
Page 24- Cargo Operations 
 
1. Why were the 12 “orphan flights” not added to the 58 daily cargo flights for 2009? Could the 12 
have been counted as half an operation and added into the daily total for a new total of 64 
average daily cargo flights? 
 
Page 26, Table 12 
 
1. In the ADG I, ADG II and ADG III, propellers and regional jets are not broken out by 
manufacturer and model (e.g. Canadair CRJ-200, Embraer 140). Why were these not specified? 
Please list this information. 
2. Why does the Airbus A320 series (A318, A319, A320, A321 and A320neo [New Engine 
Option]) show only a modest increase in aircraft while the Boeing 737 series shows a greater 
increase? Please break out the Airbus A320 series by number of models by airline and route. 
3. The Boeing 717 has been operated at LAX by AirTran and Midwest Airlines. Although AirTran 
has been acquired by Southwest and Midwest has been aquired by Frontier Airlines, the 717 
remains in commercial service with Hawaiian and soon, Delta Airlines under a sub-lease with 
Southwest. Delta may operate the 717 into LAX. The Boeing 717 was built between 1999 and 
2006 so it will still be a serviceable aircraft in 2025. Why is the 717 not listed in Table 12? 
4. Does this table account for retirement of older Boeing 737’s such as first-generation -100 and - 
200 series as well as the second-generation -300, -400 and -500 series? How much of the total is 
737 Next Generation aircraft, -600, -700, -800, -900 and -900ER series? How much is the new 
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737 MAX series? Please break out the Boeing 737 series by number of models by airline and 
route. 
5. The Boeing 767 total dramatically increases from 77 in 2009 to 190 in 2025. What accounts for 
this increase in 767’s when airlines are ordering 787’s or smaller aircraft such as the 737 Next 
Generation or Airbus A321 as replacement aircraft for 767’s? Please break out the Boeing 767 
series by number of models by airline and route. Please differentiate between passenger and 
cargo aircraft. 
6. On page 24, under cargo operations, an assumption is stated that the DC-10’s will be replaced 
by 
777F’s. Why is the DC-10 still listed for 2025? Are these passenger or cargo aircraft or both? 
Please specify how many passenger and cargo and by airline. 
7. The figure of 22 for the Airbus A340 series (A340-300, A340-500 and A340-600) appears to be 
too high. Production of the A340 has ceased and the A340-500 has been discarded by some 
airlines due to the high cost of operations. Only Singapore Airlines is operating an A340-500 
into LAX once a day. What data is there is support the figure of 22? 
8. The figure of 65 appears too high for the Boeing 747 (assumed to be -400 series). How many of 
these are passenger aircraft and how many are cargo aircraft? Many passenger airlines (Japan 
Airlines and All Nippon Airways are good examples) have retired their 747’s in favor of the 
Attachment to ARSAC LAX SPAS DEIR Comments Page 5 
Boeing 777-300ER. Please break out the Boeing 747 series by number of models by airline and 
route. 
9. The figure of 27 for the Airbus A380 series appears to be too high. What data is there is support 
the figure of 27? A total of 12 to 16 daily A380 flights appear to be a more reasonable number. 
What data is there is support the figure of 27? 
10. The figure of 12 for the Boeing 747-8 appears to be too high. What data is there is support the 
figure of 12? How many are passenger aircraft and how many are cargo aircraft? A total of 10 
daily 747-8 flights appear to be a more reasonable number. What data is there is support the 
figure of 12? 
11. Why is the Airbus A350 XWB not listed on Table 12? Several airlines operating at LAX have 
ordered this aircraft and likely will operate it into LAX. Airline which have ordered the A350 
include Hawaiian Airlines, China Airlines, Aeroflot, Alitalia, Asiana, Avianca, Cathay Pacific, 
Thai Airways and United Airlines. Former LAX tenants such as Aer Lingus, Finnair and TAP 
Portugal have also ordered the A350. Other A350 customer airlines not presently serving LAX 
include Qatar Airways, TAM (Brazil) and Vietnam Airlines. 
 
Page 28- Gating 
 
1. In Section 4.3, it states, “Non-scheduled aircraft were not gated.” If LAWA or Ricondo has data 
concerning non-scheduled flights, then where were these aircraft parked on the LAX airfield? 
2. Under Section 4.3.1, it states that “the gating exercise focused on only Alternatives 1 
through 4” and that estimating “performance assumptions and projections for Alternatives 
5 through 7, as utilized in the aircraft noise and air quality analyses.” How can the public 
and decision makers make an “apples-to-apples” comparison of gate when Alternatives 1 
through 4 used one standard of gate assumptions and the other Alternatives 5 through 7 
used a different set of gate assumptions? This appears to be a deficiency in the Draft EIR 
to fail to properly evaluate the alternatives. Who made the decision “taking into account 
contract scope and budget considerations” to apply different standards to evaluate gating 
between the different gate configurations? What did the LAWA/Ricondo contract state 
about how the gates in all of the Alternatives were to be evaluated? Were different 
alternatives to be given different treatments in the contract? 
3. In Section 4.3.3, Methodology and Results, “For programmatic planning purposes and because 
airline assignments throughout the LAX terminals in 2025 would be uncertain at the time this 
analysis was undertaken, the focus of this analysis was placed on maximizing the level of service 
and gate utilization.” While many long-term airline leases will have expired by 2025, the focus 
of gating exercise makes no sense in relation to the reality of airline operations. No airline 
would want to have their operations spread across 9 different terminals at LAX. With a few 
exceptions (e.g. United at Terminals 6, 7 and 8), airlines at LAX historically have kept their 
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operations in one terminal to maximize the use of their personnel and for customer convenience, 
including access to the airlines’ respective VIP lounges for their premium passengers. Reference 
the “LAX Terminal Leases as of 2012” below. Since the airlines in Terminals 4 through 8 have 
made substantial investments in their facilities and due to consolidation in the airline industry 
(less airlines), why was the gating simulation not performed on the basis of the existing terminal 
assignments? For example, in Figure 46, it appears that a Southwest Airlines flight is operating 
out of Gate 70B to Houston Hobby Airport (HOU). United Airlines, Terminal 7 tenant, operates 
only to Houston Intercontinental Airport (IAH) from LAX. Southwest has operated out of 
Terminal 1. 
 
LAX Terminal Leases as of 2012 
 
Terminal Airline Lease expires Comment 4 American December 4, 2024 American Airlines can 
reject the lease while in reorganizing under Chapter 11 of the US Bankruptcy code 5 Delta 
November 1, 2025,    6 United August 17, 2017 Assumption of Continental Airlines lease 
6 Alaska March 20, 2022 New 10 year lease 
7 & 8 United August 17, 2017 
PDF pages 47 to 150- Appendix B- Ramp Charts 
1. In the 2025 ramp charts (only Alternatives 1 through 4 were studied; Alternatives 5 through 7 
were not studied), there are domestic flights listed at the Tom Bradley International Terminal 
(TBIT). From 1984 to 1987, World Airways had been the only domestic operator at TBIT. In 
the beginning of TBIT operations, some domestic World Airways passengers were sent to the 
US Customs Hall to claim their baggage. Will the new TBIT be set-up for domestic flights to 
avoid sending domestic passengers into the Customs Hall? Since the focus of TBIT is to be 
international flights, why were domestic flights included in the TBIT ramp simulations? Will 
domestic passengers get a good impression of LAX if they are sent to US Customs in error? 
2. In the 2025 ramp charts (see Figure 47 specifically), there are two Airbus A380 flights listed as 
Paris-Charles de Gaulle to Los Angeles and then and onward to London-Heathrow and vice 
versa (CDG-LAX-LHR and LHR-LAX-CDG) at Gates 156 and 154. There are other examples 
of these as well that seem extremely unrealistic- AKL-LAX-TPE, CDG-LAX-MUC, ZRH-LAXCDG, 
BNE-LAX-LHR to list a few. There are no airlines presently operating those routes as 
described above. Airlines have operated certain flights on the same route and time for more than 
50 years. The gating simulation does not appear to be realistic. Were these flight schedules used 
in the gating simulation derived from actual flight schedules? Were some of the flights 
invented? Were some of the aircraft choices for the routes arbitrarily chosen? 
3. In the 2025 ramp charts (see Figure 50 specifically), there is a 747-400 flight listed at Gate MSC- 
4 at the Tom Bradley International Terminal (TBIT) with a routing of Dallas/Fort Worth-Los 
Angeles-Anchorage (DFW-LAX-ANC). This looks a like a cargo flight routing. No US 
passenger airline is operating a 747 on those routes. Were cargo flights listed at passenger gates 
as passenger flights on the gating charts? What are those flights? 
Note that on Page 28- "....taking into account contract scope and budget 
considerations...the gating exercise focused on only Alternatives 1 through 4." "From a 
gating standing, the terminal and gate layouts assumed under SPAS Alternatives 1 and 2 
are identical." Alternatives 5 through 7 were not analyzed in this section. WHERE IS THIS 
ANALYSIS COMPLETED? IF NOT, WHY NOT? 
BACK-UP MATERIALS 
TEN YEAR SUMMARY- FAA AIRCRAFT MOVEMENTS 
Attachment to ARSAC LAX SPAS DEIR Comments Page 7 
http://www.lawa.org/welcome_LAX.aspx?id=806 
http://www.lawa.org/welcomeLAX.aspx 
Statistics — Ten Year Summary—FAA Aircraft Movements 
TEN YEAR SUMMARY OF FAA AIRCRAFT MOVEMENTS 
Air Carrier Air Taxi Military General Aviation Total 
1994 418,166 214,473 14,213 43,036 689,888 
1995 472,134 230,997 3,178 26,330 732,639 
1996 502,056 233,832 3,262 24,716 763,866 
1997 524,035 227,479 3,572 26,406 781,492 
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1998 525,089 219,123 3,326 26,031 773,569 
1999 542,082 215,886 2,646 18,536 779,150 
2000 565,805 198,306 2,304 17,018 783,433 
2001 524,014 193,892 2,052 16,156 738,433 
2002 449,712 177,123 2,115 16,474 645,424 
2003 433,370 171,199 2,561 15,248 622,378 
2004 458,774 179,262 3,002 14,059 655,097 
2005 454,934 178,017 2,607 15,071 650,629 
2006 463,341 174,745 2,614 16,142 656,842 
2007 467,193 193,930 2,614 17,217 680,954 
2008 453,232 150,561 2,316 16,397 622,506 
2009 438,059 86,919 3,058 16,797 544,833 
Attachment to ARSAC LAX SPAS DEIR Comments Page 8 
2010 455,340 97,723 2,712 20,060 575,835 
2011 473,282 109,885 2,390 18,355 603,912 
TEN YEAR SUMMARY – PASSENGERS 
http://www.lawa.org/welcome_LAX.aspx?id=800 
http://www.lawa.org/welcomeLAX.aspx 
Statistics — Ten Year Summary—Passengers 
10 YEAR SUMMARY OF PASSENGERS 
YEAR DEPARTING ARRIVING TOTAL 
1994 25,812,087 25,238,188 51,050,275 
1995 27,234,353 26,674,870 53,909,223 
1996 29,162,942 28,811,617 57,974,559 
1997 30,313,688 29,828,900 60,142,588 
1998 30,826,859 30,388,853 61,215,712 
1999 32,298,944 31,980,627 64,279,571 
2000 33,836,077 33,467,105 67,303,182 
2001 31,007,930 30,598,274 61,606,204 
2002 28,181,481 28,042,362 56,223,843 
2003 27,544,606 27,438,232 54,982,838 
2004 30,343,873 30,360,695 60,704,568 
2005 30,649,324 30,840,074 61,489,398 
Attachment to ARSAC LAX SPAS DEIR Comments Page 9 
2006 30,500,130 30,540,936 61,041,066 
2007 31,244,261 31,194,322 62,438,583 
2008 29,930,985 29,884,661 59,815,646 
2009 28,288,211 28,232,632 56,520,843 
2010 29,605,542 29,463,867 59,069,409 
2011 30,923,005 30,939,047 61,862,052 
TEN YEAR SUMMARY – AIR FREIGHT 
http://www.lawa.org/welcome_LAX.aspx?id=802 
http://www.lawa.org/welcomeLAX.aspx 
Statistics — Ten Year Summary—Air Freight 
10 YEAR SUMMARY OF AIR FREIGHT 
YEAR AIR FREIGHT IN TONS 
1994 1,516,567 
1995 1,567,248 
1996 1,696,663 
1997 1,852,487 
1998 1,787,400 
1999 1,884,526 
2000 2,002,614 
2001 1,779,065 
2002 1,869,932 
Attachment to ARSAC LAX SPAS DEIR Comments Page 10 
2003 1,924,883 
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2004 2,022,911 
2005 2,048,817 
2006 2,022,687 
2007 2,010,820 
2008 1,723,038 
2009 1,599,782 
2010 1,852,791 
2011 1,773,215 
TEN YEAR SUMMARY – AIR MAIL 
http://www.lawa.org/welcomeLAX.aspx 
http://www.lawa.org/welcome_LAX.aspx?id=804 
Statistics — Ten Year Summary—Air Mail 
10 YEAR SUMMARY OF AIRMAIL 
YEAR TONS OF AIRMAIL 
1994 186,878 
1995 193,747 
1996 194,091 
1997 212,410 
1998 264,473 
1999 253,695 
2000 246,538 
Attachment to ARSAC LAX SPAS DEIR Comments Page 11 
2001 162,629 
2002 92,422 
2003 97,193 
2004 92,402 
2005 88,371 
2006 80,395 
2007 66,707 
2008 73,505 
2009 64,073 
2010 74,034 
2011 80,442 
Comments and Questions concerning Lincoln Boulevard Re-Alignment in 
Alternatives 1, 5, and 6. 
In addition to these questions, there are further detail and more questions in the attached 
Letter from Bureau of Sanitation and the ARSAC White Paper: PROGRAM LEVEL VS 
PROJECT LEVEL EIR ANALYSIS RE: THE LINCOLN BLVD. TUNNEL PROJECT 
1. Based upon the attached Bureau of Sanitation letter dated September 14, 2012, 
will LAWA be impacting any sewer lines? Which sewer lines will be impacted? 
How will LAWA mitigate these sewer lines? Considering that the three outfall 
lines running under LAX to the Hyperion Treatment Plant provide almost all of 
the sewage treatment capacity for the City of Los Angeles and some adjoining 
cities, is the risk of realigning Lincoln Blvd by LAWA too great as to prevent 
Angelenos from flushing their toilets? 
2. Is the proposed Lincoln Blvd realignment in Alternatives 1, 5 and 6 a Program 
Level EIR or a Project Level EIR? Please see the White Paper for a detailed 
analysis. Please explain your answer with relevant citations from CEQA. 
3. Which agencies has LAWA consulted with regarding the proposed Lincoln Blvd 
realignment? 
a. Was CalTrans consulted? What was their response? Who at CalTrans 
was contacted and who from CalTrans replied? 
b. Was the Los Angeles Department of Water & Power consulted? Who was 
contacted and who from LADWP replied? 
c. Was the Bureau of Sanitation contacted? Who was contacted and who 
from LADWP replied? 
d. Were oil pipeline operators contacted? Who was contacted and who from 

SPAS-PC00151

the oil pipelines replied? 
e. Were fiber operators contacted? Who was contacted and who from the oil 
fiber operators replied? 
f. Were other underground utilities or right of way users contacted? Who 
was contacted and who from the oil fiber operators replied? 
4. Does LAWA face any challenges with regards to outfall sewers or abandoned 
sewer lines in relation to a proposed realignment of Lincoln Blvd? How will 
LAWA mitigate those challenges? 
5. Does LAWA face any challenges with regards to water lines in relation to a 
proposed realignment of Lincoln Blvd? How will LAWA mitigate those 
challenges? 
6. Does LAWA face any challenges with regards to storm drains in relation to a 
proposed realignment of Lincoln Blvd? How will LAWA mitigate those 
challenges? 
7. Does LAWA face any challenges with regards to electrical lines in relation to a 
proposed realignment of Lincoln Blvd? How will LAWA mitigate those 
challenges? 
8. Does LAWA face any challenges with regards to fiber lines in relation to a 
proposed realignment of Lincoln Blvd? How will LAWA mitigate those 
challenges? 
9. Does LAWA face any challenges with regards to other subsurface users of the 
road or right-of-way in relation to a proposed realignment of Lincoln Blvd? How 
will LAWA mitigate those challenges? 
10. Is the proposed Lincoln Blvd realignment considered to be a minor street 
modification, an improvement or something else? Please explain your answer. 
11. In the Light and Glare section, why does LAWA discount the significance of 
possible light and glare problems by proposing to move Lincoln Blvd 350 feet 
closer to homes, schools, churches and businesses. 
12. In the Air Quality Section 4.2 (beginning page 4-88), why is the proposed Lincoln 
Blvd realignment not listed as a construction area? 
13. In the Cultural Resources Section 4.5 (beginning page 4-337), the memorial 
marker for LAWA Police Office Tommy Scott on Lincoln Blvd is not listed. On 
April 29, 2005, Officer Scott was the first LAWA officer killed in the line of duty. 
Since LAWA has not listed the memorial marker on the maps, it is not clear if the 
proposed Lincoln Blvd realignment would affect access to this location. What 
mitigation measures does LAWA propose to preserve access to the Tommy Scott 
memorial marker? 
14. In the Green House Gases Section 4.6, why did not LAWA study old petroleum 
lines? Why did not LAWA study old sewer lines that in some cases date back to 
the 1920’s? 
15. In the Hydrology Section 4.8, the intersection of Lincoln and Sepulveda was not 
studied as a hazard? Why in Section 2.3.1.1, Acquisition, did not LAWA list 
Lincoln and Sepulveda as a potential acquisition? 
16. On page 4-988, why is there no impact measured for transit vibration? Lincoln 
Boulevard is a major highway and carries significant transit, public and private. 
17. In the Utilities Section 4.13, why are the utilities underneath Lincoln and 
Sepulveda discussed and examined? 
18. Creating a new tunnel brings all kinds of new and interesting problems, not just 
from construction, but also operation. This series of questions relates to the 
proposed tunneling of Lincoln Blvd. 
a. Will the tunnel height restrict certain vehicles from entering? 
b. If there are height restrictions where will trucks go to get around the 
tunnel? (Probably Sepulveda and Manchester) 
c. Will there be hazardous materials restrictions for the tunnel? 
d. How will the tunnel be ventilated? Who will operate and maintain the 
ventilation system? 
e. Will there be emergency evacuation areas or exits? How many and 
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where? Will there be call boxes? 
f. Which agency or agencies will respond to accidents and emergencies in 
the tunnel? 
g. Will there be traffic controls such as stoplights and electronic signage to 
warn drivers not to enter the tunnel? Will the electronic signage offer 
alternate routes? What will those alternate routes be? 
h. Will LAWA consult with LAWA Police Department, LAPD, LAFD, 
CHP, the FAA, TSA and other relevant agencies for preventing the tunnel 
from becoming a terrorist target? 
i. The Sepulveda Tunnel is dirty from automobile pollution and graffiti. 
What are the plans to clean the proposed Lincoln Boulevard tunnel on a 
regular basis? 
ARSAC WHITE PAPERPROGRAM 
LEVEL VS PROJECT LEVEL EIR ANALYSIS 
RE: THE LINCOLN BLVD. TUNNEL PROJECT 
INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY 
The SPAS Report and DEIR recently released by LAWA purports to be a Program Level 
EIR, not a Project Level EIR, despite the fact that numerous specific projects are 
identified including an automated people mover, consolidated rental car facility, 
movement of taxiways and runways on the airfield and modernization of terminals. 
This white paper is written to examine one of the projects specifically identified in the 
documents in the context of the Program versus Project Level EIR debate. 
The specific project considered herein is the realignment of Lincoln Boulevard to 
accommodate the move northward of the outboard runway of LAX. This project will in 
effect swing Lincoln Boulevard, California State Route 1, on a wider arc around the 
airfield, bringing it much closer to homes, businesses, churches, schools and other 
sensitive uses in the Westchester community. It will also require that Lincoln be 
depressed below grade into a tunnel of a length that will depend on the extent of the 
runway move. A cost estimate in the SPAS Report puts the cost of this project in excess 
of $1billion with many elements admittedly not included. A cost figure three or four 
times larger would be more realistic. 
This white paper does not undertake to study all aspects of the runway move. A similar 
white paper could be written about the implications of converting the Argo Trench to a 
box culvert or the elimination of the old tunnel that still exists under the north airfield. 
Three of the alternatives proposed by LAWA would involve extending the perimeter 
fence of LAX hundreds of feet into the community and realigning and tunneling Lincoln 
Boulevard, California State Route 1. All would involve realigning and tunneling Lincoln 
Blvd. 
Alternative 1 relocates runway 6L/24R, the outboard runway of the north airfield, 260 
feet to the north; Alternative 5 relocates this runway 350 feet to the north; and Alternative 
6 relocates this runway 100 feet to the north. Each of these alternatives requires that 
6080 feet of Lincoln Blvd. be realigned and each would require that it be depressed into a 
tunnel. In the case Alternative 1, the tunnel would be 252 linear feet; Alternative 5 would 
require a 765-foot tunnel; and Alternative 6 would require a 540-foot tunnel. 
In contrast to Alternatives 1, 5 and 6, Alternative 2 would not require moving the LAX 
perimeter fence or realigning and tunneling Lincoln Blvd. 
The subject of Program Level versus Project Level EIR’s is dealt with the California’s 
CEQA Guidelines. Under the regulations stated therein, a Program Level EIR may be 
used to adopt a general plan for the conceptual planning of a district or area. It is 
designed to provide some level of analysis of “future and unspecified development” 
(CEQA Guideline 15146(b). 
In summary, this white paper demonstrates that the realignment and tunneling of Lincoln 
Blvd. is a specific, tangible, identified project, not a “future and unspecified” project. A 
high level of technical analysis has been performed on the project, far more than the 
“conceptual planning” sanctioned by the Guidelines for a Program Level EIR. 
The DEIR and SPAS Report analyze the Lincoln Blvd. project in significant detail 
including its alignment, length of tunneling and sloping, and cost. Doing so reveals that a 
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“project”, not a “program” is being proposed. Having opened the door of technical 
analysis, LAWA is obligated to perform the analysis completely and accurately. LAWA 
cannot escape the effects of faulty, incomplete, misleading and inaccurate analysis by 
claiming only a “program level” analysis is required. 
The opinion expressed herein is that LAWA cannot have its cake and eat it too. It cannot 
disclose innocuous or general details and conceal specific details that reveal serious 
flaws. It cannot calculate and state the costs of a project without including all of the 
costs. And it cannot identify some of the impacts of the project without revealing all of 
the impacts. 
One does not need to be a civil engineer to discern that if LAWA is able to calculate the 
exact length of the tunnel required for the realigned Lincoln Blvd., then it must know 
Lincoln’s proposed path including how much closer it will be to residences, businesses, 
schools, churches and other sensitive uses. It must also know how deep below surface 
level the tunnel must be placed including the extensive web of oil and gas pipelines, 
outfall sewers, water, electrical, fiber optic and other subsurface facilities which will have 
to be identified, located, and relocated as a result of the project. None of these factors are 
addressed in the DEIR or SPAS Report. 
Having clearly revealed that it has taken the Lincoln Boulevard realignment project past 
conceptual planning and into preliminary engineering, LAWA must be forced by either 
community outcry or by court decree to treat the outward expansion of the LAX 
perimeter fence and the realignment and tunneling of Lincoln Boulevard as a project 
which can only be entitled by means of a project level EIR. 
During the scoping phase of the SPAS process, numerous comments were offered asking 
that the subsurface structures below Lincoln and Sepulveda boulevards be studied. The 
failure to do so, or the failure to disclose the result of doing so, constitutes a fatal flaw in 
the DEIR. 
A word about the real-world context of this program versus project level debate: Gina 
Marie Lindsey and other advocates for moving the north runway 24 Right to the north are 
openly and repeatedly refusing to defer the issue of the movement of the runway to a later 
time when more is known about LAX’s passenger levels and the success or failure of the 
New Large Aircraft which the runway move is designed to accommodate. They are 
declaring that no other projects at LAX can be planned or implemented until the location 
of the runway is established. Clearly, this statement reveals that a program level EIR is 
simply not what LAWA needs at this time. At this time LAWA needs and should 
produce a Project Level EIR to move the runways. If LAWA has determined that the 
runway move and the attendant realignment and tunneling of Lincoln Blvd. is the 
lynchpin for all other LAWA projects, then it should withdraw the Program Level EIR, 
isolate the runway/Lincoln Blvd. project, study it thoroughly and circulate a project level 
DEIR which discloses and adequately studies all elements of the project. 
WHITE PAPER METHODOLOGY 
At page 4-3 of the DEIR LAWA quotes CEQA Guideline 15146(b) to the effect that a 
program level EIR should “provide an effective means of delineating and comparing and 
contrasting the overall characteristics, performance levels and environmental impacts of 
each alternative.” 
With respect to the runway relocation proposed for the LAX north airfield, this means 
that sufficient information must be given to compare and contrast Alternatives 1, 5 and 6 
which would move the runway to Alternative 2 that would not. 
This whitepaper will review both the SPAS Report and the DEIR on this issue. It will 
identify both what LAWA has disclosed and what it has not disclosed about the Lincoln 
Blvd. realignment and tunnel project. 
The SPAS Report will be considered first. The SPAS Report states the study 
requirements agreed to by LAWA in the settlement agreement and gives background 
information and data which are a useful as a starting point for the consideration of the 
legally mandated and court enforced Environmental Impact Report. 
The DEIR is organized, as required by the Guidelines, in terms of thirteen categories of 
environmental impact such as Aesthetics, Air Quality, etc. Within each such category the 
DEIR gives general background followed by a specific discussion of each of the nine 
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alternatives. Within the discussion of each alternative there is a heading “Northern 
Boundary” within which the Lincoln Blvd. realignment is discussed. Within the 
“Northern Boundary” discussion is a section dealing with impact during operation and 
impact during construction. Hence each of the thirteen areas of environmental impact is 
outlined as follows: 
� Environmental Impact category 
o General background 
o Specific alternative 
� Northern Boundary issues 
� Operational impacts 
� Construction impacts 
The balance of this white paper will review and discuss LAWA’s treatment of the 
Lincoln Blvd. realignment and tunnel project. 
REVIEWOF THE “PRELIMINARY LAX SPECIFIC PLAN AMENDMENT 
STUDY REPORT” 
At pages 1-4 through 1-16 SPAS Report basic descriptions of the nine alternatives are 
given together with diagrams of each. For Alternatives 1, 5 and 6, the “distinguishing 
airfield improvement feature” is said to be the northward movement of runway 6L/24R 
260 feet, 350 feet and 100 feet respectively. 
The narrative description of these three alternatives gives no indication that a necessary 
element of the runway move is the expansion of the airfield and the realignment and 
tunneling of Lincoln Blvd. Only in a small note on the diagrams is this revealed. A 
member of the public trying to understand LAWA’s intentions would reasonably believe 
that the narrative would accurately describe the project and would not omit such a 
significant component as the complete realignment of Lincoln Boulevard, California 
State Highway 1. 
After an extended review of the history of the LAX Master Plan and the SPAS process, 
Section 5.5 of the Report begins the discussion of the current, on-the-ground situation as 
LAX. This section, which begins at page 5-79, is entitled Refinement Of Second 
Iteration of SPAS Concepts. 
At page 5-105 the following passage concerning Lincoln Boulevard appears: 
Lincoln Boulevard 
Similar to the Argo Drainage Channel, relocation of Runway 6L/24R to the north 
would place portions of Lincoln Boulevard within the RSA and/or OFA. 
Consequently, new alignments of Lincoln Boulevard were developed (including 
covered and below grade sections) in order to comply with FAA standards. 
Concepts with greater runway separation would require portions of the alignment 
to be covered and below grade. 
The conceptual alignments are provided in Section 5.6 beginning at page 5-110. Major 
elements of each of the nine alternatives are placed into one of three categories: “airfield 
improvements,” “terminal improvements” or “ground access improvements.” The 
Lincoln Blvd. realignment is placed in the “airfield improvements” category and the issue 
is framed thus: 
The extent to which the Lincoln Boulevard and the Argo Drainage Channel would 
have to be modified in order to accommodate a northerly shift in the alignment of 
Runway 6L/24R; 
A strong argument can be made that it is highly misleading to characterize tunneling and 
realigning more than a mile of Lincoln Blvd. thereby taking it hundreds of feet closer to 
sensitive uses as a “modification.” 
Section 5.7 of the Report sets forth numerous alternatives that were “rejected” and not 
carried forward in SPAS. The fact that many of those alternatives had great potential for 
achieving the purposes of SPAS with less community impact than expanding the LAX 
fence line and realigning Lincoln is not the subject of this whitepaper, but should be 
noted. 
Section 6, SPAS ALTERNATIVE PROJECTS, constitutes the real substance of the 
Report. 
The three goals of SPAS are recited at page 6-1, one of which is to achieve 78.9 million 
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annual passengers. At page 6-3 passenger counts for the years 2007 through 2011 are 
given. 
Discussion of Alternative 1 begins at page 6-12. At page 6-13 the following appears: 
Relocate Lincoln Boulevard northward between Sepulveda Boulevard and 
Westchester Parkway, and depress the eastern portion of the road segment to be 
compatible with the object free area requirements for the east end of Runway 
6L/24R, which would require approximately 540 linear feet of the road segment 
to be tunneled. 
Discussion of Alternative 5 begins at page 6-51, and the following appears at page 6-52: 
Relocate Lincoln Boulevard northward between Sepulveda Boulevard and 
Westchester Parkway and depress the eastern and western portions of the road 
segment to be compatible with the object free area requirements for Runway 
6L/24R, which would require approximately 765 linear feet of the eastern portion 
of the road segment to be tunneled. 
The following appears at page 6-52: 
With the combination of the runway improvements (including the easterly 
extension of Runway 6R/24L and improvements to 6L/24R), associated 
improvements to Lincoln Boulevard and the Argo Drainage Channel, and 
establishment of displaced thresholds, the Alternative 5 north airfield 
configuration would be fully compliant with FAA RSA standards for Runways 
6L/24R and 6R/24L, addressing hazards relating to the potential for aircraft to 
overshoot, undershoot, or experience excursions from the runways. 
Just as it is a misrepresentation for LAWA to characterize realigning Lincoln Blvd. for 
more than a mile and tunneling it for more than 750’ as a “modification,” so too is 
characterizing this very large project as a mere “improvement.” 
A serious question will be whether Caltrans will consider the conversion to a tunnel and 
the realignment of California State Route 1 by more than a mile to be a minor street 
“modification” or “improvement.” Apparently LAWA considers the permitting of the 
“Lincoln Boulevard Realignment and Tunnel Project” to be a mere detail to be handled 
by staff at a later date. 
Discussion of Alternative 6 begins at page 6-57, and the following appears at page 6-58: 
Relocate Lincoln Boulevard northward between Sepulveda Boulevard and 
Westchester Parkway and depress the eastern and western portions of the road 
segment to be compatible with the object free area requirements for Runway 
6L/24R, which would require approximately 252 linear feet of the 
eastern portion of the road segment to be tunneled 
As was the case in its discussion of Alternative 1 and 5, the realignment and tunneling of 
Lincoln Blvd. is labeled “an improvement.” 
In stark and simple contrast to the expand-the-airfield, tunnel-and-realign-Lincoln 
approach of Alternatives 1, 5 and 6, the following is stated about Alternative 2 at page 6- 
34: 
Improvements associated with Runway 6L/24R under this alternative, including 
connecting taxiways, are different than Alternative 1. Because there would be no 
northerly relocation of Runway 6L/24R under Alternative 2, it does not require 
the modifications to the Argo Drainage Channel (other than those required under 
existing conditions to meet federal RSA requirements) and Lincoln Boulevard 
described above for Alternative 1. 
For purposes of this whitepaper this ends the relevant narrative discussion of the SPAS 
alternatives (although Report Chapter 8 on dollar costs awaits), and the question can be 
posed, has LAWA fairly described the alternatives and allowed a member of the public 
who simply wants to understand this important infrastructure project to compare and 
contrast the alternatives? Asked in another fashion, does characterizing the realignment 
of Lincoln Boulevard by hundreds of feet and its depression into a tunnel for as much as 
765 linear feet as a “modification” or an “improvement” accurately portray what LAWA 
intends to do? The question answers itself. 
The financial underpinnings of LAWA’s much desired expansion is strategically placed 
where LAWA obviously wants it, at the very end before which most members of the 
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public will long since have given up. In fact, Chapter 8, Financial Analysis, is 
exceptionally informative and, not surprisingly, misleading. 
Sections 8.1 through 8.3 provide discussion of LAWA’s governance structure, 
accounting and cost center structure, governing bond documents, and key business 
agreements. Section 8.4 sets forth key assumptions. All make for interesting reading. 
However it is Section 8.5, Estimated Alternative Costs, Section 8.6, Approximation of 
Funding Sources”, and their associated Table 8-1 that are of interest herein. 
Section 8.5 incorporates an earlier discussion about the dollar cost of other, non-SPAS 
planned projects at LAX. A total of $6.5 billion is planned to be spent at LAX on non- 
SPAS projects. Of this amount $2.1 billion is currently in construction with $4.4 billion 
in the planning phase. Examples of projects in planning are the Midfield Satellite 
Concourse, renovations to existing terminals and the ongoing soundproofing program. 
Now, on to the cost of SPAS and the Lincoln Blvd. Realignment and Tunnel Project: 
To review the Report’s analysis of the cost of SPAS one must turn his or her laptop a 
quarter turn clockwise and rest it on its right side because Table 8-1 is in landscape, not 
portrait, format and LAWA has made precious few hard copies available. For one 
reviewing the report on a desktop computer, you will need to rest your left ear on your 
desk and just do the best you can. The fact the font is nearly invisible and the size is in 
the 2 to 3 range does not help. 
Table 8.1 is a summary of costs associated with each of the SPAS alternatives. Directing 
attention to the table for Alternative 5, one learns the following. The cost of the airfield 
component of Alternative 5, which is the component that includes expanding the airfield 
and realigning and tunneling Lincoln is said to be $808,660,000 in 2010 dollars or 
$1,099,792,000 in escalated dollars. Rounded that is $800 million if the projects had 
been built two years ago and $1.1 billion if the projects broke ground this year. Of 
course it is impossible to predict what it will cost if the work commences in 2025, the 
earliest year it is predicted LAX will actually reach 78.9 MAP, so we will work with $1.1 
billion. 
Table 8.1 states that the total escalated cost of Alternative 5 including terminal and 
ground access improvements to be $9,091,629,000 and the total identified funds available 
to be $3,601,629. The wisdom of undertaking a program that is underfunded by twothirds 
is beyond the scope of this whitepaper, but is alarming. 
In clear contrast to the cost estimates for Alternative 5, airfield improvements for 
Alternative 2 are estimated to be $205,200,000 in 2010 dollars and $279,760,000 in 
escalated dollars. Thus, the cost of Alternative 2 is approximately three percent (3%) of 
Alternative 5. 
What follows in Chapter 8 is a number of charts and graphs that provide visual 
representations of the costs of various alternatives with and without various other 
alternatives concluded. Each is based on the specific dollar figures previously stated. 
Where did these specific dollar figures come from? The answer to that question is buried 
even deeper in the Report in Appendix G, Preliminary Rough Order of Magnitude Cost 
Estimates. (On your way to Appendix G be sure and stop off at Appendix F that shows 
that LAWA achieves NO significant operational efficiencies by any of its proposed 
airfield modifications.) 
Table AF-1 of Appendix G purports to summarize cost of the airfield improvements of 
the various alternatives. The cost of realigning and tunneling Lincoln is explicitly not 
included but the cost of removing the abandoned tunnel under the north runway and the 
cost of converting the unlined Argo Trench to a concrete box culvert are included. The 
cost of airfield improvements for Alternative 5 is placed at $716,700,000. The cost of 
airfield improvements for Alternative 2 is stated to be $205,200,000. 
Parenthetically it can be noted that in addition to the cost of realigning and tunneling 
Lincoln, the following costs are identified in a footnote as not included in these estimates: 
site clearing, roadway work and facility demolition in support of Taxiway D and E work; 
security fence and guard post costs; right-of-way and land acquisition costs; costs of the 
Community Benefit Agreement or costs for the Mitigation Monitoring Plan; project 
phasing costs; tenant relocation costs; off-airport property acquisition and relocation 
costs; or mitigation costs of for the Lincoln (Park West) Apartments or 8939 S. 
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Sepulveda office building. Cost of these items is left to the public’s imagination. 
Following summary Table AF-1 is seven pages of tightly constructed and very detailed 
estimates of the cost of moving runway 6L/24R. Examples of the level of detail achieved 
in the underlying cost estimate are “Removal of runway concrete pavement 19” thick”, 
“Removal of shoulder asphalt 4” thick” and “Removal of Econocrete 12” thick.” 
Following the detailed seven page estimates to move the runway is our target prize: The 
estimated costs to realign and tunnel Lincoln Blvd. 
Table AF-3 summarizes the cost to realign and tunnel Lincoln Blvd. as follows: 
� Alternative 1 - $61,210,000 
� Alternative 5 - $89,960,000 
� Alternative 6 - $45,290,000 
The cost to realign and tunnel Lincoln Blvd. for Alternative 2 is zero of course. 
Following summary Table AF-3 are five pages of detailed estimates for the specific cost 
items of realigning Lincoln Blvd. including such items as “water for compaction” 
($15,000), “base course 8” thick” ($208,000), and “subbase course 12” thick” 
($216,000). 
At this point the question posed at the very top of this whitepaper can be restated: Can it 
be fairly said that LAWA is only engaged in “conceptual planning” when it has obtained 
an estimate for 8” thick course base at $208,000 and for 12” thick subbase at $216,000. 
It is a remarkable “program level” EIR which includes an estimate for the precise amount 
of subbase required. 
Table AF-4 is similarly illuminating of the level or project work completed by LAWA to 
date. This table states quite precisely the exact number of feet that will be flat, sloped, 
depressed and in a tunnel for all of the potential runway moves. For example, Table AF- 
4 indicates that if runway 6L/24R is moved 300 feet, then 6080 feet (more than a mile) of 
Lincoln Blvd. will be rerouted of which 350’ will be in a tunnel, 600’ will be “sloped” 
and 280’ will be depressed and 4,850’ will be flat. (It might be noted that the tunnel 
lengths listed in Exhibit G, Table AF-4 seems to be far off from the tunnel lengths listed 
in the body of the Report). 
Is LAWA simply engaged in “conceptual planning?” Hardly. 
Exhibit G in total is 56 pages of tightly constructed estimates for very specific projects 
pertaining to airfield modifications, terminal improvements, and ground access 
improvements including the Automated People Mover (APM) and the Consolidated 
Rental Car Facility (CONRAC). 
“Conceptual planning” for a master plan involves favoring bike paths and housing near 
transit stations. It does not include a calculation the cost of concrete subbase 12” thick. 
CONCLUSIONS TO BE DRAWN FROM CONSIDERATION OF THE 
PRELIMINARY LAX SPECIFIC PLAN AMENDMENT STUDY REPORT 
Simply stated, LAWA has placed itself uncomfortably on the horns of a dilemma. 
Otherwise stated, it has hoisted itself on its own petard. 
It has claimed that what it seeks is a “Program Level” EIR such as would occur in a 
community’s broad general or zoning plan at the “conceptual planning” stage. And yet it 
is quite clear that it has gone far, far past “conceptual planning” and is deeply into 
preliminary engineering on a specific, project-by-project basis. 
In recent conversations with Westchester and Playa del Rey community members, 
LAWA Executive Director Gina Marie Lindsey has been asked whether she would be 
willing to move forward with the terminal modernization projects and the ground access 
projects before LAWA proceeds with the airfield projects. Considering the limited 
acceptance and safety problems faced by the New Large Aircraft (NLA), the sluggish 
world economy and the “restrained” at best growth in traffic at LAX, such a question is 
justified. 
Ms. Lindsey’s response has been clear, unambiguous and simple: No, we can’t move 
forward without knowing what is going to happen with the north airfield. 
The community’s response to Ms. Lindsey should be equally clear, unambiguous and 
simple. We believe it is the same answer she will receive in Court: If you want a 
specific project such as moving the runway and realigning and tunneling Lincoln 
Boulevard, then do a Project Level EIR. If the world of LAX revolves around one 
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project, that being moving the runway, then all other projects should be put aside and the 
runway project should be resolved. Don’t try to obtain a backdoor approval or confuse 
the public by throwing in community-serving projects which you have no intention of 
delivering. Withdraw the “program level” DEIR and prepare a “project level” EIR 
forthrightly stating that you seek to move the runway and realign and tunnel Lincoln. 
Perhaps the expression that should be used in characterizing the Report should not refer 
to dilemmas or petards. What it is, is “neither fish nor fowl.” It is far too detailed and 
advanced to be considered as a program level EIR and yet it falls far short of what would 
be necessary to be approved as a project level EIR. 
POSTSCRIPT TO CONCLUSIONS TO BE DRAWN FROM CONSIDERATION 
OF THE PRELIMINARY LAX SPECIFIC PLAN AMENDMENT STUDY 
REPORT 
Back to Exhibit G, Table AF-3, the cost breakdown to reroute Lincoln. 
The Sepulveda Boulevard right of way is an old and historic one in Los Angeles. It was 
not always as urbanized as it is now. For many years it was the main route for subsurface 
pipelines to transport oil from the oilfields in the Baldwin Hills to the refineries in the 
South Bay including the Chevron refinery in El Segundo and the Mobil refinery in 
Torrance. It is still in use today for that purpose. 
In more recent years one of the City of Los Angeles most important facilities was 
constructed and recently modernized, that being the Hyperion waste treatment plant in 
Playa del Rey immediately south and west of LAX. Fed by outfall sewers as much as 20’ 
in diameter, Hyperion treats and disposes of tons of raw and treated sewage daily. The 
path of the outfall sewers: through Culver City and Westchester intersecting Sepulveda 
and Lincoln boulevards around LAX. 
The major underground pipelines are all in addition to the innumerable public utility and 
private entity cables and pipes under the Sepulveda corridor at its intersection with 
Lincoln. 
The spider web of pipes under Sepulveda Boulevard has been well known to the 
community for many years. Longtime Sepulveda property owner and civic activist 
Howard Drollinger knew it well and spoke of it often. 
LAWA steps onto a very slippery slope when it undertakes to expand its campus and 
depress Lincoln Blvd. into a tunnel in this area, particularly considering that when it 
moved the southernmost runway it discovered a runway ON ITS OWN CAMPUS that it 
had no record of. This runway was a north-south runway that had existed behind the 
west side of the Tom Bradley International Terminal. Westchester Golf Course was the 
Runway Protection Zone (RPZ) for this former runway. 
Not one word in the SPAS Report concerning the realignment and tunneling of Lincoln 
indicates that the underground situation around the Lincoln/Sepulveda intersection has 
been carefully studied. And the estimates to reroute Lincoln set forth in Exhibit G, Table 
AF-3 give no comfort, it appearing that the estimate contains no allowance for the 
discovery or relocation of such facilities. Third-party agreements are a major cost item 
for such projects and yet Table AF-1 specifically indicates that costs for right of way and 
land acquisition are NOT included in the cost estimates. 
The fundamental purpose of the Scoping process is to advise the project sponsor of items 
which must be carefully studied. If by some stretch of the imagination LAWA didn’t 
know that it needed to study facilities under Lincoln and Sepulveda boulevards, it was 
certainly advised to do so in many comments and written correspondence during the 
Scoping process. 
During the scoping phase of the CEQA effort numerous individuals and entities, 
including ARSAC requested that the subsurface conditions and structures in the 
Lincoln/Sepulveda intersection area should be carefully studied. The SPAS Report fails 
to show that this has been done. Nevertheless, Appendix G purports to give a cost 
estimate to realign and tunnel Lincoln Blvd. Having opened the door to a consideration 
of cost, LAWA cannot omit from consideration an element so important and costly and 
utility identification and relocation. To fail to study and/or disclose this cost item is to 
mislead and indeed deceive the public and public policy officials. While the question of 
whether this misrepresentation is intentional or inadvertent may be open to debate, the 
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FACT that it IS a misrepresentation is not. 
LAWA has either not studied a significant environmental issue or it has intentionally 
withheld the results of the study from the public. In either case, the DEIR should be 
withdrawn, re-scoped, properly prepared and re-circulated. 
REVIEWOF THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
The preceding sections of this white paper, with a few digressions, dealt with two 
questions: 
First, can the mistakes and omissions in the two documents LAWA is currently 
circulating be overlooked because it is only a “program level” efforts. As demonstrated, 
LAWA is pursuing a very specific project, namely the movement of the northernmost 
runway 350’ north and the realignment and tunneling of Lincoln Boulevard. For this 
project precise dimensions and costs have been calculated. A project level EIR should 
and must be done for this project. 
Second, has LAWA met its obligations to study all relevant and significant issues raised 
in the Scoping sessions for the project? Using as a test case the issue of subsurface 
structures under Lincoln and Sepulveda boulevards where LAX would be tunneling, this 
obligation has not been met and LAWA’s effort is flawed at least based on a review of 
the Preliminary LAX SPAS Report. Having failed to consider the cost of identifying and 
relocating major subsurface facilities and structures, LAWA’s cost estimates, already 
gruesomely underfunded, become laughably worthless. 
The question now presented is simple: Having failed in the Report to show that this 
significant topic was studied, does the DEIR go further or otherwise indicate that the 
issue has been considered by LAWA? The answer is no, and as a result the DEIR itself is 
fatally flawed. 
 
If the challenge in this section of the white paper is to determine whether LAWA has 
studied the subject of subsurface structures and facilities below Sepulveda and Lincoln 
boulevards, then perhaps the most direct approach would be to do a word search for such 
terms as “oil and gas,” “petroleum pipelines,” “outfall sewer,” “Hyperion,” “fiber optic 
cable,” and “Dig Alert (811 service or Underground Service to locate underline pipelines 
and cables before digging into the ground).” This was not possible because LAWA did 
not enable the public to word searches on the online or disk versions of the Draft EIR and 
SPAS Report. 
CEQA requires the EIR sponsor to specifically consider each of thirteen designated 
topics for each project alternative presented. Chapter 4 of the DEIR is LAWA’s effort to 
meet this requirement. For each of the thirteen areas LAWA gives an Introduction, 
discussions of Methodology, Existing Conditions, Thresholds of Significance, and Master 
Plan Commitments and Mitigations followed by a review of each of the nine alternatives. 
The DEIR further divides each topic into a discussion of construction impacts and 
operational impacts once the project is completed. 
If LAWA studied and reported on the impact of subsurface structures under the 
Lincoln/Sepulveda intersection then one would certainly think that it would be revealed 
in its comments about Alternative 5 which would relocate runway 6L/24R 350’ north. 
Hence, the methodology used herein is to review LAWA’s discussion of each of the 
thirteen study areas focusing on the Alternative 5 portion of the discussion. Particular 
attention is given to the Transportation (4.12) and Utilities (4.13) sections that would 
seem to be the logical locations for consideration rerouting and tunneling Lincoln Blvd. 
REVIEWOF ALTERNATIVE 5 DISCUSSION IN DEIR 
AESTHETICS, Section 4.1 of the DEIR 
The discussion of the impact of the nine alternatives on area Aesthetics commences on 
page 4-6 and limits itself to consideration of “aesthetic qualities, views and lighting 
conditions at LAX and surrounding areas.” Certainly one would assume that Caltrans 
would require Lincoln Blvd., California State Route 1, to have very bright overhead 
lighting at all times. Further, impacts of a major construction site including staging and 
laydown areas could be expected to be significant. Hence, one would assume moving 
Lincoln Blvd. 350’ closer to the residential community would have significant 
implications for light and glare. 
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Discussion of the impacts of Alternative 5 begins at page 4-63 with the light and glare 
impacts beginning at page 4-65. At page 4-66 the following appears: 
Therefore, these improvements would not result in a change in lighting or lighting 
intensity such that light would spill off and affect light-sensitive areas, and would 
not result in a substantial new source of glare which would adversely affect 
nighttime views in adjacent areas sensitive to glare, and thus associated light and 
glare impacts along the northern boundary would be less than significant. 
Increases in light and glare from rerouting more than a mile of Lincoln Blvd. and 
constructing a tunnel are similarly brushed off with: 
Construction Fencing, impacts associated with light and glare during construction 
would not result in a change in lighting or lighting intensity such that light would 
spill off and affect light-sensitive areas, and would not result in a substantial new 
source of glare which would adversely affect nighttime views in adjacent areas 
sensitive to glare. Therefore, construction light and glare impacts would be less 
than significant. 
Thus, the Aesthetic impact, including light and glare impacts of rerouting more than a 
mile of Lincoln Blvd. including relocating oil and gas pipelines, utilities and a major 
sewer structure are viewed as less than significant. 
AIR QUALITY, Section 4.2 of the DEIR. 
The discussion of Air Quality impacts begins at page 4-83 of the DEIR. Two Air Quality 
impacts seem obvious for study, those being (1) the impact of routing Lincoln Blvd. 350’ 
or more closer to homes, business, schools and churches, and (2) the impact of using very 
heavy construction equipment to unearth and expose oil and gas pipelines, utilities and 
sewer facilities. 
The complete failure of the DEIR to study and report on the implications of realigning 
Lincoln for more than a mile and tunneling for 765’ can be seen at page 4-88 where the 
following elements of the program are identified as studied: 
Construction activities were assumed to be located on the north airfield and at the 
north terminals, in the Central Terminal Area (CTA), at Manchester Square, in the 
current Parking Lot C, at the proposed Intermodal Transportation Facility (ITF) 
site just south of Lot C, on the east side of Aviation Boulevard south of Century 
Boulevard, on the Automated People Mover (APM) routes along Century 
Boulevard and 98th Street, and on the west side where batch plant operations 
permitted by the SCAQMD and USEPA and project support activities could 
occur. The analysis was conducted using normalized emissions rates (1 gram per 
second) for each construction source area to determine the concentration-toemission 
ratio (X/Q) at each receptor for each source or source group. This X/Q 
ratio for a given source or source group were multiplied by the estimated 
emissions for a specific pollutant to obtain that pollutant's concentration at each 
receptor for the given source or group. The results for all sources in a given 
alternative were summed for each pollutant to obtain the project's construction 
activity contribution to ambient concentrations. 
Quite apparently the large, high risk rerouting of Lincoln and extensive subsurface work 
in an area known to include high volume sewer lines and oil and gas transport lines in 
addition to large amount of standard subsurface utilities in a street in use for decades has 
not been studied in terms of Air Quality. 
The discussions of Air Quality implications of Alternative 5, the most significant in terms 
of displacement of Lincoln and subsurface work appears at age 4-112 for postconstruction 
air pollution and at page 4-118 for construction air pollution. In neither are 
the Air Quality implications of rerouting Lincoln for more than a mile even mentioned in 
passing. 
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES, Section 4.3 of the DEIR. 
Discussion of the impact of the nine alternatives on Biological Resources begins on page 
4-163, and the discussion of Alternative 5 on page 4-250. 
While the DEIR discussion of the impacts of Alternative 5 at the west end of the airfield 
adjacent to Pershing Drive, no significant discussion appears about the impacts at the east 
end of the airfield near the Lincoln/Sepulveda intersection. 
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COASTAL RESOURCES, Section 4.4 of the DEIR. 
Discussion of the impact of the nine alternatives on Coastal Resources begins at page 4- 
299, and the discussion of Alternative 5 on page 4-325. 
While there could be storm water runoff impacts or other impacts on Coastal Resources 
from major construction at Lincoln and Sepulveda, other impacts are certainly far greater. 
CULTURAL RESOURCES, Section 4.5 of the DEIR. 
Discussion of the impact of the nine alternatives on Cultural Resources begins at page 4- 
337. Impacts of Alternative 5 with Historic implications appear on page 4-370. Impacts 
with Archeological implications appear on page 4-376. 
As is the case in so many other sections of the DEIR, the Cultural Resource issue is dealt 
with as if the rerouting of Lincoln Blvd. swinging it further north towards many sensitive 
uses is ignored. It is as if LAWA failed to advise its CEQA consultants it was part of the 
project. Buildings older than 45 years must at minimum be inventoried. While the report 
makes mention of the Union Savings and Loan Building at 9800 Sepulveda, it makes no 
mention of numerous buildings along Sepulveda that are older than 45 years. If such 
nearby buildings are outside the technical boundaries of the study area such could be 
noted. Simply failing to even make mention of such buildings adds to the implication 
that LAWA is seeking to conceal the impacts of its massive, billion dollar-plus 
Lincoln/Sepulveda realignment and tunneling project. 
GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS, Section 4.6 of the DEIR. 
Discussion of Greenhouse Gas impacts begins on page 4-385, and the discussion of 
impacts of Alternative 5 appears on page 4-407. 
Because the methodology used to calculate Greenhouse Gas Emissions in the DEIR 
combines the impact of operations with the impact of construction and further combines 
airfield modifications with terminal and ground access impacts, isolating the effects of 
the Lincoln Blvd. realignment and tunneling project is virtually impossible. 
Still, it would seem unearthing, opening and relocation of decades old petroleum lines 
would release significant greenhouse gas, both by the heavy equipment used in the 
process and by the pipeline and surrounding contaminated soil. Though not as old of 
construction, the same can be said for the major sewer lines in the area running to the 
Hyperion treatment plant. 
This is a subject which LAWA should have studied, was asked to study, but apparently 
didn’t study. 
HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS, section 4.7 of the DEIR. 
Discussion of Hazards and Hazardous Materials begins on page 4-423, and the discussion 
of impacts of Alternative 5 appear on page 4-452. 
The discussion in this section of the DEIR focuses primarily on the production of Toxic 
Air Contaminants (TAC) and the rate of cancer that results. This section of the DEIR 
uses two tricks used throughout to conceal and explain away the impact of locating, 
opening and relocating major petroleum, sewer and other underground facilities despite 
the apparent risk of release of toxic substances including explosive gases. 
The first trick used is to hide behind the screen that “this is only a program level EIR.” 
Construction of any SPAS alternative is projected to take about 11 years. A 
detailed evaluation of TAC emissions during the construction phase cannot be 
accomplished until project-level information on construction staging is available. 
For purposes of the program-level evaluation in this EIR, possible construction 
emissions are estimated generically based on projected costs for the various 
alternatives. This approach provides sufficient information on the relative impact 
of construction emissions to analyze how important these emissions might be to 
incremental impacts of the SPAS alternatives. Detailed evaluation of construction 
impacts at the project level will be completed to help judge how construction 
impacts might vary from year-to-year as construction starts and moves through 
different phases across the airport. 
If then LAWA is contending it can predict risk of exposure to cancer based on the 
“projected costs for the various alternatives”, then those cost projections must be 
accurate. Refer to the sections of this white paper on the cost of the Lincoln Blvd. 
realignment and tunnel project in which numerous cost factors were declared to have 
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been omitted intentionally and with other apparently simply “missed.” 
The second trick used is to combine cancel out the deleterious effects of air pollution 
caused by projects which LAWA intends to construct at any cost with the beneficial 
effects of ground transportation projects which LAWA has little if any intention or funds 
to construct. 
In the discussion of health risks caused by Alternative 5, at page 4-452 it is claimed that 
the health risks constructing and operating State Route 1, Lincoln Blvd., 350 feet or more 
closer to residences, business, churches and schools is overcome by purported 
efficiencies in airfield operation, vehicle mix and transit facilities that are unfunded and 
probably will not be constructed. 
And the public certainly should not ask for more information or detail. Recall, this is a 
program level, not a project level EIR. 
Section 4.7.3 beginning at page 4-574 deals with Hazardous Materials, especially those 
that pose a risk to the personal safety of workers or the public or which risk groundwater 
contamination. At page 4-575 the following appears: 
There are 32 sites at LAX where hazardous materials releases have resulted, or 
may have resulted, in groundwater and/or soil contamination. Of these 32 sites, 
seven have significant soil and/or groundwater contamination and are undergoing 
remediation activities under LAFD or RWQCB supervision. 
This passage represents further proof, that while LAWA may have studied environmental 
issues on its own airfield in support of SPAS, it has not put forth a similar level of effort 
to study environmental issues, including hazardous materials, on the property that will be 
used for the realignment and tunneling of Lincoln. For this DEIR to be credible LAWA 
must have as much knowledge about subsurface problems under Lincoln Blvd. and 
Sepulveda Blvd. as it knows about subsurface problems under the Central Terminal Area. 
LAWA has either not studied such subsurface conditions or it has studied them but is 
withholding the information. In either event, this DEIR is fatally flawed as a result. 
Proof positive for this proposition appears at pages 4-592 and 4-593 where Hazardous 
Materials is discussed in the context of Alternative 5. While there is discussion of the 
construction in and around Terminals 1 and 2 and Taxilanes O and D, there is not one 
word about Lincoln and Sepulveda Blvds. and yet the construction in that area is the 
lynchpin of Alternative 5 and has a far higher cost factor than the taxilane work. 
HYDROLOGY AND WATER, section 4.8 of the DEIR. 
Discussion of Hydrology and Water begins on page 4-599. This introduction to the 
Hydrology section states its purpose as follows: 
The hydrology analysis below addresses the potential for flooding to occur as a 
result of actions under any of the SPAS alternatives. The water quality analysis 
below addresses impacts to the quality of storm water runoff and dry weather 
flows as a result of actions under any of the SPAS alternatives. 
Surely this is an excellent topic to study. What areas are then studied to learn this 
important information? 
To compare baseline conditions with conditions under the SPAS alternatives, a 
single HWQSA was used. The HWQSA for this analysis includes the existing 
LAX property, the Manchester Square area, which is part of a voluntary property 
acquisition under LAWA's Aircraft Noise Mitigation Program, 413 and areas 
adjacent to LAX that would be acquired under certain of the SPAS alternatives 
(see Section 2.3.1.11 for description of acquisition areas). 
By LAWA’s own admission then the areas studied on the important subject of worker 
safety and groundwater contamination are the existing airport property, Manchester 
Square and properties identified in 2.3.1.11 which reads in full: 
2.3.1.11 Acquisition 
The alternatives would require the acquisition of properties located east of the 
airport. The parcels to be acquired vary with the different alternatives. Table 2-4 
lists the properties that may be affected and provides information pertaining to 
each parcel. A composite map of all of the acquisition properties is provided in 
Figure 2-11. The parcels that would be acquired under each alternative are 
identified in Table 2-5 and illustrated in Figures 2-12 through 2-14. Following 
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acquisition, the uses would be demolished and replaced with SPAS-related 
improvements. 
The intersection of Lincoln and Sepulveda Blvds. is not on Figure 2-11, is not to be 
acquired by LAWA, and hence was not studied on the subject of Hazards. In fact it was 
pushed under the rug and ignored in preparation of the DEIR. 
LAND USE/ PLANNING, section 4.9 of the DEIR. 
 
Discussion of Discussion of Land Use/Planning begins on page 4-641. 
Discussion of Alternative 5 begins at page 4-738. An extended discussion of the 
numerous land use and planning maps in the LAX area is beyond the scope of this white 
paper. One sentence on page 4-739 is worth noting. It simply states: 
Alternative 5 only includes airfield and terminal improvements. 
A multi-billion dollar project to reroute and tunnel Lincoln Blvd. is dismissed as “only an 
airfield improvement.” 
NOISE, section 4.10 of the DEIR. 
Discussion of the Noise component of CEQA begins at page 4-779. 
Discussion of Road Traffic Noise impacts begins on page 4-935. Much technical data is 
presented. Alternative 5 is not even commented upon. Whatever technical processes and 
evaluations were performed, they apparently did not include the impact of having Lincoln 
Blvd. 350’ or more closer to ones home, business, school or church. 
Construction Noise is discussed beginning at page 4-945. The impact of construction 
noise under Alternative 5 is discussed at page 4-963. Here is it acknowledged that at 
various sound receptors in West Westchester, the impact of Alternative 5 would be 
significant including at St. Bernard’s High School, along the 91st St. community border 
and at Park West Apartments. 
It is telling that in the sole area where the impact of the Lincoln Blvd. project is 
considered, a finding of significant impact has been made. The question that needs to be 
asked and answered by LAWA is what other impacts would be revealed if the Lincoln 
Blvd. project had been thoroughly studied in all CEQA areas? 
Truer to form, the DEIR did not measure the impact of Alternative 5 for Transit Vibration 
at page 4-988. 
PUBLIC SERVICES, section 4.11 of the DEIR. 
Discussion of the impact of the SPAS projects on Public Services begins on page 4-993. 
Impact on Fire Services and Law Enforcement Services. 
As can be clearly seen throughout the SPAS Report and the DEIR, the magnitude of the 
billion dollar-plus Lincoln Blvd. project simply is not appreciated or understood by 
LAWA. It is California State Route 1 that is being moved. Massive disruption around 
one of the busiest intersections in Los Angeles will occur. The Lincoln/Sepulveda 
intersection is the pivot point between the South Bay and the Westside of Los Angeles. 
At page 4-1013 it is admitted that construction of the project has “the potential to hamper 
or delay emergency response”. This delay in emergency response is shrugged off 
however by saying a “coordination office” will be established. This is a serious risk to 
the public and deserves more study than saying an office will be created in the future. 
The impact of SPAS on Law Enforcement is discussed beginning at page 4-1019. At 
page 4-1035 the DEIR states: 
As with Alternative 1, traffic congestion from construction activities would have 
the potential to hamper or delay response times and increase traffic patrol and 
other law enforcement activities. 
This serious negative impact of Alternative 5 construction is similarly dismissed by the 
recitation of certain numbered “LAX Master Plan Commitments.” 
TRANSPORTATION, section 4.12 of the DEIR. 
Perhaps nowhere in the DEIR is the failure to study the realignment of Lincoln Blvd. for 
more than a mile, more than 2000’ feet of which would be depressed below surface grade 
and 765’ of which would be in a tunnel more glaring than in the treatment of “Off Airport 
Transportation at page 4-1281 of the DEIR. 
Treating it as if it were a curb and gutter project, the DEIR state shrugs of the realignment 
of California State Route 1 at page 4-1282 with the following: 
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In addition to potential disruption of local traffic conditions due to the addition of 
construction-related vehicle trips, there is the potential for additional disruption in 
the event a project-related improvement requires temporary closure of at least one 
lane adjacent to its site. Closures of key roadways and intersections could cause 
delays, except if done for short durations during periods of very low vehicular 
volumes. 
One marvels at the naiveté of LAWA to think it can accomplish the realignment of 
Lincoln Blvd. by single-lane closures on off-peak hours. 
The treatment of Off-Airport Transportation reveals LAWA’s strategy for gaming the 
CEQA process and obtaining the backdoor approval of rerouting Lincoln. At page 4- 
1281 the DEIR states: 
The nine alternatives currently being considered for the SPAS project are only at 
a conceptual level of planning. No construction plans, programs, or schedules 
have been formulated for any of the alternatives. As such, it would be speculative 
to estimate construction-related vehicle trip generation and distribution onto the 
local roadway network in order to evaluate traffic impacts on specific streets and 
intersections during peak and non-peak traffic periods. 
As appears throughout the DEIR and SPAS Report, it is clear LAWA is currently hiding 
behind the skirts of the “Program Level DEIR” to prevent a full and complete disclosure 
to the public and to the elected officials who will be voting on the DEIR by saying that 
only “conceptual planning” need be done. 
UTILITIES, section 4.13 of the DEIR. 
Discussion of the impact on Utilities begins at page 4-1327. Despite what could be 
significant disruption from relocating utilities currently under Lincoln and Sepulveda 
Blvd. this section deals with energy use at the airport. The impact of the Lincoln Blvd. 
realignment and tunneling project is not discussed. 
CONCLUSIONS TO BE DRAWN FROM CONSIDERATION OF THE 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
Simply stated, the Lincoln Boulevard realignment and tunnel project is not adequately 
studied in the Draft Environmental Impact Report. In view of the fact that moving 
runway 6L/24R northward by up to 350’ is LAWA’s most important project and 
realigning Lincoln Blvd. is non-negotiable and critical to moving the runway, this failure 
must be viewed as fatal. 
The DEIR must be withdrawn from circulation, the Lincoln Blvd. realignment project 
must be adequately studied and the DEIR circulated, preferably as a project level EIR 
that can receive full, detailed public scrutiny. 
 
 
 
LAX SPAS DEIR COMMENTS – ECONOMIC BENEFITS OF THE PROJECTS 
THE DEIR AND SPAS REPORT STATES THE IMPORTANCE OF LAX AS AN ECONOMIC 
GENERATOR FOR THE 
REGION. THE ATTACHED CHARTS PRESENT AN ARSAC ASSESSMENT OF HOWTHE 
VARIOUS 
ALTERNATIVES RELATE TO JOB CREATION AND ECONOMIC BENEFITS. 
 
Where in the DEIR has LAWA prepared an assessment of economic benefits and job creation to 
back up 
the statements made in the document? What are the benefits and job creation factors determined 
by 
LAWA? 
 
LAX SPAS DEIR Comments on topic of center-line taxiways… 
 
Question: Why is operation with a center-line taxiway as conceived for the north complex safer 
since it results in operation of aircraft closer together and it introduces a new failure mode of 
errant landings on the taxiway? 
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Below are data sources showing problems with these taxiways: 
Taxiway Takeoffs and Landings 
By Robert Acherman, Vice President, Alliance for a Regional Solution to Airport Congestion 
October 3, 2012 
Commercial airplanes landing and taking off on taxiways is a major worldwide problem. 
Causes include lack of situational awareness by pilots, complex airport geometry and poorly 
marked taxiways. In 2004, the issue became so pronounced that the US National 
Transportation Safety Board (NTSB) issued a Safety Recommendation on how to contain the 
taxiway landing and takeoff problem. The taxiway incidents in Seattle were the tipping point for 
a call to action. The NTSB Safety Recommendation also recaps other taxiway landings and 
takeoffs at Palm Springs, CA; Las Vegas McCarran, NV; and Tuscon, AZ. 
http://seattletimes.nwsource.com/news/business/links/ntsb06-24-04.pdf 
FAA response to NTSB 
http://seattletimes.nwsource.com/news/business/links/faa03-09-05.pdf 
NTSB response to FAA 
http://seattletimes.nwsource.com/news/business/links/ntsb08-08-05.pdf 
The FAA performed research and produced the following report. Several other US airports had 
taxiway operation problems including Palm Beach, FL; Lincoln, NE and Memphis, TN. 
http://www.airporttech.tc.faa.gov/safety/downloads/TN07-54.pdf 
In 2010, the FAA issued guidelines in 2010 on how airports can mark taxiways for increased 
pilot visibility. 
http://www.faa.gov/airports/resources/advisory_circulars/index.cfm/go/document.current/docu 
mentNumber/150_5340-1 
Aviation safety requires eternal vigilance. It requires the active participation of pilots, 
controllers, airport operators and the general public. Good taxiway design and technology can 
help resolve part of the taxiway landing and takeoff problem. Ultimately, though, the burden 
falls upon the pilot with the oversight of controllers to not land or takeoff on taxiways. 
 
ARTICLES ABOUT AIRCRAFT LANDING ON TAXIWAYS 
 
Seattle-Tacoma Airport (SEA) 
1999-2004 various incidents 
http://seattletimes.com/html/businesstechnology/2002621198_seatac13.html 
Newark, NJ (EWR) 
October 26, 2006, Continental Airlines Boeing 757 lands on taxiway 
http://www.nj.com/news/index.ssf/2008/04/lighting_a_factor_in_newark_ta.html 
Palembang, Indonesia 
October 2008, Garuda Boeing 737-400 lands on taxiway 
http://news.aviation-safety.net/2011/05/09/report-misaligned-vor-track-factor-in-indonesiantaxiway- 
landing/ 
Cagliari, Italy 
April 21, 2009, Ryanair Boeing 737 lands on taxiway 
http://www.flightglobal.com/news/articles/inquiry-as-ryanair-flight-lands-on-taxiway-at-cagliari- 
325060/ 
Atlanta Hartsfield-Jackson International Airport (ATL) 
October 2009, Delta Boeing 767 from Rio de Janerio lands on taxiway 
http://articles.cnn.com/2009-10-21/us/taxiway.landing_1_taxiway-approach-lights-mainrunway?_ 
s=PM:US 
Paphos, Cyprus 
September 21, 2011, Thomson Airways Boeing 737-800 lands on taxiway 
http://www.avherald.com/h?article=44355a86&opt=0 
ARTICLES ABOUT AIRCRAFT TAKING OFF ON TAXIWAYS 
Anchorage, Alaska (ANC) 
January 25, 2002, China Airlines Airbus A340-300 takes off on taxiway 
http://www.asc.gov.tw/asc_en/accident_list_2.asp?accident_no=126 
November 16, 2005, EVA Airways McDonnell Douglas MD-11 takes off on taxiway 
http://news.aviation-safety.net/2005/11/16/md-11-cargo-plane-takes-off-on-taxiway-instead-
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ofrunway- 
at-anchorage/ 
Oslo-Gardermoen Airport, Norway 
LAX SPAS DEIR Comments on topic of center-line taxiways page 3 
October 23, 2005, Pegasus Airlines Boeing 737-800 takes off on taxiway 
http://www.asc.gov.tw/asc_en/accident_list_2.asp?accident_no=126 
February 25, 2010, Aeroflot Airbus A320 takes off on taxiway 
http://aviationsafetynetwork.wordpress.com/2010/12/14/report-airline-airport-and-controllerwere- 
factors-in-a320-taxiway-takeoff-at-oslo-gardermoen/ 
Hong Kong International Airport (HKG) 
September 13, 2008, Hong Kong Airlines Boeing 737 attempts takeoff on taxiway 
http://www.topnews.in/pilots-suspended-trying-take-taxiway-hong-kong-269191 
November 27, 2010, Finnair Airbus A340 aborts takeoff on taxiway 
http://news.aviation-safety.net/2012/01/14/hong-kong-cad-issues-final-report-on-a340- 
attempted-taxiway-takeoff/ 
Amsterdam, The Netherlands 
February 10, 2012, KLM 737-300 takes off on taxiway 
http://www.flightglobal.com/news/articles/klm-737-crew-lost-position-awareness-beforetaxiway- 
take-off-366475/ 
Question: Why is the NASS study response to FAA questions not included in the DEIR or SPAS 
report? 
From the Academic Panel's responses to the FAA which was neglected to be included in the 
DEIR… 
This is on PDF page 17 (print out page 15) (the hard copy pages of 8, 9, and 14-18): 
“Note that only the 3 Runway (3R) configuration (one runway on the north complex) would meet 
FAA Group VI standards! This one would also eliminate runway incursions caused by runway 
crossing. There would be no runway crossing here as the same runway would be used for takeoffs 
and landings. ARSAC recommended the 3R configuration to be studied in the NASS.” 
Page 15 (hard copy) 
"The Panel was asked to estimate the safety of operating the North Airfield under certain 
configurations 
and levels of demand, and not to assess the consistency of these operations with FAA design 
standards. The AP Panel recognizes that all the North Airfield configurations studied except 3R (a 
three-runway airport) would fall short of at least one FAA design standard. For example, the 
recommended lateral separation between parallel runways (for VFR Operations) for ADG V and VI 
is 
1,200 feet (FAA AC 150/5300-13 Paragraph 208). This implies configurations Baseline, Baseline-
S, 
LAX SPAS DEIR Comments on topic of center-line taxiways page 4 
100-N, 340-N and 340-S all fail to meet the recommended standard. A second recommended 
standard 
for simultaneous approaches and departures recommends 1,200 feet of runway separation for 
ADG V 
and ADG VI. Again, only 3R would meet such a standard (as there is no parallel runway under this 
alternative). The South Airfield, as modified with the new centerline taxiway, does not meet that 
standard either. 
In short, if deviations from recommended FAA design standards were enough to invalidate a 
configuration, there would have been no point in conducting the study. 
Babbitt did say that runway incursions decreased 50% between 2009 and 2010 (25 to 12). He 
highlighted the Runway Status Lights technology. He did not say explicitly that RWSL contributed 
to the 
decline in runway incursions. RWSL are a tool in reducing incursions- see Fact Sheet below. 
2010 Press release from Randy Babbitt at Boston Logan where RWSL was installed. 
http://www.faa.gov/news/press_releases/news_story.cfm?newsId=11959 
FACT SHEET on Runway Incursions 
2010 to 2011, 50% drop of incursions from 12 to 6. 
http://www.faa.gov/news/fact_sheets/news_story.cfm?newsId=12783 
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Runway 24R in 340-N would often have a better view of departing traffic on Runway 24L before 

crossing that runway.  

The capacity results for the three-runway configuration were less encouraging: the 

reduction in arrivals and departures observed at FFC could have adverse direct and indirect 

consequences.  Given that mixed operations would occur on the North Airfield (i.e., landings and 

takeoffs on the same runway), arranging for departures in the face of frequent arrivals would be 

challenging.  It is also true that unexpected conditions – such as the temporary shutdown of a 

runway – can cause considerably more disruption when there are only three runways rather than 

four. The AP fears, therefore, that the capacity limitations in the three-runway case would be 

unduly constraining in peak conditions, which would prevail for nine hours of the day under the 

2020 forecast.       

17.6.  Caveats 

The various estimates summarized above and presented in more detail elsewhere in this 

report should be interpreted as plausible approximations, rather than exact results.  Among the 

reasons for caution are: 

• The 2020 forecasts about traffic levels at LAX, and about the fraction of traffic involving 

Group VI aircraft, are subject to considerable uncertainty. 

• The experiments at FFC were sophisticated and well conducted, but they can only provide an 

approximate indication of what might happen under various configurations of the North 

Airfield. 

• Data about historical experience are valuable, but there are issues in generalizing from other 

airports to LAX, and from past patterns to those that might prevail in the future under new 

arrangements; moreover, many of the data are subject to the high random variability 

associated with rare events, a circumstance that poses real challenges for statistical 

estimation. 

17.7.  Main Conclusions 

The AP is unanimous on all of the following points: 

For projected 2020 traffic levels and traffic mix, the LAX North Airfield is extremely safe 

under the current configuration.  

For projected 2020 traffic levels and traffic mix, the LAX North Airfield is extremely safe

under the current configuration.
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The AP estimates that, at 2020 traffic levels, fatal runway collisions would occur on the 

North Airfield at an expected rate of one every 200 years, and that such fatal collisions would 

cause approximately one death for every 150 million LAX passengers.     That level of risk is low 

even relative to the exceptional safety of US passenger aviation.     

All the proposals to create new configurations on the North Airfield would reduce by a 

substantial percentage the risk of a runway collision. 

More specifically, the evidence from the NASA-Ames simulation and numerous kinds of 

historical data suggest that: 

Moving Runway 24R 100 feet North and creating a centerline taxiway could reduce 

collision risk on the North by about 40% relative to the baseline. 

Moving Runway 24R 340 feet North and creating a centerline taxiway could reduce 

collision risk on the North by about 55% relative to the baseline. 

Moving Runway 24L 340 feet South and creating a centerline taxiway could reduce 

collision risk on the North by about 50% relative to the baseline. 

Creating a single Runway 24 to replace 24L and 24R could reduce collision risk by about 

50% relative to the baseline. 

However, because the baseline level of collision risk is so low, reducing that risk by a 

substantial percentage will have a limited practical effect. 

Aviation at LAX is exceedingly safe.  Of the 750 million passengers who would use the 

LAX North Airfield per decade at 2020 traffic levels, only about 80 might be expected to perish 

in air disasters from all causes in the Baseline case.  Of these 80 deaths, five might occur in 

runway collisions on the North Airfield.  Reconfiguration of the North runways might be 

expected to reduce total deaths to about 78. 

In terms of capacity, changes in the configuration could have major effects. 

Moving to a three-runway configuration could cause major difficulties, in terms of flight 

schedule reliability and congestion, even under visual flight conditions. 

Moving to the 340-N configuration, on the other hand, might significantly reduce airport 

congestion during peak hours and could provide appreciable capacity benefits. 

However, because the baseline level of collision risk is so low, reducing that risk by a

substantial percentage will have a limited practical effect.

All the proposals to create new configurations on the North Airfield would reduce by a 

substantial percentage the risk of a runway collision.

SPAS-PC00151

329



164 

Indeed, a serious case could be made for building 340-N based on its capacity benefits.  

This would also improve safety.  But these safety benefits would essentially be a “side benefit”, 

not the principal one.  

However, the North Airfield Safety Study was, as the name implies, primarily about 

safety.   All things considered, the Panel cannot construct a compelling argument for 

reconfiguring the North Airfield on safety grounds alone.   

However, the North Airfield Safety Study was, as the name implies, primarily about 

safety.   All things considered, the Panel cannot construct a compelling argument for 

reconfiguring the North Airfield on safety grounds alone.  
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The Odds of Dying from…(cont.)

ALL INJURIES

43INJURY FACTS® 2012 EDITION NATIONAL SAFETY COUNCIL®

Cancer 1 in 7

Motor vehicle incidents 1 in 98

Intentional self-harm 1 in 109

Unintentional poisoning by and exposure to noxious substances 1 in 126

Falls 1 in 163

Assault by firearm 1 in 321

Car occupant 1 in 368

Pedestrian 1 in 701
Motorcycle rider 1 in 761
Accidental drowning and submersion 1 in 1,103
Exposure to smoke, fire, and flames 1 in 1,344
Pedalcyclist 1 in 4,381
Firearms discharge 1 in 6,609
Air and space transport incidents 1 in 7,178

Exposure to electric current, radiation, temperature, and pressure 1 in 12,420
Exposure to excessive natural heat 1 in 13,217
Cataclysmic storm 1 in 29,196
Contact with hornets, wasps, and bees 1 in 79,842
Earthquake and other earth movements 1 in 97,807
Legal execution 1 in 111,779
Lightning 1 in 134,906
Bitten or struck by dog 1 in 144,899
Flood 1 in 558,896
Fireworks discharge 1 in 652,046

Total, any cause
1 in 1

Stroke 1 in 29

Heart disease 1 in 6

Lifetime odds of death for selected causes, United States, 2008*

Source: National Safety Council estimates based on data from National Center for Health Statistics–Mortality Data for 2008 as compiled from data provided by 

the 57 vital statistics jurisdictions through the Vital Statistics Cooperative Program. Population and life expectancy data are from the U.S. Census Bureau. For 

mortality figures, estimated one-year and lifetime odds, and external cause classification codes based on the Tenth Revision of the World Health Organization’s 

“The International Classification of Diseases” (ICD) for the causes illustrated, see table on pages 41-42.  
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1. Introduction and Executive Summary 

 

 
Los Angeles International Airport 1-103 LAX Specific Plan Amendment Study 
 Draft EIR 
 July 2012 

Evaluation of Amendments to the LAX Specific Plan 
In conjunction with the physical and operational improvements proposed under each of the nine SPAS 
alternatives, Chapter 7, LAX Specific Plan Amendments, of the SPAS Report identifies administrative 
amendments to the LAX Specific Plan that might be needed depending on the SPAS Alternative.  These 
administrative amendments would not have any environmental impacts beyond those resulting from the 
physical improvements that would occur as a result of the SPAS alternatives analyzed in Chapters 4 
and 5 of this Draft EIR.  Chapter 7, LAX Specific Plan Amendments, of the SPAS Report also identifies an 
amendment to Section 7.H of the LAX Specific Plan that would require LAWA to conduct passenger and 
airline surveys and studies when LAX reaches 75 MAP, the results of which would help inform LAWA as 
to potential actions that could be taken to encourage airlines to provide increased domestic passenger 
service at other airports in the region, particularly those owned or operated by LAWA.  The actualization 
of those actions could result in environmental impacts in the form of reduced operational impacts at LAX 
and increased impacts at the other affected airports if, and to the extent, there is a shift in aircraft and 
passenger activity from LAX to other airports.  Such operational impacts would include air pollutant 
emissions, including greenhouse gas emissions, from aircraft and motor vehicles, noise from aircraft and 
vehicles, surface traffic, and demands on public services and utilities.  Detailed evaluation of the exact 
nature and extent of these shifts in impacts, as well as other environmental impacts, would be speculative 
at this time, but Chapter 6, Evaluation of Amendments to the LAX Specific Plan, provides a programmatic 
description of the types of impacts that would occur. 

1.5 Environmentally Superior Alternative 
Section 15126.6(e)(2) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires an EIR to identify an environmentally 
superior alternative.  If the environmentally superior alternative is the "no project" alternative, the EIR 
must identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives.  Based on the 
analyses in Chapter 4, Environmental Impact Analysis, and Chapter 5, Cumulative Impacts, of this EIR, 
Alternative 2 is considered to be the Environmentally Superior Alternative of the nine alternatives 
evaluated in detail throughout this document.21 

As described in more detail in Chapter 2, Project Description, Alternative 2 proposes very limited airfield 
improvements that do not involve any runway relocation or development of a centerfield taxiway.  As 
such, Alternative 2 would require less construction than all of the other alternatives, except for Alternative 
4, and would result in reduced/fewer significant construction-related impacts.  This would include 
construction-related air quality impacts (see Table 1-7 above), construction-related GHG emissions (see 
Table 4.6-6 in Section 4.6, Greenhouse Gases), and construction equipment noise impacts (see 
Table 1-23 above).  Although the temporary construction-related air quality impacts, GHG emissions, and 
construction equipment noise impacts of Alternative 4 would be less than those of Alternative 2, the 
longer-term operations-related air quality, GHG emissions, and noise impacts of Alternative 4 would be 
greater than those of Alternative 2, as further described below. 

Operations-related air quality impacts, particularly from aircraft emissions, which generally constitute the 
majority of gaseous air pollutants at the airport, would be the lowest under Alternative 2, compared to the 
other alternatives including Alternative 4, for Visual Flight Rules (VFR) conditions that occur 
approximately 96 percent of the year (see Table 4.2-13 in Section 4.2, Air Quality).  This is also the case 
                                                      
21 As further described in Chapter 2, Project Description, nine alternatives are addressed throughout the EIR, four of which are 

"fully integrated alternatives" (Alternatives 1 through 4), each of which includes a combination of airfield, terminal, and ground 
access improvements, and five of which are "focused alternatives," including three alternatives that focus on airfield and 
associated terminal improvements (Alternatives 5 through 7) and two alternatives that focus on ground access improvements 
(Alternatives 8 and 9).  Selection and implementation of any one of the focused alternatives is assumed to be "paired" with 
complementary elements of another alternative in order to effectively be an integrated alternative.  For example, the 
airfield/terminal improvements of Alternatives 5 through 7 could be paired with the ground access improvements proposed in 
Alternatives 1, 2, 8, and 9, and the ground access improvements in Alternatives 8 and 9 could be paired with the 
airfield/terminal improvements proposed in Alternatives 1, 2, 5, 6, and 7.  The comparison of environmental impacts between 
the nine alternatives and selection of the environmentally superior alternative assumes each of the nine alternatives includes 
a full complement of airfield, terminal, and ground access improvements. 

Section 15126.6(e)(2) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires an EIR to identify an environmentally 
superior alternative.  If the environmentally superior alternative is the "no project" alternative, the EIR
must identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives.  Based on the 
analyses in Chapter 4, Environmental Impact Analysis, and Chapter 5, Cumulative Impacts, of this EIR,
Alternative 2 is considered to be the Environmentally Superior Alternative of the nine alternatives 
evaluated in detail throughout this document.211
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latimes.com/news/la-me-lax-restoration-20110703,0,7352614.story

latimes.com
LAX hopes to dominate the Western skies once again

At least $4 billion is being spent on additions to the Bradley International Terminal, 
improvements to several domestic terminals and upgraded utilities and taxiways to 
handle the latest generation of super-sized jumbo jets.

By Dan Weikel, Los Angeles Times

4:24 PM PDT, July 2, 2011

Barring another terrorist attack or recession that disrupts air travel, Los Angeles
International Airport — long ranked among the nation's worst aviation hubs — is on a path 
that could restore its reputation as the West Coast's dominant international gateway.

Modernization projects now underway mark the first major expansion of passenger facilities since the 
Tom Bradley International Terminal was built for the Summer Olympics 27 years ago.

Since then, LAX has steadily fallen behind the modernization efforts of other big-city airports. Aging 
terminals and a lack of amenities have undercut passenger satisfaction and the airport's share of overseas 
travelers, some of whom fly into San Francisco, which opened a stunning international terminal in 2000.

Now airport officials, including those beyond Los Angeles, say LAX's stature is on the rise. At least $4 
billion is being spent on additions to the Bradley terminal, improvements to several domestic terminals 
and upgraded utilities and taxiways to handle the latest generation of super-sized jumbo jets.

"We want to do in three years what other airports have done in seven or eight," said Los Angeles airport 
chief Gina Marie Lindsey, who was hired four years ago to get languishing modernization efforts 
moving.

John L. Martin, the veteran airport director hailed for remodeling San Francisco's airport, says that "any
competitive advantage we had in terms of facilities on the international side will be going away" with 
the Bradley West project, now being built. It is to house a grand hall filled with upscale restaurants, posh 
lounges and luxury boutiques.

The addition's massive steel skeleton is visible and will include new concourses, gates, 1 million 
additional square feet of floor space and an expanded customs area. It will eliminate the hassle that 
international travelers encounter when flights stop short of the Bradley terminal and passengers are 
bused to the immigration processing area.

Other pending projects include a giant passenger processing center and a new concourse west of the 
Bradley terminal that would add more gates. It would be linked to the main terminal area by a steel-and-
glass sky bridge, and an elevated tram would whisk passengers to other remodeled terminals. A new 
station would link the entire airport to the growing regional rail network.

Lindsey acknowledged that the ambitious modernization schedule will rely on meeting upbeat passenger

advert isement
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projections and avoiding another economic downturn, a terrorist attack on the nation or hikes in fuel 
costs and ticket prices.

"The other projects will depend on how much the airport grows," she said, "and how much we can pay 
down our debt."

Half a century ago, LAX was conceived as a futuristic, cutting-edge reflection of the jet age, a vision 
still projected at the airport by the historic Theme Building, which looks like a flying saucer suspended 
on curved concrete legs.

For decades, the airport that ushered in its first jetliner in 1959 prided itself on operating a no-frills 
facility that stressed low costs for airlines and the efficient movement of passengers.

In the terminals, travelers could buy little more than the basics: a newspaper, a cup of coffee, cafeteria 
fare and a preflight libation. The mantra was: "We are an airport, not a shopping mall."

The utilitarian philosophy served the airport well. Attracted by low costs and the emergence of Los 
Angeles as a huge market for air travel, foreign and domestic carriers steadily added service, fueling the 
region's economy.

But by the 1990s, the terminals were dated and falling into disrepair. Modernization schemes were 
proposed by Mayors Richard Riordan and James K. Hahn to greatly expand the airport's footprint and
add new terminals.

Both plans met stiff opposition from residents and neighboring cities worried about traffic congestion, 
noise, pollution and the likelihood that homes and businesses would be demolished to make way for
improvements.

As politicians and airport neighbors fought over how best to revitalize LAX, the terminals deteriorated 
further. Water mains broke, escalators failed, concrete fell from the legs of the Theme Building and
passenger areas grew more crowded.

Officials realized too that the old gates could not accommodate the latest wide-bodied aircraft, including 
the giant Airbus A380 now in service.

Research showed that the worsening conditions contributed to passenger declines even before air travel 
was slammed by the terrorist attacks of Sept. 11, 2001. LAX lost about 12% of the airline seats on its 
weekly international departures from 2000 to 2006, while many other U.S. gateways posted gains.

The stakes were particularly high for the local economy. A 2006 study found that a single international 
flight traveling roundtrip daily from LAX generated $623 million a year in business activity for the 
region and supported 3,120 jobs.

The threat of a downward spiral sparked a new commitment — and a new approach — to reviving LAX 
under Mayor Antonio Villaraigosa.

Within months of his election, Villaraigosa settled a major lawsuit and compromised with neighbors so 
certain airport projects could proceed, as long as some projected passenger growth was pushed to other 
airports in the region. The deal limited the capacity to 78 million passengers a year, about 11 million 
fewer than Riordan had sought.
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Aviation officials say LAX's development also has been hampered by a high turnover of airport
directors. Over a 30-year period, eight leaders came and went, including interim chiefs and one who 
served twice. San Francisco by contrast, had just two in that time.

Villaraigosa put Lindsey in the top job, where she has remained for four years, longer than the combined 
tenure of the two directors who preceded her.

Lindsey got the Bradley West project moving, cleared the way for improvements to domestic terminals 
and helped to bring a more passenger-centric view to LAX planning. "We are looking at the most 
innovative things at sports venues, shopping malls and convention centers," she said. "We want to create 
an environment that is soothing, welcoming and alive."

To help finance the current renovations, the airport sold $2 billion in bonds. The debt will be paid with 
fees charged to airlines, revenue from concessions and charges added to the cost of tickets.

Officials hope passenger volumes will grow so the debt can be paid down and more money can be 
borrowed to keep improvements coming.

The latest five-year forecasts from a top industry analyst and the Federal Aviation Administration 
indicate that the number of passengers at LAX will increase from 59.1 million to between 62 million and 
68 million by 2014.

But some FAA and LAX forecasts have been unreliable — wildly so — partly because of unforeseen 
events. LAX had been expected to grow over the last decade, but the number of passengers actually 
declined by 8.2 million.

Contributing to the downward pressure were the Sept. 11 attacks, the outbreak of a highly contagious 
illness in Asia, dramatically higher fuel prices in 2008 and the recession.

In 2010, LAX handled 15.9 million international passengers, a 5.5% increase over 2009, but 1.6 million 
below the peak in 2005. The growth rate was slower than San Francisco's.

In addition to uncertainties about future revenue related to passenger growth, LAX has to balance the 
pace of improvements with the rising costs it is imposing on airlines, industry analysts say.

If fees become too high, carriers, particularly discount airlines, might be discouraged from operating at 
LAX or adding flights there.

"At about $11 per enplaned passenger, LAX has had some of the lowest rates for years. Now they are 
talking about $20 per passenger or more," said Jack Keady, an airline industry consultant based in Playa 
del Rey. LAX officials had "better pay attention to their costs."

Despite the new modernization efforts, local business leaders remain concerned that LAX still lags 
behind its competitors, which also are looking to upgrade and compete for lucrative international 
travelers.

"There has been some progress, but we still have a 1984 airport competing in a 2011 world," said 
Russell Goldsmith, chief executive of City National Bank and chairman of a business coalition that
views the improvement of LAX as vital to boosting local commerce.

Goldsmith says airport officials must move faster to remake domestic terminals, connect LAX to transit 
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lines and further separate the two northern runways, a proposal that might improve the safety and 
efficiency of flight operations.

But the runway proposal is rekindling the political fires surrounding airport improvements. One 
watchdog group that helped sink earlier master plans, the Alliance for a Regional Solution to Airport
Congestion, contends the proposal is unnecessary and will harm communities to the north of LAX.

The alliance recently made the north runways an issue in the race to represent the 36th Congressional 
District, which includes LAX. It obtained a pledge not to expand the airport from one of the two primary 
election winners, Los Angeles City Councilwoman Janice Hahn.

dan.weikel@latimes.com

Times staff writer Maria L. LaGanga in San Francisco contributed to this report.

Copyright © 2011, Los Angeles Times
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Tell us what you think. 

Tell us what you think. 

Once you have reviewed the study information, submit a comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
by using the form below:  

Name: P.R. Geerligs 

Organization:  

Address: 4602 Pacific Coast Highway 

City: Torrance 

State: CA 

Zip: 90505 

Phone:  

E-mail: paul.geerligs@mac.com 

Comment:  
I currently have three residences; my main residence is in The Netherlands with two more in 
the US and UK. Naturally  I often compare airports to my main hub of Schiphol. And let me say 
that LAX is terrible--worse than Heathrow. I support any improvements done to the airport  not 
only for passengers  but for economic concerns as well. The airport is vital for the city's 
economy. However the only modification I would make to the plan is the light rail station. Why 
not build an underground station similar to Schiphol? As I currently understand the plan  there 
will be bus transfers to the airport  but this is cumbersome especially when travellers have more 
than one piece of luggage. An underground station would speed trips and prove extremely 
convenient whilst providing a real alternative to driving to the airport. 

Note: Only comments submitted between July 27, 2012 to October 10, 2012 will be considered in the official 
environmental record. 
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Tell us what you think. 

Tell us what you think. 

Once you have reviewed the study information, submit a comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
by using the form below:  

Name: Luis O. Toledo 

Organization:  

Address: 7406 Earldom Avenue 

City: Playa Del Rey 

State: CA 

Zip: 90293 

Phone:  

E-mail: toledo_luis@yahoo.com 

Comment:  
I think the LAX SPAS Open House/Public Meeting Board information is deceptive when it 
answers "no" to the question will "more" people be affected by noise with the northfield 
expansion....especially when they then provide a  representation that moves the noise line 
north for EVERY proposal.  Even if it was accurate that you aren't affecting "more" people...you 
are affecting the "same" people in a worse way.  In other words the people that were already 
affected by noise will now be MORE affected by it.  As someone that just bought a home in 
Playa Del Rey and already deals with noise at all times of the day and night I think this is 
unacceptable.  I sent an application for soundproofing to the appropriate department and was 
told that this plan has expired...so LAWA isn't even helping current residents with the lower 
noise problem now...so how can we expect cooperation in the future?  I also think that it's NOT 
true that in the future the noise level will increase anyway because of more planes....the 
frequency of the noise might increase but NOT the individual  noise level (unless the traffic is 
directed further north as in all these expansion plans).  I think there is a lot of information that 
downplays how this will affect the residents in Playa Del Rey. As someone who deals with this 
noise on a daily basis I want to have the whole commission out on our street and do some "fly 
overs" based on current traffic patterns and then based on the "new" proposed flight 
patterns...and let's see them argue that there isn't a problem with the northfield expansion!! 

Note: Only comments submitted between July 27, 2012 to October 10, 2012 will be considered in the official 
environmental record. 
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Tell us what you think. 

Tell us what you think. 

Once you have reviewed the study information, submit a comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
by using the form below:  

Name: Jordann Turner 

Organization:  

Address: 500 N. Willowbrook Avenue #H6 

City: Compton 

State: CA 

Zip: 90220 

Phone:  

E-mail: jordann213@gmail.com 

Comment:  
movement of runway north 100 feet in conjunction with runway improvements and extentions 

Note: Only comments submitted between July 27, 2012 to October 10, 2012 will be considered in the official 
environmental record. 
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Tell us what you think. 

Tell us what you think. 

Once you have reviewed the study information, submit a comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
by using the form below:  

Name: Jordann Turner 

Organization:  

Address: 500 N. Willowbrook Avenue #H6 

City: Compton 

State: CA 

Zip: 90220 

Phone:  

E-mail: jordann213@gmail.com 

Comment:  
First comment was sent in error as it was not complete. My main comment is follows.  The 
changes to the specific plan should include moving the runway 100 feet north to accomodate a 
center taxiway. Also include related runway and taxiway extensions as well as the rapid transit 
options to the airport as contemplated in various alternatives.  Two questions: how are the 
alternatives that include runway shifts north evaluated with the Northside Plan ?  How is Metro's 
airport access study handled during the LAWA's study to do the same? Hopefully they are not 
redundant. 

Note: Only comments submitted between July 27, 2012 to October 10, 2012 will be considered in the official 
environmental record. 
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Tell us what you think. 

Tell us what you think. 

Once you have reviewed the study information, submit a comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
by using the form below:  

Name: Michael s. Mitchell 

Organization:  

Address: P.O. Box 8903 

City: anaheim 

State: ca 

Zip: 92812 

Phone:  

E-mail: mickeysss@me.com 

Comment:  
I cannot comment on the virtual meeting site? it will not open i have put the needed info in my 
computer 

Note: Only comments submitted between July 27, 2012 to October 10, 2012 will be considered in the official 
environmental record. 
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Tell us what you think. 

Tell us what you think. 

Once you have reviewed the study information, submit a comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
by using the form below:  

Name: David Steinbach 

Organization:  

Address: 7740 Redlands St Unit G2090 

City: Playa Del Rey 

State: CA 

Zip:

Phone:  

E-mail:

Comment:  
Please do everything you can to reduce noise in our community. Install sound walls if it would 
help. This is my only concern. Thank you. 

Note: Only comments submitted between July 27, 2012 to October 10, 2012 will be considered in the official 
environmental record. 
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Tell us what you think. 

Tell us what you think. 

Once you have reviewed the study information, submit a comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
by using the form below:  

Name: Janis Davis 

Organization:  

Address: 1800 So. PCH Unit 89 

City:  

State:

Zip:

Phone:  

E-mail:

Comment:  
In order for LAX to provide exemplary service far into the future and create the unique gateway 
to the city of Los Angeles  I look forward to the update to the airport that will take place in the 
near future. 

Note: Only comments submitted between July 27, 2012 to October 10, 2012 will be considered in the official 
environmental record. 
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Tell us what you think. 

Tell us what you think. 

Once you have reviewed the study information, submit a comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
by using the form below:  

Name: Pamela Stacey 

Organization:  

Address: 7528 Whitlock Avenue 

City: Playa del Rey 

State: CA 

Zip: 90293 

Phone:  

E-mail: pamstacey@gmail.com 

Comment:  
My name is Pamela Stacey and i have lived in Playa del Rey for the past 27 years and love my 
community.  I am here to advocate for the adoption of Alternative 2  combined with 
transportation features of Alternative 9.  I oppose and will work to obstruct adoption of any other 
plan most especially any plan to move the north runway. Concerning the expansion  people 
often ask us--What did you expect when you moved near the airport?  We all did our 
homework.  We expected an improvement in technology and proper management and  
governance.  For the most part  as evidenced by how many of us have stayed so long the 
airport has been a decent neighbor.  Only Alternative 2 allows that to continue. Everybody in 
our neighborhoods wants to see LAX revitalized and improved --we too use the airport and 
know its low ranking--but we want it to be done to 21st century standards  which include green 
technology  the promotion of clean air and minimal vehicle traffic.  Other plans risk turning LAX 
into a lumbering  over-sized  over-capitalized  small-brained dinosaur. The people of Southern 
California and travelers to LAX deserve better.  Most important to me  only Alternative 2 states 
that there  will be minimal or no increase in pollution.  Moving the runway north will spew more 
toxins over more homes that are even now relatively compromised.  It doesn't improve safety or 
air traffic to move the north runway.  It does harm people.  In only the two blocks where I live 
there are six cases of cancer.  In only two blocks. I know the complications legitimate ones  to 
proving cause and effect with cancer clusters.  But you all know  including our elected officials  
Council Members and LAWA power brokers  that increased noise and air pollution put people 
at greater risk of cancer and other problems.  There comes a time when common sense has to 
rule while science weighs in. That time is now.  That decision has to be Alternative 2. Thank 
you. Pamela Stacey. 

Note: Only comments submitted between July 27, 2012 to October 10, 2012 will be considered in the official 
environmental record. 

SPAS-PC00172

Tell us what you think. 

Tell us what you think. 

Once you have reviewed the study information, submit a comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
by using the form below:  

Name: Vicki Vaughn 

Organization:  

Address: 8433 Holy Cross Pl 

City: Westchester 

State: CA 

Zip: 90045 

Phone:  

E-mail: vicki@vickivaughn.com 

Comment:  
The options presented in recent community meetings of pushing the north runway further north 
by 50 "“ 350 feet are not acceptable. THE CURRENT CONFIGURATION OF THE NORTH 
RUNWAYS ARE SAFE ACCORDING TO THE 2010 NASA "“ AMES STUDY RELEASED IN 
FEBRUARY 2010. It is unbelievable that the Los Angeles city council could ignore the report of 
'rocket scientists' in terms of safety at our airport. I'm not into accusing anyone of unethical 
dealings but the mere fact that these options are still on the table tells me that someone is 
going to benefit enormously and it won't be the local residents! We'll be left with sleepless 
nights from the noise increased air pollution and increased traffic. The mellow-dramatic act by 
Mr. Rothenberg at a recent meeting was ridiculous and highlights the fact that the committee 
whom he represented could care less about the residents of the area. His only concern was 
that one air conditioning unit on a business building might have to be moved. Never did he 
mention the degradation in the quality of life that the local neighborhood would suffer with the 
proposed changes to push further north. Just because the airport OWNS the land does not 
mean that it is OK for LAX to impose its presence on the neighborhoods. THERE IS LEGAL 
PRECEDENCE IN THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES THAT DEMANDS COMPENSATION OF 
HOMEOWNERS WHO SUFFER PROPERTY VALUE DEPRECIATION DUE TO NEARBY 
DEVELOPMENT AND EMINENT DOMAIN TAKINGS (West Hills Property Owners circa 1990) I 
don't know all the details which homes will be taken because of eminent domain  but those of 
us who are left and are exposed to increased noise/pollution/traffic should be compensated for 
the loss in property value. I recently moved to the Westchester area thinking that the threat of 
pushing the airport runways further north was over because of the NASA report. While house 
hunting  a local relator pointed out to me that homes south of Manchester around Emerson 
were 50-100k cheaper than north of Manchester. I bought north of Manchester and paid the 
extra amount expecting a quieter existence. My property value will drop $100k  or more
because of someone else's greediness (it is well documented that this is NOT being done for 
safety reasons.) IT WILL MATTER IN TERMS OF THE VALUE OF MY HOUSE. Back in the 
early '90s I lived in an area of Los Angeles called West Hills  located in the western edge of the 
San Fernando valley. A developer came in  the city approved their plans  they created 50 foot 
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high hills behind many homeowners who had a "view" Pushing the runways further north will 
cause me to LOSE ALL OF THE EQUITY IN MY HOUSE. How do you plan to compensate me 
and my neighbors? THE REDUCTION IN AIRPORT NOISE LEVELS FROM THE MOST 
EXTREME PLAN (PUSH 350' NORTH) IS ERRONESOULY BEING APPLIED TO THE 
WESTCHESTER/PLAYA AREAS. THAT REFERS TO EL SEGUNDO BECAUSE THE 
SOUTHERN RUNWAYS WILL HAVE FEWER INTERNATIONAL FLIGHTS. NOISE LEVEL 
WILL BE INCREASED FOR RESIDENTS NORTH OF THE AIRPORT. Currently my house is 
violently shaken EVERY TIME that a 747 long haul jet takes off from the north runway. The 
vibrations are so strong that my closet doors on the north side of the house rattle! I asked one 
of your "engineers" at the meeting at the Proud Bird about where sensors were placed when 
the study was done concerning the noise because I can't believe I'm outside of the 65 decibel 
area. Turns out  it was mathematically calculated without taking into account the terrain of my 
house. My house sits up on a small knoll  exposed to the sound waves as they travel across 
Westchester park. I'm 100 feet (my best guess) outside the area that had windows replaced by 
the airport. I've had to replace the windows myself. However it does NOTHING to abate the 
vibrations of those 747s. I'm at the corner of 85th and Holy Cross Pl 90045 Plus unless and 
until you force airlines to not use their reverse thrusters on their 757s and 737s and just use the 
turn out further down the runway  there will be no peace. I just can't imagine THAT noise 350' 
closer to my house as well. Thank you for your consideration. Vicki Vaughn 

Note: Only comments submitted between July 27, 2012 to October 10, 2012 will be considered in the official 
environmental record. 

SPAS-PC00173

Tell us what you think. 

Tell us what you think. 

Once you have reviewed the study information, submit a comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
by using the form below:  

Name: Bill Barry 

Organization:  

Address: PO Box 91015 

City: Los Angeles 

State: CA 

Zip: 90009 

Phone:  

E-mail:

Comment:  
This family is strongly opposed to Alternatives 1 5 or 6.  I cannot believe that our local state and 
federal agencies would even consider much less decide to move a pollutant source closer to a 
densely populated residential area with schools parks and playgrounds.  "Fine" particulates and 
the other toxic emissions from jet engines even new generation engines are a known problem.  
What can you be thinking of?  You even recognize that the pollution is a concern because 
Alternate 5 has an "SU" labelwhich I understand to mean that the pollution issues are 
significant and NOT CAPABLE OF BEING MITIGATED.  Please adopt alternative 2 which 
leaves the North runway where it is. 

Note: Only comments submitted between July 27, 2012 to October 10, 2012 will be considered in the official 
environmental record. 

SPAS-PC00174

343



Tell us what you think. 

Tell us what you think. 

Once you have reviewed the study information, submit a comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
by using the form below:  

Name: Joseph D Haythorn 

Organization:  

Address: 7530 West 88th St 

City: Los Angeles 

State: CA 

Zip: 90045 

Phone:  

E-mail: dhaythorn@law.whittier.edu 

Comment:  
From the outset of the process to explore development of the facility at LAX  it appears that 
LAWA has been acting in a duplicitous manner toward the citizens of Westchester and Playa 
del Rey.  Inglewood has been treated in similar way.  The idea that the  if LAWA were to pursue 
moving the runway  an additional group of houses  condominiums  apartments  schools and 
businesses would need to be condemned.  Any remaining outside the condemned area would 
surely bring  actions for diminished value.  The violation of the consent decree from the last 
condemnation would serve as the basis of the action but even without that the property owners 
would be successful in stopping the development resulting in no activity or  at worst  delaying 
any construction for years and ultimately receiving compensation forcing the costs of the project 
far beyond LAWA"™s predictions. The recent charade of the Northside development project 
meetings and "negotiations"  are a further indication that LAWA is either not serious about the 
alternatives which involve  or intending to lull the neighbors into a false sense of security.  
Neither reflects well as to whether LAWA is a trustworthy party in this project.  As LAWA proves 
again inept and  it is difficult to understand whether the entire process of proposing alternatives 
is a sham. Community partners have demonstrated that the safety claims are so exaggerated 
they may be dismissed.  The statement that noise would not be worse if the runways are 
moved may be technically true but the noise would be closer to the residences  schools  and 
businesses so louder there.  To actually claim otherwise again demonstrates that LAWA is not 
dealing seriously. So I am left to speculate as to whether LAWA is lying or inept.  In either case  
my only alternative at this point is to seek counsel unless LAWA begins to address this 
business honestly with a clear understanding of the consequences of their actions. I still believe 
that the best alternative has not been considered  to close the interior parking and access 
roads  construct two or three north-south terminals with access by passengers from a 
subterranean mall as at the airports in Atlanta or Denver.  Passengers would enter the facility 
east of the airport at Manchester Square or the area now with derelict warehouses between the 
two points.  Otherwise I agree with the Neighborhood Council of Westchester Playa that 
alternatives 2 and 9 appear to be the only reasonable ones.  The other would receive such 
opposition as to block all construction.  If LAWA is actually intent on ignoring their prior consent 
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agreements  there is really no reason to bother negotiating. I further agree with the 
Neighborhood Council of Westchester Playa that we do support intelligent development of LAX  
it is a shame any development is relegated to the abilities of the existing management of 
LAWA.

Note: Only comments submitted between July 27, 2012 to October 10, 2012 will be considered in the official 
environmental record. 
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Tell us what you think. 

Tell us what you think. 

Once you have reviewed the study information, submit a comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
by using the form below:  

Name: Andrew Montealegre 

Organization:  

Address: 3854 Cazador Street 

City: Los Angeles 

State: CA 

Zip: 90065 

Phone:  

E-mail: montana.alegre@yahoo.com 

Comment:  
Two ideas for accessing LAX:  1)  create a transfer station where people transfer from their cars 
to a pod-type self-driving car;  2)  run the train to the Theme Bldg and create walkways from 
there to all the terminals.   See my website drawings:  www.accesslax.blogspot.com 

Note: Only comments submitted between July 27, 2012 to October 10, 2012 will be considered in the official 
environmental record. 

SPAS-PC00176

Tell us what you think. 

Tell us what you think. 

Once you have reviewed the study information, submit a comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
by using the form below:  

Name: Erica Harrell 

Organization:  

Address: 6527 W 86th Place 

City:  

State:

Zip:

Phone:  

E-mail:

Comment:  
Alternative 2 seems to be the best option for those of us who live south of Manchester west of 
Sepulveda.  If any other proposals go through do you plan to purchase any properties in this 
area? I can assure you the airport noise is really a nuisance already here. With all of these 
alternative what would the sound impact be on those in my area? If alternative 2 is passed are 
there any incentives that could be done for the neighbors in this area? Specifically we have 
these horrible power poles on86th that do not even power our neighborhood. Having more 
trees would be nice around this area as well. Are there any neighborhood incentives planned 
with any of these proposals? If so what are they? Thank you! 

Note: Only comments submitted between July 27, 2012 to October 10, 2012 will be considered in the official 
environmental record. 
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Tell us what you think. 

Tell us what you think. 

Once you have reviewed the study information, submit a comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
by using the form below:  

Name: michael mitchell 

Organization:  

Address: 8982 shoreham dr. 

City: west hollywood 

State: ca 

Zip: 90069 

Phone:  

E-mail: syntrivity@earthlink.net 

Comment:  
The city is broke the state is broke to think you have the money to do any of this is a scam to 
take city money that we do not have and the bond market is a bubble. This is a scam and the 
design of the international terminal should be the end of the new work on the airport the rest will 
not work any way the one mile loop works great if you move off this area everyone will go to 
other airports for it will be torture to come to lax and get out of it. the truth is spas is made to 
make money from a plan 15 years ago that is out of date will not work and a sin if you do. when 
the mayor leaves next year the secret that the city is really broke will come out the bond market 
will crash and the city will not be able to sell the lax bonds. It will go bankrupt and have to be 
sold to the highest bidder especially if you spend all this needless money for spas. 

Note: Only comments submitted between July 27, 2012 to October 10, 2012 will be considered in the official 
environmental record. 

SPAS-PC00178

Tell us what you think. 

Tell us what you think. 

Once you have reviewed the study information, submit a comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
by using the form below:  

Name: chris smith 

Organization:  

Address: 211 waterview street 

City: playa del rey 

State: ca 

Zip: 90293 

Phone:  

E-mail: chsmith@bdo.com 

Comment:  
It was very difficult to find this space on your website.  I am in favor of all efforts to modernize 
LAX.  It is evident that it has been allowed to go for far too long with making the improvements 
necessary to keep it a world class airport. That said I also think that LAWA needs to speak in a 
more neutral fashion about the safety studies that have been commissioned and completed - 
there is no sense of balance in how you portray the findings. 

Note: Only comments submitted between July 27, 2012 to October 10, 2012 will be considered in the official 
environmental record. 

SPAS-PC00179

Tell us what you think. 

Tell us what you think. 

Once you have reviewed the study information, submit a comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
by using the form below:  

Name: Jim Wiles 

Organization:  

Address: 7824 Goddard Ave. 

City: los angeles 

State: ca 

Zip: 90045 

Phone:  

E-mail: jwiles55@ca.rr.com 

Comment:  
The only alternatives that make sense for LAX and the surrounding community are alternatives 
2 & 9. I have lived in Westchester for over 30 years. Please desist from ruining this great 
community. If you choose an alternative that moves the runway north there will be many more 
years of litigation. Do the right thing. 

Note: Only comments submitted between July 27, 2012 to October 10, 2012 will be considered in the official 
environmental record. 

SPAS-PC00180

Tell us what you think. 

Tell us what you think. 

Once you have reviewed the study information, submit a comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
by using the form below:  

Name: Marilyn M. Allen 

Organization:  

Address: 8601 Falmouth Ave. nbr 209 

City: Playa Del Rey 

State: Ca. 

Zip: 90293 

Phone:  

E-mail: mspdr@ca.rr.com 

Comment:  
I am a life long resident of the LAX area.  We do not need LAX to be expanded... we need it to 
be modernized...  tearing up streets and moving the runway are not necessary... alternatives 2 
and 9 are the only way to go...if I could I would vote for them.  thank you 

Note: Only comments submitted between July 27, 2012 to October 10, 2012 will be considered in the official 
environmental record. 

SPAS-PC00181
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Tell us what you think. 

Tell us what you think. 

Once you have reviewed the study information, submit a comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
by using the form below:  

Name: Julie Lund 

Organization:  

Address: 8406 Loyola Blvd 

City: Los Angeles 

State: CA 

Zip: 90045 

Phone:  

E-mail:

Comment:  
I do understand that improvements need to be made to the airport but as a Westchester 
neighbor and a airport employee I do not want the north runway moved.  The best options in 
my view are either option 2 or 9. 

Note: Only comments submitted between July 27, 2012 to October 10, 2012 will be considered in the official 
environmental record. 

SPAS-PC00182

Tell us what you think. 

Tell us what you think. 

Once you have reviewed the study information, submit a comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
by using the form below:  

Name: Linda Peterson 

Organization:  

Address: 7053 Vista del Mar Lane 

City: Playa del Rey 

State: CA 

Zip: 90293 

Phone:  

E-mail: lspeterson7053@ca.rr.com 

Comment:  
As homeowners near LAX and frequent users of the airport  we are disappointed that the 
expressed Project Objectives for the SPAS do not include the goal of regionalizing Southern 
California air traffic.   Regionalization should have been one of the enumerated Project 
Objectives  and the DEIR should have discussed how much each alternative would help to 
accomplish that objective.   It is short-sighted of the City to put all of its eggs into the LAX 
basket.   In addition although LAX brings economic benefits to all of Southern California  the 
burdens of the airport are unfairly shouldered by the communities surrounding it.   It is time to 
take a serious regional approach to air transportation to mitigate the safety concerns  noise  
congestion and air pollution currently impacting those who live  work and travel the roads near 
LAX.  As to the specific alternatives included in the SPAS  we favor a combination of 
Alternatives 2 and 9  which we believe would modernize the airport and improve the airfield and 
ground transportation without unduly harming nearby communities.  Not only is Alternative 2 
the "environmentally superior alternative"  (page 1-103) it appears to be the most affordable 
option  and the one that could be accomplished with the least delay.  Many of the other 
alternatives in the SPAS are prohibitively expensive and there is no indication of how they will 
be funded. We support the airfield improvements in Alternative 2  which does not relocate the 
north runways  but instead lengthens the left runway  and improves taxiways.  Alternative 2 is 
preferable given that these modifications to the airfield would mean that the larger Group 5 and 
6 aircraft could be acceptably handled with no additional runway separation (pages 4-514-515).  
The expert safety study conducted by the North Airfield Safety Advisory Committee  considered 
the "gold standard"  when it was commissioned  unanimously concluded that the North 
Runway Complex is extremely safe  even with future projected traffic levels.  In addition  
Alternative 2 would have the least impact on road traffic (page 4-942).   Alternative 2 would not 
require the very expensive modifications to Lincoln Boulevard or the Argo Drainage Channel 
that would be required under the options that would move the runway  so the modernization in 
Alternative 2 should not take as long or be as expensive as the alternatives that would move 
the runways.  We support Alternative 9 as well because we believe that the Consolidated 
Rental Car center project in Alternative 2 combined with the automated people mover from 
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Alternative 9  would improve traffic by taking rental car shuttles off the road. The people mover 
in Alternative 9 would be easier for travelers than would the elevated bus way proposed in 
Alternative 8  simply because stepping onto a tram with luggage is more convenient than 
climbing into a bus with luggage.  However  the drawings of the people mover suggest that it 
dead-ends at Terminal 7  which would be a bad design.  Why not have a circular design that 
does not end at any one terminal but instead goes to them all?  We oppose the three 
alternatives that propose to move the right runway north (Alternative 1: 260 feet north  
Alternative 5: 350 feet north  Alternative 6: 100 feet north).   The NASA study demonstrated 
that further runway separation is unnecessary for safety (page 4-505).   In removing the safety 
rationale for further separating the north runways   that study also destroyed any legitimate 
argument that the communities near LAX must be required to bear all the adverse effects of 
runway movement so the airport will be safe. The airport is safe now.  The DEIR predicts 
increases in the size of the noise contour over nearby communities from these runway 
movements (page 4-829 (Alt. 1); page 4-881-2 (Alt. 5); page 4-897 (Alt. 6)) which would 
negatively affect the quality of life in the communities near the airport.  It appears that the 
primary reason to expand LAX in these ways would be to increase the capacity of the airport.  
Although LAWA needs to modernize we do not favor expansion.  We do not understand how it 
can be as the DEIR states  that the impacts of these runway movements to businesses within 
the Runway Protection Zones (RPZ) under these three alternatives can be considered "less 
than significant"  (page 1-77).  It is clear that businesses which we rely upon in the 
Westchester business district not currently located within an RPZ would be located within it and 
may need to be destroyed (for example  page 4-516).  LAWA appears to assume that it would 
have to purchase very little of the existing Westchester business district even though much of it 
would fall into the RPZ because it is assumed that pilots will land mid-runway on the right 
runway.  However  where is the guarantee that all pilots will land mid-runway or that the FAA 
will agree that telling them to do so is sufficient protection for the businesses within the RPZ?
If the FAA insists that these businesses be removed not only from the Runway Safety Area but 
also from the RPZ then the airport will again need to destroy significant parts of Westchester  
which currently provide both jobs and services to local residents and furnish significant tax 
dollars to the City.  Even assuming that these businesses would not have to be moved it is not 
at all clear that these businesses should remain in the RPZ.  Please explain how these nearby 
businesses would be safe if they remain in the RPZ.  We also oppose Alternative 3 because it 
unnecessarily proposes to move the left runway 340 feet south at what would necessarily be an 
extraordinary expense including demolition of three terminals and extensive central terminal 
construction because again the separation of the north runways by this amount of distance is 
not necessary for either airfield safety or efficiency.  Alternative 7 which proposes a 100 foot 
southward movement for the left runway does not seem as expensive as Alternative 3.  
However given that Alternative 2 is the "environmentally superior"  alternative and 
accomplishes the project objectives there is no reason for the additional costs that Alternative 7 
would be likely to entail. As frequent travelers through LAX we appreciate the need to 
modernize it.   However we believe the travelling public would appreciate things like on-airport 
mass transit better signage repairs to roadways more efficient baggage screening better 
elevators and modernized restrooms more than moving the north runway.  Further it is time the 
City recognizes that regardless of what it does at LAX it will not give LA a first-rate airport.  
Because of its geographic constraints LAX is simply not the location for a world-class airport.  
The best alternative is to develop an airport where there is open space for such an airport as 
other cities such as Denver and Houston have done and at the same time build a mass 
transportation system that actually goes into that airport. 

Note: Only comments submitted between July 27, 2012 to October 10, 2012 will be considered in the official 
environmental record. 
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Tell us what you think. 

Tell us what you think. 

Once you have reviewed the study information, submit a comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
by using the form below:  

Name: Eugene White 

Organization:  

Address: 7053 Vista del Mar Lane 

City: Playa del Rey 

State: CA 

Zip: 90293 

Phone:  

E-mail: lspeterson7053@ca.rr.com 

Comment:  
As homeowners near LAX and frequent users of the airport  we are disappointed that the 
expressed Project Objectives for the SPAS do not include the goal of regionalizing Southern 
California air traffic.   Regionalization should have been one of the enumerated Project 
Objectives  and the DEIR should have discussed how much each alternative would help to 
accomplish that objective.   It is short-sighted of the City to put all of its eggs into the LAX 
basket.   In addition although LAX brings economic benefits to all of Southern California  the 
burdens of the airport are unfairly shouldered by the communities surrounding it.   It is time to 
take a serious regional approach to air transportation to mitigate the safety concerns  noise  
congestion and air pollution currently impacting those who live  work and travel the roads near 
LAX.  As to the specific alternatives included in the SPAS  we favor a combination of 
Alternatives 2 and 9  which we believe would modernize the airport and improve the airfield and 
ground transportation without unduly harming nearby communities.  Not only is Alternative 2 
the "environmentally superior alternative"  (page 1-103) it appears to be the most affordable 
option  and the one that could be accomplished with the least delay.  Many of the other 
alternatives in the SPAS are prohibitively expensive and there is no indication of how they will 
be funded. We support the airfield improvements in Alternative 2  which does not relocate the 
north runways  but instead lengthens the left runway  and improves taxiways.  Alternative 2 is 
preferable given that these modifications to the airfield would mean that the larger Group 5 and 
6 aircraft could be acceptably handled with no additional runway separation (pages 4-514-515).  
The expert safety study conducted by the North Airfield Safety Advisory Committee  considered 
the "gold standard"  when it was commissioned  unanimously concluded that the North 
Runway Complex is extremely safe  even with future projected traffic levels.  In addition  
Alternative 2 would have the least impact on road traffic (page 4-942).   Alternative 2 would not 
require the very expensive modifications to Lincoln Boulevard or the Argo Drainage Channel 
that would be required under the options that would move the runway  so the modernization in 
Alternative 2 should not take as long or be as expensive as the alternatives that would move 
the runways.  We support Alternative 9 as well because we believe that the Consolidated 
Rental Car center project in Alternative 2 combined with the automated people mover from 
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Alternative 9  would improve traffic by taking rental car shuttles off the road. The people mover 
in Alternative 9 would be easier for travelers than would the elevated bus way proposed in 
Alternative 8  simply because stepping onto a tram with luggage is more convenient than 
climbing into a bus with luggage.  However  the drawings of the people mover suggest that it 
dead-ends at Terminal 7  which would be a bad design.  Why not have a circular design that 
does not end at any one terminal but instead goes to them all?  We oppose the three 
alternatives that propose to move the right runway north (Alternative 1: 260 feet north  
Alternative 5: 350 feet north  Alternative 6: 100 feet north).   The NASA study demonstrated 
that further runway separation is unnecessary for safety (page 4-505).   In removing the safety 
rationale for further separating the north runways   that study also destroyed any legitimate 
argument that the communities near LAX must be required to bear all the adverse effects of 
runway movement so the airport will be safe. The airport is safe now.  The DEIR predicts 
increases in the size of the noise contour over nearby communities from these runway 
movements (page 4-829 (Alt. 1); page 4-881-2 (Alt. 5); page 4-897 (Alt. 6)) which would 
negatively affect the quality of life in the communities near the airport.  It appears that the 
primary reason to expand LAX in these ways would be to increase the capacity of the airport.  
Although LAWA needs to modernize we do not favor expansion.  We do not understand how it 
can be as the DEIR states  that the impacts of these runway movements to businesses within 
the Runway Protection Zones (RPZ) under these three alternatives can be considered "less 
than significant"  (page 1-77).  It is clear that businesses which we rely upon in the 
Westchester business district not currently located within an RPZ would be located within it and 
may need to be destroyed (for example  page 4-516).  LAWA appears to assume that it would 
have to purchase very little of the existing Westchester business district even though much of it 
would fall into the RPZ because it is assumed that pilots will land mid-runway on the right 
runway.  However  where is the guarantee that all pilots will land mid-runway or that the FAA 
will agree that telling them to do so is sufficient protection for the businesses within the RPZ?
If the FAA insists that these businesses be removed not only from the Runway Safety Area but 
also from the RPZ then the airport will again need to destroy significant parts of Westchester  
which currently provide both jobs and services to local residents and furnish significant tax 
dollars to the City.  Even assuming that these businesses would not have to be moved it is not 
at all clear that these businesses should remain in the RPZ.  Please explain how these nearby 
businesses would be safe if they remain in the RPZ.  We also oppose Alternative 3 because it 
unnecessarily proposes to move the left runway 340 feet south at what would necessarily be an 
extraordinary expense including demolition of three terminals and extensive central terminal 
construction because again the separation of the north runways by this amount of distance is 
not necessary for either airfield safety or efficiency.  Alternative 7 which proposes a 100 foot 
southward movement for the left runway does not seem as expensive as Alternative 3.  
However given that Alternative 2 is the "environmentally superior"  alternative and 
accomplishes the project objectives there is no reason for the additional costs that Alternative 7 
would be likely to entail. As frequent travelers through LAX we appreciate the need to 
modernize it.   However we believe the travelling public would appreciate things like on-airport 
mass transit better signage repairs to roadways more efficient baggage screening better 
elevators and modernized restrooms more than moving the north runway.  Further it is time the 
City recognizes that regardless of what it does at LAX it will not give LA a first-rate airport.  
Because of its geographic constraints LAX is simply not the location for a world-class airport.  
The best alternative is to develop an airport where there is open space for such an airport as 
other cities such as Denver and Houston have done and at the same time build a mass 
transportation system that actually goes into that airport. 

Note: Only comments submitted between July 27, 2012 to October 10, 2012 will be considered in the official 
environmental record. 
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Tell us what you think. 

Tell us what you think. 

Once you have reviewed the study information, submit a comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
by using the form below:  

Name: Christopher McKinnon 

Organization:  

Address: 11837 North Park Avenue 

City: Los Angeles 

State: CA 

Zip: 90066 

Phone:  

E-mail:

Comment:  
I support the Consolidated Rental Car facility with a people mover to access it. Same people 
mover to Metro as well if green line does not go to the terminal area.  All vehicle parking lots 
hotels  should be accessed by people mover. Any remaining hotels or vehicle lots should have 
a central pickup accessed from the  people mover. In other words the only vehicles allowed in 
the horseshoe would be passenger vehicles. 

Note: Only comments submitted between July 27, 2012 to October 10, 2012 will be considered in the official 
environmental record. 
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Tell us what you think. 

Tell us what you think. 
Once you have reviewed the study information, submit a comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
by using the form below:  
Name: Russell Lund 
Organization:  
Address: 8406 Loyola Blvd 
City: Los Angeles 
State: CA 
Zip: 90045 
Phone:  
E-mail: lundr4@asme.org 
Comment:  

I mailed a letter with comments yesterday thinking that two days would be enough to meet the 
Oct 10 deadline.  I failed to recognize that yesterday was a USPS holiday so my letter would 
not be picked up until today.  To make sure my comments are timely I'm submitting them in 
this format as well -- I am not trying to stuff the ballot box.  Thanks... Mr. Alvarez: Thank you 
for taking the time to address our community at September 27"™s NCWP town hall meeting.  
You had little time to cover a great deal of information and I think you used your time 
effectively.  I was also impressed by the unanimity of views expressed by community 
organizations and political representatives.  I agree with them that important improvements 
must be made at LAX.  As outlined in part below I am convinced that moving the north runway 
is NOT a cost effective or efficient approach to improve LAX and the flying experience for Los 
Angeles residents.  The best information available does NOT support moving the runways for 
reasons of safety.  I was particularly struck by the comments of Mr. Voss of the LAX Coastal 
Area Chamber of Commerce.  As I understood him he was involved with determining the 
objectives for the LAX NASS.  He described the researchers selected as experts who would 
provide the "gold standard"  report on north runway safety.  Nevertheless the DEIR seems to 
denigrate the findings of these blue ribbon experts.  The LAWA report seems instead to favor 
disagreements such as those expressed by the FAA without emphasizing the fact that the 
NASS response to the FAA "review"  largely debunks their criticisms.  It is unfortunate that 
the important NASS response is largely relegated to the end of an appendix and is not given 
the prominence it deserves.  If flight safety is of paramount concern LAWA could "“ in short 
order and at relatively little cost "“ reduce the risk of aircraft incursions on the north runways by 
simply eliminating exits along the length of north runway 6L/24R thereby requiring all landing 
aircraft to cross runway 6R/24L at the far end of the runway.  Although this would increase taxi 
time for some operations many airports have taxi distances and times far longer than those 
presently at LAX and this increase would only marginally increase total gate-to-gate times (of 
course any alternative that involves moving the runways farther from the terminals may also 
increase taxi time).  Taxi time is a very minor issue when compared to capital project costs 
quality of life in the neighborhoods north of LAX and even the misleading safety arguments.  If 
large equipment (e.g. the A-380) needs more space simply use the south runways for these 
few flights.  That this option was not included in the current set of Alternatives can only be 
viewed as part of the ongoing LAWA strategy to push one plan down the throats of Los 
Angeles residents and its absence effectively constrained the work performed by the NASS 
(who nevertheless found that safety concerns do NOT support moving the north runways).  
Time and time again LAWA has proposed airport expansion through relocation of the north 

SPAS-PC00186

runways (only to have that proposal rejected) with the apparent hope that one day the 
heretofore strong opposition will be caught napping.  Usefulness of LAX is limited by ground 
transportation.  Users of LAX (air travelers and freight from the southland) must reach the 
airport by car truck or bus.  The nearby freeway and road infrastructure is overloaded.  LAWA 
should focus its expansion desires on the regional airports (including Palmdale) not on 
shoehorning more people into the constrained area of LAX.  It is reprehensible that flight 
safety is being used to try and "justify"  the misguided goals of LAWA. Meanwhile 
improvements to transportation local to the airport can and should be implemented.  
Furthermore our terminals show their age and are woefully inadequate to handle passenger 
loads.  I notice this particularly in Terminals 1 and 3 (despite recent improvements made to the 
Terminal 1 arrival/bag claim area).  Of the options offered in the SPAS DEIR I endorse 
Alternative 2 as being the closest to the approach described above. 

Note: Only comments submitted between July 27, 2012 to October 10, 2012 will be considered in the official 
environmental record. 
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Tell us what you think. 

Tell us what you think. 

Once you have reviewed the study information, submit a comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
by using the form below:  

Name: Betty C. Fletcher M.D. 

Organization:  

Address: 8180 Manitoba st 

City: Playa Del Rey 

State: Ca 

Zip: 90293 

Phone:  

E-mail: betty_fletcher@verizon.net 

Comment:  
After careful review of the plans to extend the runway at LAX I think #2 or #9 is the best choice 
for our community in Playa Del Rey 

Note: Only comments submitted between July 27, 2012 to October 10, 2012 will be considered in the official 
environmental record. 
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Tell us what you think. 

Tell us what you think. 

Once you have reviewed the study information, submit a comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
by using the form below:  

Name: James Redner 

Organization:  

Address: 6851 W. 85th Place 

City: Los Angeles 

State: CA 

Zip: 90045 

Phone:  

E-mail: jim.redner@gmail.com 

Comment:  
To Whom It May Concern We have reviewed the nine alternatives currently being suggested for 
LAX. Based on where we lives (85th Place between Georgetown and McConnell) across 
Manchester from the golf course. As it is the flights coming in and out are fairly loud and 
depending on the direction of the wind we can smell jet fuel. The idea that runways may move 
up to 350/300 ft closer to where we live is very troubling. The movement will negatively impact 
our lives with unwanted and potentially harmful pollution (noise and air).  If this movement were 
to occur it will have undesired repercussions. With that in mind we support Alternative 2 and 
Alternative 9. The improvement of transportation in and out of LAX would help elevate current 
congestion. Alternative 9 would improve the airport helping to make it a top destination which it 
is current not. 

Note: Only comments submitted between July 27, 2012 to October 10, 2012 will be considered in the official 
environmental record. 
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Tell us what you think. 

Tell us what you think. 

Once you have reviewed the study information, submit a comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
by using the form below:  
Name: Erin Wallace 
Organization:  
Address: 8227 Redlands Street #8 
City: Playa del Rey 

State: CA 

Zip: 90293 

Phone:  

E-mail: emwcc@aol.com 

Comment:  
I am a resident and homeowner in Playa del Rey.  I have lived here for three years and in the 
surrounding area for my entire life.  I am very disappointed by the push to move the north 
runways 350 feet closer to my neighborhood.  The following issues illustrate the fault with this 
plan: 1.  The "safety"  issues in the report which I have read cover-to-cover are either 
unimportant or minimal (when compared to both other airports and the south runways).  This is 
expressed in the report and in several analyses done of the report. 2.  Air Force One takes off 
from the north runways.  I assume the President of the United States would not do so if it was 
unsafe. 3.  Most of the air traffic at LAX comes in and out of the south runways which since 
recently renovated should continue to provide excellent service. 4.  Many of the industrial flights 
that come through LAX are transporting products through hangars and warehouses on the 
south side of the airport. 5.  There are many schools parks and residences close to the airport 
that already experience noise and air pollution that need not be furthered by decreasing the 
distance between them and the airport. 6.  The illustration of the plan shows the runway starting 
on Lincoln Boulevard.  Are we to assume that this important street will now be a dead end? 7.  
Westchester Parkway has been a place for recreation for many years.  Many people use it for 
running walking their dogs and riding their bicycles.  This relocation will make it less likely to be 
used for such purposes. 8.  This will most certainly decrease property values in my 
neighborhood.  This will mean that my neighbors and I will experience further hardships than 
those already placed on us by this dreadful economy. For years we have been adding lanes to 
our freeways in an attempt to decrease traffic and we have done nothing but increase it.  While 
traffic through our airports can help our community as a whole through tourism and 
consumerism it also increases pollution and decreases property values in the surrounding 
areas.  Does it really make sense to spend taxpayer dollars on this project when it could 
potentially cause decreased revenues in both property taxes and sales taxes?  Is this project 
the best use of taxpayer dollars?  Please look at the big picture and see that this will do more 
harm than good to this community.  Thank you  Erin Wallace CPA  Playa del Rey Resident and 
Homeowner 

Note: Only comments submitted between July 27, 2012 to October 10, 2012 will be considered in the official 
environmental record. 
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Tell us what you think. 

Tell us what you think. 

Once you have reviewed the study information, submit a comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
by using the form below:  

Name: Homer Worf 

Organization:  

Address: 2542 Barry Ave 

City: Los Angeles 

State: ca 

Zip: 90064 

Phone:  

E-mail: hmrw@verizon.net 

Comment:  
Moving ahead..how far ahead ?  In 20 to 30 years we might have other than petroleum 
powered jets.. Fortunately LAX IS A huge property..Should be build in any plans now. 

Note: Only comments submitted between July 27, 2012 to October 10, 2012 will be considered in the official 
environmental record. 
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Tell us what you think. 

Tell us what you think. 

Once you have reviewed the study information, submit a comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
by using the form below:  

Name: Greg Melton 

Organization:  

Address: 6862 85th Place 

City: Los Angeles 

State: ca 

Zip: 90045 

Phone:  

E-mail: greg.melton@ca.rr.com 

Comment:  
As a long time resident of Westchester I fully support "Alternative 2" (modernization with NO 
runway movement) and "Alternative 9" addressing transportation. We all want a world class 
airport but we object to moving any runway that would grossly impact our community with noise 
pollution and the loss of any more of our business district. Please take into account any plan 
that would disrupt the lives of people and property values in one of the best communities in the 
city of Los Angeles. Be a good neighbor. 

Note: Only comments submitted between July 27, 2012 to October 10, 2012 will be considered in the official 
environmental record. 
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Tell us what you think. 

Tell us what you think. 

Once you have reviewed the study information, submit a comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
by using the form below:  

Name: Linda Kokelaar 

Organization:  

Address: 7721 McConnell Avenue 

City: Westchester 

State: CA 

Zip: 90045 

Phone:  

E-mail: lindakokelaar@sbcglobal.net 

Comment:  
I support a combination of Alternatives 2 and 9.  Improvements are needed on the ground in 
the terminals and on the air field.  I oppose moving the runways further north.  The current 
configuration of the runways is safe.  The quality of life for the residents in the surrounding 
communities is equally important and must be preserved.  LAX has already disrupted the lives 
of thousands with previous expansions. More existing homes do not need to be destroyed. 

Note: Only comments submitted between July 27, 2012 to October 10, 2012 will be considered in the official 
environmental record. 
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Tell us what you think. 

Tell us what you think. 

Once you have reviewed the study information, submit a comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
by using the form below:  

Name: The Allen Family  

Organization:  

Address: 8437 Truxton Avenue 

City: Los Angeles 

State: CA 

Zip: 90045 

Phone:  

E-mail:

Comment:  
Our family purchased our home in Westchester in 1947.  As long time residents we have 
witnessed many and various changes in our community over the years.  In recent decades 
however LAX issues have become foremost to the residents of Weschester and the 
surrounding communities. We are writing to express our support of the LAWA draft EIR 
Alternatives 2 and 9.  We are opposed to all the other Alternatives. Thank you for the 
opportunity to express our opinion on this extremely important issue. The Allen Family 

Note: Only comments submitted between July 27, 2012 to October 10, 2012 will be considered in the official 
environmental record. 
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Video Comment #1 
 
My name is Jonathon Gat.  I live in West LA.  I'm a business person.  I use the airport, a business person, 
I use the airport about once a month and about one in every four trips is an international trip.  The airport 
is old in many ways, it needs to be modernized.  The safety needs to be enhanced which means 
realigning the runways.  I am very much for the idea of a consolidated car rental facility.  I think that works 
well in other cities where it has been tried.  And in general we have to get this airport out of the sixties it 
was designed for the 707 and they're not around anymore.  So thank you for this opportunity. 
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Video Comment #2 
 
Hello my name is Gregory Livers and I'm a homeowner here in the Westchester LAX area and I'm here 
today to discuss with you about the importance of MTA connecting the airport as soon as possible.  We 
need this service as soon as possible in order to deal with our economy.  I just came back from places 
like New York, Chicago where they have infrastructure, where unemployment is low due to that because 
they move people.  In order for us to be a first class city we have to be able to move people as they do in 
New York, Chicago, in San Francisco.  What we fail to do it here and with all this MTA expansion right 
now with connecting Culver City the priority should the airport, LAX, especially with the expansion of Tom 
Bradley going on right now.  That is the first entrance of people to our city and we need to move them as 
soon as they get here.  The time of LA being landlocked is over with.  The days of Firestone, the days of 
Exxon-Mobil are behind us.  We now have to immediately get involved with mass transit and move people 
for our economy's sake so that people can be able to afford good jobs and be able to have access and be 
able to use what they are able to receive from working but not have to pay enormous traffic costs in the 
car repairs, cars the way that LA actually was set up to be if you don't have a car in Los Angeles you are 
landlocked.  This is not a major city to be landlocked without a vehicle.  In order to produce and have for 
our children to have opportunities we have to have a better transit system, one that we can all be proud 
of.  Thank you very much. 
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Video Comment #3  
 
Hi, good afternoon, my name is Sean Saifi, I am a representative of Central Coast Shuttle Services.  
We're a local transportation company located in Santa Maria Airport.  First off I wanted to commend you 
guys leave you guys open meeting trying to have everybody involved we do really appreciate that 
especially us small business owners and I would like to propose this, to just leave it the way it is.  If 
anything I'm ok with alternative route 4 because of the car rental situation but I would really like to leave it 
the way it is.  Couple of reasons why is, first off I think it's public or private you know we're all trying here 
to serve the public, what's in their best interest and I have dealt with a lot of customers in the past and 
you know for them to even get to the bus is a long distance sign is even a difficult task sometimes to 
convey to foreign customers or to even domestic customers it is a little bit hard to pass that message 
along and it's just it's hardly a huge inconvenience just to move everybody outside the line. And  I think it 
is a very efficient system that we have right now at LAX and I am actually proud to say that we come from 
LAX when we compare to DFW, compare to JFK which is a nightmare and any most other airports, even 
Denver where they have the long train system set up it's just really inconvenient that this whole another 
cost of fuel, busses, massport and the construction so I really would like to leave it the way it is.  I think 
you guys did a great job the way it circles is really efficient and I just want to thank you for that.  Have 
good day. 
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Video Comment #4 
 
I'm Michael Mitchel with Mickey's Space Ship Shuttle I represent eight companies that drop 35 miles out 
as their first stop out from LAX Airport and we are scheduled bus services.  We think that you should 
leave the CTA the way it is, the way Clifton Moore designed it, it's perfect now.  If you get a million and a 
half people on a Christmas the weekend to take them to the transportation intermodal facility it'd be 
ridiculous so we'd rather you wouldn't do it at all to build that.  But if you do build it please let us stay in 
the CTA because we drop 35 miles out of town for a first stop.  Also you're building it where airplanes 
could hit it and get air damage from the people out there.  But to load them and take them all the way out 
there it's ridiculous, we think and we are going to get a lawyer if we have to, the companies I talked to this 
morning so we will sue the airport if you force us to go out there.  At least let us stay inside because we 
go 35 miles for our first stop.  It's totally wrong to take people, it will be a fiasco to take a million people 
out there and try to load with all our companies.  Now we pay loop fees, we're not a concession, we've 
been doing it 22 years, we've done millions of people and our companies are well respected and we feel 
it's discriminating if you try to push us out of the way and give it all to a Fortune 500 company.  We want 
you to support local LA companies and we feel you've discriminated us already, you've taken the courtesy 
phones away and pushing Super Shuttle to the inside which is owned out of France and Mr. Biar is 
actually on the commissioners.  He actually worked for the bank that owns Viola so we think he should be 
recused from the commission.  But we think we should leave the loop, the CTA, the way it is right now. 
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From: Schuelein1946@aol.com [Schuelein1946@aol.com] 
Sent: Thursday, October 11, 2012 10:40 PM 
To: SPASEIR Comments 
Subject: LAX 

Reports of LAX expansion plans are frightening. It is ill-conceived to move the runways further north for dubious gains at 
the expense of established area neighborhoods. This insanity must be stopped. 
Steve Schuelein 
Playa del Rey   

SPAS-PC00199

350



SPAS-PC00200 SPAS-PC00201

SPAS-PC00201 SPAS-PC00201

351



SPAS-PC00201 SPAS-PC00202

SPAS-PC00202 SPAS-PC00202

352



SPAS-PC00202 SPAS-PC00202

SPAS-PC00202 SPAS-PFA00001

353



SPAS-PFA00001 ;J�;}J������


;J�;}J������
 SPAS-PFA00003

354



SPAS-PFA00003 SPAS-PFA00004

SPAS-PFA00004 SPAS-PFA00005

355



SPAS-PFA00005 SPAS-PFA00006

SPAS-PFA00006 SPAS-PFA00007

356



SPAS-PFA00007 SPAS-PFA00008

SPAS-PFA00008 SPAS-PFA00009

357



SPAS-PFA00009 SPAS-PFA00010

SPAS-PFA00010

800-231-2682
Kennedy Court Reporters, Inc.

1

          BEFORE THE LOS ANGELES WORLD AIRPORTS 

        SPECIFIC PLAN AMENDMENT STUDY PROJECT TEAM

Open House/Public Hearing in the    )
Matter of:                          )
                                    )
DRAFT EIR FOR THE LOS ANGELES       )
INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT SPECIFIC PLAN )
AMENDMENT STUDY                     )
____________________________________)

                TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS 

                 Los Angeles, California 

                Saturday, August 25, 2012 

Reported by:

MARCENA M. MUNGUIA, 
CSR No. 10420 

Job No.:
B8698CATLAWA

;J�;}J~
����
}�


358



800-231-2682
Kennedy Court Reporters, Inc.

2

          BEFORE THE LOS ANGELES WORLD AIRPORTS 

        SPECIFIC PLAN AMENDMENT STUDY PROJECT TEAM

Open House/Public Hearing in the    )
Matter of:                          )
                                    )
DRAFT EIR FOR THE LOS ANGELES       )
INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT SPECIFIC PLAN )
AMENDMENT STUDY                     )
____________________________________)

         TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS, taken at          

     Proud Bird Restaurant, 11022 Aviation Boulevard, 

     Los Angeles, California, commencing at 10:00 a.m. 

     on Saturday, August 25, 2012, heard before the 

     LOS ANGELES WORLD AIRPORTS SPAS PROJECT TEAM, 

     reported by MARCENA M. MUNGUIA, CSR No. 10420, 

     a Certified Shorthand Reporter in and for the 

     State of California.

;J�;}J~
����
}�


800-231-2682
Kennedy Court Reporters, Inc.

3

APPEARANCES:

  LAWA Panel Members:  HERBERT GLASGOW
                       DIEGO ALVAREZ 
                       CYNTHIA GUIDRY

  Facilitator:         JIM OSWALD     

;J�;}J~
����
}�


800-231-2682
Kennedy Court Reporters, Inc.

4

                        I N D E X

PUBLIC SPEAKERS:                                  PAGE

  Micah Ali                                        11   

  Gary Toebben                                     12

  Jose Lobera                                      14

  Kristin Reeg                                     15

  Michael Kelly                                    16

  Maria Elena Durazo                               18

  Marisol Cruz                                     19

  Nancy Schneider                                  20

  Robbie Hunter                                    21

  David Mishelevich, M.D.                          22

  Maria Mendoza                                    23

  Joe Lopez                                        25

  Edward Callahan                                  25

  Stefan Freeman                                   26

  Mirella Ferrer                                   27

  Teresa Lemus                                     28

  Marlene Mendoza                                  29

  Sinia Chavez                                     30

  Stephen Hinson                                   31

  Nancy-Gene Morrison                              32

  Denny Schneider                                  33

  Danna Cope                                       34

  Joe Czyzyk                                       35

;J�;}J~
����
}�


800-231-2682
Kennedy Court Reporters, Inc.

5

                    I N D E X (Continued)

PUBLIC SPEAKERS:                                  PAGE

  Patricia Lestz                                   37

  Bill Widener                                     38

  Gloria Gray                                      40

  Patricia Orellana                                41

  Jacqueline Hamilton                              42

  Craig Eggers                                     44

  Richard Cavalier                                 45 

  Diane Sambrano                                   47

  Jim Ouellet                                      49

;J�;}J~
����
}�


359



800-231-2682
Kennedy Court Reporters, Inc.

6

1    Los Angeles, California, Saturday, August 25, 2012 

2                         10:00 a.m.

3

4

5      MR. OSWALD:  Good morning, everybody.  We're going to 

6 begin our program.  I'm going to ask our consultant team 

7 and our members of the public who are still looking at 

8 the information boards just to try to lower their voices.  

9          There are still some chairs available for those 

10 of you who would like to come over here.  I feel like I'm 

11 in church saying, "Come over here."

12          My name is Jim Oswald.  I'm working with the 

13 airport to help organize and certainly facilitate these 

14 meetings.  I am not engaged in the actual study process.  

15 I consider myself outside the sphere, somebody who just 

16 does this as a living to come and help organizations have 

17 a chance to make their comments known.  

18          So I do want to say thank you very much for 

19 coming out.  What we're going to be doing now -- well, I 

20 should say what we just did was you were a part of our 

21 open house, an opportunity to review the information 

22 graphics that we have set about the room.  They are the 

23 team's attempt to boil down some of the key elements from 

24 the Draft EIR so that you can more accessibly look at 

25 them and understand them.  
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1          Our primary purpose here today is to gather 

2 public comment on the Draft EIR.  Those are the 

3 questions, the issues -- pardon me -- the issues that you 

4 might have.  We have multiple channels to do that today.  

5 We have the comment sheets which were located at the 

6 corners of the room.  I'm hoping that you received one or 

7 two of these.  You're welcome to fill these out and 

8 capture those comments and questions that you want to see 

9 addressed in the Draft EIR that will then be responded to 

10 in the Final Environmental Impact Report.  

11          We also have a video camera in the back.  Byron 

12 was video recording your comments.  We had a couple 

13 people take us up on that option.  We also have an audio 

14 recording table.  If you want to give us your two 

15 minutes' audio recording, we can also do that.  But I do 

16 want to emphasize that I want to be sure that you have an 

17 opportunity to give us your comments and questions and 

18 that they become part of the formal record.  If they are 

19 on video, they will still be part of our record as well 

20 as the audio.  

21          When you came in today, you picked up a couple 

22 of items.  You picked up this one-sheeter and on this one 

23 sheet that has the multiple colors is just an outline of 

24 the open house so you have an idea of what the graphics 

25 were.  You have an idea of how they were organized.  I 
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1 also want to call your attention to the big part of the 

2 page which is below the colored part.  There are pdf 

3 versions of all of these graphics on the website, so 

4 you're welcome to access those, download them, take a 

5 look at the very same information that you saw today.  

6          We also want to note that we've got -- today is 

7 our first of the three Draft EIR public hearings.  I'm 

8 excited about it, too, yes.  

9          Today -- this coming Tuesday, August 28th, from 

10 5:30 to 8:00 o'clock over at the Central Library, Mark 

11 Taper Auditorium at 630 West Fifth, we have our number 

12 two public meeting/hearing we'll have just like this, 

13 organized over there.  And then on Wednesday, next week, 

14 August 29th, we're right back here.  So you're welcome to 

15 come back if you like and be a part of this.  This is 

16 part of the effort to get feedback and comment on the 

17 Draft EIR.  

18          The way we're going to proceed now for the next 

19 hour plus -- we end at 12:30 so I will hold us 

20 accountable to that end time, but the way we're going to 

21 proceed is to -- many of you have filled out a comment 

22 card, a request to speak.  I will be picking those up 

23 from my colleague, Maria, and calling you up one by one.  

24 I'll identify who is the primary speaker, who's on deck, 

25 and who's our number third person, just so you're ready.  
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1          Each of us will have two minutes today.  We have 

2 an obnoxious countdown clock, just to remind us to really 

3 respect each other.  I think today can be very successful 

4 if you all respect one another's right to share their 

5 comments and questions.  So that countdown clock will 

6 count down from two minutes down.  I am a little bit of a 

7 stickler because I do want to be sure that we can hear 

8 from everybody who would like to chat today in the time 

9 frame that we have.  So when you see that clock getting 

10 down to 10 or 15 seconds, I would ask that you try to 

11 wrap up just in deference to everybody else who wants to 

12 have the same number of minutes.  

13          In addition to the way of proceeding, I would 

14 just hope that everybody affords each of us the same 

15 respect that we would want to be treated.  I know that 

16 there are some contentious issues, but I would hope that 

17 we can treat each other with the greatest amount of 

18 respectability.  It enables me to do my job and it 

19 enables us to hear all the comments so that we can 

20 understand what our community's issues and concerns are.  

21          There won't be any responses today to any of the 

22 comments or the questions, so that truly is the public 

23 comment period.  We will be having a court reporter who 

24 will be capturing those comments as they are made known 

25 by you, so that is our way of capturing that, and I'll be 
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1 keeping some of my notes, too, as we go through.  

2          The last thing, my third way of proceeding, is 

3 we will end at 12:30.  I will give us a little bit of a 

4 warning before that so that in case people still want to 

5 speak and they might not have a chance, we know that we 

6 will finish our day at 12:30, we will stick around a few 

7 minutes afterwards if people would like to do an audio or 

8 a video recording if they still would like to make 

9 comments.  But my big emphasis today is to really ask you 

10 to fill out the comment sheet.  This is a written record 

11 that becomes part of our proceedings today.  

12          We have a microphone here (indicating).  I would 

13 ask when I call you up, to come on up here.  You can 

14 adjust this if you need to.  The microphone is affixed.  

15 I would ask that you not pull it out of its sleeve, and 

16 then you can address our group.  We'll have a two-minute 

17 countdown and then we'll have a very constructive 

18 opportunity to hear your comments and questions on the 

19 Draft EIR.  

20          Does that sound good?  Everybody, sound good?  

21 Excellent.  Let me get the first three.  

22          Okay.  I have -- first up is Micah -- Micah Ali 

23 and on deck is Gary Toebben, followed by Jose Lobera.  If 

24 we do have somebody who will be speaking Spanish, I would 

25 ask our translator to come up and be prepared to, after 

;J�;}J~
����
}�


800-231-2682
Kennedy Court Reporters, Inc.

11

1 those comments are made, offer the translation into 

2 English.

3      MR. ALI:  Good morning.  My name is Micah Ali and I 

4 serve as a member of the Compton Unified School District 

5 Board of Education and I'm also a member of -- the 

6 president of the Los Angeles County School Trustees 

7 Association.  

8          All would agree that the Los Angeles 

9 International Airport is an extremely vital economic 

10 engine to this entire region.  Last year, LAX generated 

11 nearly 40 billion dollars in economic output and created 

12 300,000 jobs within our voluminous county.  

13          So what does that mean?  That means that LAX 

14 cannot operate without service workers.  What does that 

15 mean?  That workers must be included and must be valued 

16 as an element with respect to airport expansion.  We 

17 believe that airport expansion is important because this 

18 is not just Los Angeles' airport.  This is the airport 

19 for our entire region.  

20          What it also means is that we must make certain 

21 that if there are contractors who are not holding their 

22 end of the bargain, who are not being responsible 

23 stewards with respect to the public's trust, then they 

24 should not have a place at the airport.  

25          And last but not least, we must make certain 
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1 that we are very diligent in making sure that workers are 

2 treated fairly and equitable and that whether it's a 

3 tradesman or whether it's a service worker, the same 

4 level of respect is yielded, because all of us utilize 

5 this airport as a mode of transportation within our 

6 region.  

7          Thank you.  

8      MR. OSWALD:  Just one more reminder is that today we 

9 are here to try to identify those comments and questions 

10 that you have that are a part of the Draft EIR, so please 

11 also give us some of that feedback as well.  

12          Next up I have Gary Toebben.

13      MR. TOEBBEN:  My name is Gary Toebben.  I'm the 

14 president of the Los Angeles Area Chamber of Commerce and 

15 the co-chair of the Fix LAX Now coalition of businesses, 

16 labor unions and individual citizens.  

17          Our economic future depends on LAX.  As the 

18 previous speaker just said, the airport pours nearly 

19 40 billion dollars into our economy each year and 

20 generates direct and indirect employment of 300,000 jobs.  

21 When you add the current and future construction 

22 projects, LAX will generate another 15 billion dollars in 

23 economic impact.  

24          It is not an exaggeration to say that improving 

25 LAX is the single-most important infrastructure project 
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1 in our region today.  Modernization is long overdue and 

2 our inaction is a source of embarrassment for Los 

3 Angeles.  

4          The Coalition to Fix LAX Now is advocating for a 

5 full and complete modernization of LAX, which means the 

6 successful passage of the Specific Plan Amendment Study 

7 and its corresponding EIR.  LAX needs three things:  

8 state-of-the-art terminals, a safe and efficient North 

9 Airfield, and appropriate ground transportation access.  

10 Only when all three areas are improved will we be able to 

11 say that we are a 21st century airport for our 

12 world-class city.  

13          We urge the Airport Board to diligently but 

14 aggressively proceed through the SPAS EIR process.  Our 

15 Coalition pledges to provide strong support and advocacy.  

16 Business and labor are unanimous in our view that now is 

17 the time to approve a full and complete modernization of 

18 LAX.  Our airport is an incredible asset for Southern 

19 California and its modernization is essential to the 

20 improvement of our city.  

21      MR. OSWALD:  Thank you, Gary.  

22          Well, in some instances our high-tech 

23 technology might fail us, in which case we'll go to our 

24 cards.  Nothing wrong with good old-fashioned cards.  

25          So our next speaker is Jose Lobera.  
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1          Jose, will you be speaking in Spanish or 

2 English?  Spanish?  

3          So at the conclusion of Jose's comments, we will 

4 have a translator who will give us the English version of 

5 that.  Thank you very much, Jose.

6      MR. LOBERA:  My name is Jose Lobera and I've been 

7 working for LAX for 30 years to support my family.  

8          My name is Jose Lobera.  I've been working at 

9 LAX for 30 years to take care of my family.  That 

10 includes my lovely wife and my three kids.  

11          I am proud of working at LAX.  I work hard at 

12 Aviation Safeguards, but yet it is difficult to take care 

13 of my family economically.  Like all workers at LAX, I 

14 believe expansion is a good thing and it can be positive.  

15 I say that it could be positive, but I'm worried that the 

16 struggle to modernize the airport does not consider the 

17 health, safety, and the living wage of workers.  That's 

18 why I am here this morning to express my support for the 

19 expansion, but only if it includes the prosperity of the 

20 LAX workers.  

21          As long as we have irresponsible contractors at 

22 LAX that make a mockery of the living wage and the laws 

23 at LAX, there's no way that we can seriously talk about 

24 progress.  

25          Thank you very much.  The communities, the 
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1 companies, the workers, and their families can progress 

2 together.  Thank you.  

3      MR. OSWALD:  Thank you.  

4          Our next three:  Kristin Reeg, Michael Kelly, 

5 followed by Maria Elena Durazo.  

6          Kristin Reeg.  There you are.  

7      MS. REEG:  Hi.  My name is Kristin Reeg and I'm the 

8 Director of Airports for Unite Here, Local 11.  We 

9 represent -- over 3,000 of our members live very close to 

10 the airport.  They work in the hotels along Century 

11 Boulevard and they also work inside the airport itself in 

12 concessions, both food and beverage and retail, and we 

13 also represent about 500 members who work behind the 

14 airport in more of a factory setting, making the food 

15 that goes on the airlines.  

16          So our members are mostly, you know, working 

17 class.  They live right in the area.  They live in 

18 Lennox, they live in Hawthorne, and our union supports 

19 the expansion of the airport, making sure that we have 

20 decent jobs and more good jobs that provide benefits and 

21 provide good and decent wages for working folks in the 

22 neighborhood.  

23          So we support the expansion.  Thank you.  

24      MR. OSWALD:  Thank you, Kristin.  

25          Can you guys hear me okay?  
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1          Okay.  Next up I have Michael Kelly, followed by 

2 Maria Elena Durazo.

3      MR. KELLY:  Good morning.  Michael Kelly.  I'm the 

4 Executive Director of the L.A. Coalition for the Economy 

5 and Jobs.  We're a bipartisan alliance of business, 

6 labor, academia and nonprofit and are committed to 

7 working with policy makers to advance initiatives that 

8 are going to produce economic and job growth throughout 

9 this region.  

10          We are particularly focused on this region's 

11 bigger economic assets such as the port, LAX, and our 

12 transportation network because they are going to be most 

13 directly linked to economic growth in a global 

14 marketplace.  

15          You know, a growing economy just doesn't happen.  

16 It requires vision, collaboration, and political will.  

17 L.A.'s founders were not afraid of being ambitious, 

18 decisive, and boisterous when it came to promoting the 

19 region's image as one full of opportunity.  

20          Because of the foundation they laid, L.A. County 

21 from 1949 to 1990 experienced a 208 percent growth in 

22 jobs, outpacing the entire United States by 58 percent.  

23 Since then, the population of L.A. County has grown by 

24 19 percent, yet the number of jobs in the region has 

25 decreased by 9 percent.  The most staggering fact is that 
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1 the City of Los Angeles that actually owns the region's 

2 top economic assets mentioned above disproportionately 

3 represented the most jobs lost.  

4          That is why we strongly support LAWA's vision to 

5 maintain and modernize LAX and to amass the economic 

6 realities of today's rising consumer demands, travel and 

7 trade units from around the world.  The proposals to 

8 realign the North Airfield, build a consolidated rental 

9 car facility and an automatic people mover are all 

10 economically justified product and they will create tens 

11 of thousands of jobs, open trade and tourism, improve the 

12 air quality throughout the region, and connect all of us 

13 to family and friends throughout the world.  

14          That's why the L.A. Coalition encourages 

15 everyone involved to demonstrate prudent leadership by 

16 moving this process forward with all deliberate speed in 

17 order to achieve the necessary competence as well as meet 

18 the expectations of L.A.'s customers and the residents 

19 most impacted by these changes.  

20          Thank you.  

21      MR. OSWALD:  Thank you very much.  

22          Next I have Maria Elena Durazo.  On deck is 

23 Marisol Cruz, followed by Nancy Schneider.  Thanks again 

24 for identifying those comments, questions, and issues 

25 that you've got so far with the results of the Draft EIR.  
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1 We appreciate that.

2      MS. DURAZO:  Thank you.  Good morning.  I am 

3 secretary-treasurer of the Los Angeles Federation of 

4 Labor.  We represent hundreds of thousands of men and 

5 women throughout Los Angeles County that work hard every 

6 day throughout our region.  

7          As passengers travel through LAX, there are 

8 thousands of people who work hard to make sure that their 

9 experience is safe, that it's comfortable, and it's 

10 reliable.  From flight attendants to baggage screeners, 

11 food and retail, construction workers, cabin cleaners, 

12 and customer service representatives, all of these 

13 employees deserve to have a voice on the job.  They work 

14 very hard.  They need the tools, the training and the 

15 working conditions.  Some of them are here today, not 

16 only as employees of LAX but also as residents of the 

17 immediate area.  

18          You know, LAX is an asset for all of us.  

19 300,000 people raise their families through the jobs 

20 directly or indirectly related to LAX.  Our airport 

21 generates 40 billion dollars.  Those men and women spend 

22 their paychecks buying groceries, shopping in their 

23 stores, and reinvesting back into their local 

24 neighborhoods.  Jobs at LAX are divided throughout L.A. 

25 city, all the districts, all the supervisorial.  There is 
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1 not a corner of our county that isn't touched by the 

2 economic vitality of the airport.  

3          We have an opportunity here to put another 

4 incredible shot in the arm to our economic recovery that 

5 is the issue nationally.  So we -- the sooner we approve 

6 and we finalize the approval process, which by the way 

7 has been going on for the past eight years, then we're 

8 going to be able to get another 8 billion dollars in 

9 projects and thousands of people back to work.  

10          Thank you all very much.  

11      MR. OSWALD:  Thank you very much.  

12          Marisol Cruz, followed by Nancy Schneider and 

13 then Robbie Hunter.

14      MS. SCHNEIDER:  Hi.  I'm Nan Schneider.  I'm with 

15 ARSAC.

16      MR. OSWALD:  I'm sorry.  I'm looking for 

17 Marisol Cruz.  Is Marisol here?  

18      MS. CRUZ:  Yes.

19      MR. OSWALD:  I'm just going by the order that I got 

20 them.  Excuse me.  Go ahead, Marisol.

21      MS. CRUZ:  Yes.  My name is Marisol Cruz, Lennox 

22 School Board president, but most importantly, I'm a 

23 long-life Lennox resident and I'm here to support the 

24 service worker.  We need dignant jobs, benefits, salaries 

25 that justify the working class, and to increase our 
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1 benefits as a community, giving us the jobs that we need 

2 to uplift our communities, our families.  Given that 

3 Lennox is right at the runway of LAX and if LAWA will be 

4 expanding the runway north of LAX, it will heavily impact 

5 our community with pollution, with more traffic, and we 

6 want to make sure that we are serving the needs of the 

7 workers, the community, the students, the parents of the 

8 community that we are the labor force of LAX, like my 

9 parents, my brother and many of my neighbors.  

10          So I want to make sure that we are providing 

11 those services, those salaries, those benefits that will 

12 really benefit our community, our parents, our students, 

13 and our teachers as a community.  

14          Thank you so much and I have high hopes that you 

15 will provide the needs of our community.  Thank you.  

16      MR. OSWALD:  Thank you.  

17          Now Nancy Schneider, followed by Robbie Hunter.

18      MS. SCHNEIDER:  I want to just say that I've lived 

19 near LAX since I was five years old.  I think that it is 

20 time to improve LAX grossly.  I think we should start 

21 with the biggest jobs, the most permanent jobs that you 

22 have.  We need to improve the passenger experience and we 

23 need to clean up the surrounding areas and get some mass 

24 transit into LAX in order to make this airport operable 

25 and, you know, a much better neighbor.  
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1          The only way you can make it a better neighbor 

2 is to get all these loose cars off the road.  We approved 

3 the CONRAC, the consolidated rental car, six years ago.  

4 Where is it?  Thank you.  

5      MR. OSWALD:  Thank you very much.  

6          I've got Robbie Hunter.  

7          Maria.  Thank you.  

8          Robbie?  

9      MR. HUNTER:  Robbie Hunter.  I represent the 

10 Los Angeles and Orange County Building and Construction 

11 Trades Council.  We represent 140,000 construction 

12 workers.  We live in this community as well.  We want 

13 this airport to be friendly to the neighbors.  We want it 

14 to be a better environmental neighbor and we supported 

15 Measure R for a transit system in Los Angeles, not only 

16 for jobs but because we live in this city and we want a 

17 better place to live.  

18          This modernization will improve the 

19 environmental footprint, will improve the traffic for the 

20 neighbors.  The transit systems that we hope will be 

21 built here, people will be getting on transit systems to 

22 get to the airport from the neighborhoods that they live 

23 on and will have no impact in this area, and that's what 

24 we would like to see and we believe that this is the 

25 first step in this modernization.  
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1          We do believe that the airport as it exists 

2 today needs to be improved as far as being a neighbor and 

3 we believe today that this is the plan to do it.  So it 

4 will provide jobs, but we have to look at the effect on 

5 the neighbors on the long term and we believe this will 

6 improve the environment.  

7          Thank you.  

8      MR. OSWALD:  I have now David Mishelevich, followed 

9 by Maria Mendoza and then Joe Lopez.  Maria -- our second 

10 speaker up, Maria, is going to need a simultaneous 

11 translation.  I'd like to do that a couple sentences, 

12 translate, couple sentences, translate.  

13          First up, David Mishelevich.

14      DR. MISHELEVICH:  Good morning.  I'd like to thank 

15 the work that the staff put together and the consulting 

16 firms to produce the Draft EIR.  I am a member of the 

17 Board of ARSAC, the Alliance for a Regional Solution to 

18 Airport Congestion.  

19          All of the alternatives have different economic 

20 impacts.  In Section 8 of the main volume, it talks about 

21 the costs of the different alternatives, but it would be 

22 extremely important to have the basis for what those 

23 estimates were.  The reality is that each of them has a 

24 different jobs profile and economic impact in terms of 

25 customer satisfaction.  
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1          LAX is, as I understand, the largest origins and 

2 destinations airport in the U.S., so we have more 

3 opportunities if we improve the customer satisfaction to 

4 increase the dollars that will remain in the community, 

5 as opposed to airports like Hartsfield in Atlanta or 

6 O'Hare in Chicago that are mainly transfer airports and 

7 the dollars do not stay there.  

8          Jobs are absolutely critical and the reality is 

9 that if you build runways, you get fewer jobs and less 

10 diverse jobs for the various trades than if you improve 

11 the terminals; and it isn't an infinite load of money 

12 that we have available and I would encourage those 

13 estimates and the basis for those estimates to be made 

14 available so we can consider the alternatives in that 

15 economic light.  

16          Thank you.

17      MR. OSWALD:  Thank you very much.  

18          Maria Mendoza, and if we could have our Spanish 

19 translator.  After a couple sentences, please translate 

20 for us.  

21      THE INTERPRETER:  We'll try to do this simultaneous 

22 here.  

23      MS. MENDOZA:  My name is Maria Mendoza.  I am a 

24 resident of Los Angeles in the airport area and I have 

25 been working at LAX for 16 years.  
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1          I have two children and I work as a janitor for 

2 the company Air Serv where I work proudly and honestly; 

3 and even though I put in all this hard work, it's really 

4 tough to maintain my family.  I'm here as a member of the 

5 communities that surround LAX, as a worker of LAX, and as 

6 a mother and as a working mother.  

7          I'm here to express my support for the 

8 modernization of LAX.  I think that the modernization of 

9 LAX is good for the workers if it means that we will have 

10 new jobs and new opportunities.  However, the prosperity 

11 of LAX and its communities cannot move forward if you 

12 forget the workers that make this airport work without 

13 any problems.  

14          The modernization of LAX has to include respect 

15 for workers, respect for living wage ordinances, and 

16 respect for unions.  So that's why I'm here today, so 

17 that the effort to modernize LAX also includes health, 

18 safety, and prosperity for the workers who do the job.  

19          So do what you can to police these contractors 

20 in LAX for violating the laws of the city and/or not 

21 following living wages.  We can't have prosperity for 

22 everyone at LAX if you keep these contractors who are not 

23 following the laws at LAX.  Yes to modernization, but no 

24 to some of these contractors that are responsible.  

25      MR. OSWALD:  Obviously when we have Spanish 
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1 translation, we'll allow a little bit over the two 

2 minutes.  

3          I've got Joe Lopez, Edward Callahan, and then 

4 Stefan Freeman.  

5          Joe Lopez.

6      MR. LOPEZ:  Good morning.  My name is Joe Lopez.  I'm 

7 with Local 105, Sheet Metal Workers, longtime resident of 

8 this area, and I support this project.  

9          In California, we face over 10 percent 

10 unemployment and I ask that we approve this modernization 

11 of this project, if we could.  It would give me a chance 

12 to go back to work after so many years of hard times.  

13 I'm not asking for handout.  I'm just asking for an 

14 opportunity to give me and my family -- give me a chance 

15 to put food on the table for my two kids.  So let's 

16 support this project.  

17          I also -- since I am in the sheet metal 

18 industry, we will be modern- -- a modernization of this 

19 airport will -- we will be modernizing the roads of the 

20 surrounding areas and pollution that our local deals 

21 with.  We will be modernizing all this, so thank you very 

22 much.  Thank you.  

23      MR. OSWALD:  Thank you.  Can you guys hear me at all?  

24          Okay.  Edward Callahan.  Again, we have 

25 Stefan Freeman and then Mirella Ferrer.  
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1      MR. CALLAHAN:  Hi.  I'm just a homeowner in 

2 Playa del Rey and it sort of feels like we're being 

3 steamrollered by all the great powers.  The unions are 

4 not our enemy.  We can't fly anywhere without them, but 

5 this all seems to be about expansion and moving the north 

6 runway.  That's what people are talking about and the 

7 head of the Chamber of Commerce talks about safety, that 

8 was an issue, which it's been proven that it's not.  So 

9 there's some sort of steamrolling process here that's 

10 probably going to roll over the union as well as the 

11 homeowners.  

12      MR. OSWALD:  Thank you.  

13          And you are?  

14      MR. FREEMAN:  Stefan Freeman.

15      MR. OSWALD:  Thank you.  Go ahead.

16      MR. FREEMAN:  Hello everybody.  Stefan Freeman.  

17          I live in Playa del Rey as well and what I'll 

18 tell you is LAX, you know, we're your neighbors; right?  

19 And it's our responsibility as a neighbor to take care of 

20 the other neighbors around us, and for all the different 

21 labor organizations that are represented here right now, 

22 you guys do an unbelievable job.  You do world-class work 

23 and I will tell you that our concern is not with you.  We 

24 know that when you're in there, the work's going to get 

25 accomplished and it's going to be the best that it 
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1 possibly can.  

2          You know, our concern is really around the how 

3 and the what that's about to be done.  Our concern is 

4 that LAX is going to come in there and do what they want 

5 without any sensitivity around the neighbors.  Okay?  And 

6 we wouldn't do that to you and all I ask is that you go 

7 back and try to figure out a way to even potentially move 

8 that runway further south.  Now, it might mean more work, 

9 right, in terms of what you have to do to the terminals, 

10 but at the end of the day, that would be more work for 

11 the employees that you see here as well.  

12          So that's what we're asking for right now is 

13 really just the how and what you're going to do and make 

14 sure that you have these employees included.  

15          Thank you.  

16      MR. OSWALD:  I have now Mirella Ferrer and I also 

17 need my Spanish translation.  We'll do it the same way we 

18 just did it.  So this is Mirella -- how do I say it?  

19 Spanish translation, simultaneous.  

20      THE INTERPRETER:  Mirella Ferrer.  

21      MR. OSWALD:  Thank you.  So we'll do a couple of 

22 sentences and then translate.  

23      MS. FERRER:  Good morning.  My name is 

24 Mirella Ferrer.  I live at 416 West 105th, L.A. and I 

25 work for El Camacho's Cantina, LAX.  I am a cook and I am 
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1 backing up the project for the modernization of the 

2 airport because with this, it's going to benefit.  It's 

3 going to create more work and we're going to better the 

4 economy of the city and the country.  

5          This expansion is going to benefit everybody.  

6 Like, for example, me, that I am a worker, a middle-class 

7 worker, and this is going to benefit myself and my family 

8 and, therefore, we do not have to depend on any public 

9 service.  I would like to state again that I approve of 

10 this project to 100 percent.  

11          Thank you.  

12      MR. OSWALD:  Now I have Teresa Lemus, who also 

13 requires Spanish translation.  I also -- then followed by 

14 Marlene Mendoza and then Sinia Chavez, Sinia, Sinia 

15 Chavez.  

16      MS. LEMUS:  Good morning.  I would like to thank all 

17 of you for being present here this morning and, God 

18 willing, I hope you put your hands to your heart and 

19 think about us, the poor people.  We need work.  

20          My name is Maria Teresa Lemus and I live in 

21 South Central Los Angeles and I've worked for Sky Chef 

22 for 13 years.  I prepare the meals and the drinks that 

23 are for the airplanes.  I approve of the project of the 

24 airport because this is going to benefit all of us.  It's 

25 going to create more work for the -- it's going to create 
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1 more work and it's going to better the economy.  

2          I am alone and I depend on my job and, like me, 

3 there is many others.  I would like to state again that I 

4 approve the modernization project to 100 percent.  

5          Thank you for being here present and please, 

6 kindly, I request that you think about this.  We need 

7 those jobs so we can continue to live in this world.  

8          Thank you.  Thank you.  May God bless you.  

9      MR. OSWALD:  Marlene Mendoza.  Sinia Chavez.  

10      MS. MENDOZA:  Good morning.  My name is 

11 Marlene Mendoza.  I'm a proud member of Unite Here, 

12 Local 11, but I'm more proud of being a single mom and I 

13 have two children, Frankie and Valerie.  My son is -- has 

14 cerebral palsy as well as dysphagia.  I want to share 

15 that with you because I want you to think about what I 

16 have say.  

17          I worked for HMS Host for 24 years and at 

18 Gladstone's at Terminal 3 and I'm very proud to serve you 

19 when you come through LAX, and I also want to say that I 

20 have a union job that gives me all the benefits that I 

21 need and I feel that no, it just can't be Marlene, 

22 Valerie, and Frankie who can have these benefits.  

23          There are so many kids.  I live in the city of 

24 Lawndale.  There are so many families, so many single 

25 moms like me that deserve the rights to have these jobs.  

;J�;}J~
����
}�


365



800-231-2682
Kennedy Court Reporters, Inc.

30

1 We have the right that LAX creates more jobs, and good 

2 jobs, and we also have the right to have a beautiful 

3 airport and we have the right of the modern- -- I support 

4 the modernization because of what it gives me and it 

5 gives my family, and the most important thing that I get, 

6 even though sometimes I have to work the jobs, just -- 

7 having a job at LAX gives me more time to be with my kids 

8 and I want you to think about it because this is our 

9 future and it's our future.  These are our kids.  

10          This is our family and in order for us to create 

11 the communities, we need to have this modernization to 

12 have a better city, to have a better L.A., to have a 

13 better country.  So keep that in mind that we are here.  

14 We are at the airport every single day supporting you.  I 

15 say, "Hi.  My name is Marlene.  Welcome to Gladstone's."  

16      MR. OSWALD:  Thank you.  

17          Next up I have Sinia Chavez, Stephen Hinson, 

18 Nancy-Gene Morrison, and then Denny Schneider.

19      MS. CHAVEZ:  Good morning.  My name is Sinia Chavez.  

20 I work for HMS Host as a chief supervisor of the Food 

21 Court.  I've been working there in the airport for eight 

22 years, which has given me the opportunity to have a good 

23 living-wage job, which helps me to support my kids.  I'm 

24 a single mom of six.  And also, my older daughter is 

25 working at the airport, too, and she's getting the 
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1 opportunity that -- the job is giving her by -- giving 

2 her the chance to go to a university.  She's 23 years old 

3 and I support this expansion at the airport because I 

4 know it's going to give us better jobs each day, which we 

5 will have the opportunity to support our families the 

6 best we can and give my kids the opportunity to keep 

7 going to school while I work at the LAX.  So I support 

8 100 percent this project.  

9          Thank you.  

10      MR. OSWALD:  Thank you very much.  

11          Stephen Hinson, Nancy-Gene Morrison, 

12 Denny Schneider.

13      MR. HINSON:  Good morning, ladies and gentlemen.  My 

14 name is Steve Hinson.  I'm the Business Representative 

15 for Local 105 Sheet Metal Workers.  We represent over 

16 6,000 sheet metal workers, active and retirees, roughly 

17 about 3500 active members.  

18          At the height of our unemployment, we were about 

19 1100 members out of work.  Now we're roughly about 600, 

20 which is still kind of high, but this expansion that 

21 we've had so far in the modernization of Tom Bradley, 

22 we've been able to put over 200 sheet metal workers to 

23 work on-site, not to mention countless members that are 

24 working off-site, project management, everything that's 

25 included within the construction.  
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1          Thousands of members -- thousands of good 

2 construction jobs have been created because of the Tom 

3 Bradley expansion.  It's given our members a sense of 

4 hope, a sense of pride.  It's helped them keep their 

5 houses, helped them keep their health care.  It's done a 

6 great thing.  This next modernization at LAX will not 

7 only enhance the community, but it will also be able to 

8 put our members back to work and, you know, I hope we can 

9 do this and get this thing passed.  

10          Thank you.  

11      MR. OSWALD:  Nancy-Gene Morrison.  Denny Schneider.  

12      MS. MORRISON:  I'm Nancy-Gene Morrison.  I live in 

13 Westchester and have for 30 years.  

14          I am all for modernizing the airport.  I am 

15 opposed to moving the runways and moving -- expanding 

16 LAX.  I feel that it is very important that we not have 

17 all our eggs in one basket and our only major airport 

18 here being LAX.  We have Ontario.  There's Palmdale.  

19 Those areas need to be used and we are in an area that 

20 has geographic problems, geological problems with 

21 earthquake faults here.  The ocean here is subject to 

22 tsunami and only this week we have had two major 

23 incidents at LAX where traffic has been halted on the 

24 roadways.  A plane had to be unloaded the other day.  

25 There are constantly helicopters overhead.  
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1          There have been enough emergencies in this 

2 country in the last month that we cannot have everything 

3 all at LAX.  We need to use other areas around.  If 

4 there's any emergency in this area, there will be nothing 

5 here as far as air transportation.  

6          I'm all for workers having jobs and being 

7 respected, but they can also have jobs in building at 

8 Palmdale and at Ontario.  

9      MR. OSWALD:  Thank you very much.  

10          Denny Schneider is up next.  Danna Cope and then 

11 Joe Czyzyk.

12      MR. SCHNEIDER:  I'm Denny Schneider, president of 

13 ARSAC, and we want to see the airport fixed for four 

14 reasons:  It's difficult and impossible to get to it, get 

15 through it, get out, and navigate among the terminals.  

16 Other than that, it's great.  

17          The Master Plan is like a jigsaw puzzle with 

18 several key pieces that are still missing and it needs to 

19 be solved.  Traffic gridlock, getting to and out of the 

20 airport, and besides that, it also short-changes the 

21 people who are traveling domestically because so far all 

22 we've done is work for the international passengers.  All 

23 those other terminals need to be fixed, badly.  

24          We know there's a lot of conflicts in the 6,000 

25 pages that was written in the EIR and the other 6,000 in 
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1 the SPAS report.  We haven't had more than a month to 

2 look through all of those pages yet, but you will get 

3 lots of written comments.  

4          We want to make sure that we do the alternative 

5 that the EIR suggests is best.  That's Alternative 2.  

6 It's the lowest cost, provides the most efficient 

7 movement of aircraft on the ground, and is the best 

8 environmentally.  Taxiways are moved.  They make it safer 

9 so that you can move around.  It extends 24R -- or 24L, I 

10 mean, to the east so that we have the runway safety area 

11 protected and it provides for balance among the airport, 

12 and it's just a good idea.  Add number 9 and overall the 

13 key here is jobs, jobs, jobs, but what we need is jobs 

14 that are sustainable and that's what we really need here.  

15          So thank you.  I just want to make sure that you 

16 understand I have not talked about the local impacts 

17 because those aren't important to most of the people 

18 listening.  It's what happens in the whole region.  

19      MR. OSWALD:  Thank you very much.  

20          Danna Cope, Joe Czyzyk, and then next up is 

21 Patricia Lestz.

22      MS. COPE:  I'm Danna Cope, resident of Westchester 

23 for a long time.  

24          Why does the Draft EIR present so many very, 

25 very expensive alternatives?  Alternative 2, which does 
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1 not include moving the runway north, plus the CONRAC, the 

2 consolidated rental car complex, plus train access into 

3 the airport meets the safety requirements.  It does not 

4 disrupt the North Airfield and, therefore, impact our 

5 neighbors to the south, because the South Airfield would 

6 be terribly impacted.  It meets environmental 

7 requirements with much less impact and it does create 

8 jobs.  

9          There is a lot of modernization that needs to be 

10 done at this airport that does not involve moving the 

11 runway.  Why doesn't the -- why, when development of 

12 other LAWA-owned airports is a Draft EIR goal, does LAWA 

13 want to wait until LAX meets 75 MAP?  We should be 

14 immediately developing Ontario for the safety reasons 

15 that previous speakers mentioned and that would create 

16 many, many more jobs.  

17          LAWA projects must include fair wages for all 

18 workers, including subcontractors.  Is that included in 

19 the Draft EIR?  Why not go right now to developing 

20 Ontario?  It would increase jobs in this area 

21 incrementally -- I mean, immeasurably and we need it.  

22          Thank you.

23      MR. OSWALD:  Thank you very much.  

24          Joe Czyzyk, Patricia Lestz, and then 

25 Bill Widener.
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1      MR. CZYZYK:  Good morning.  My name is Joe Czyzyk and 

2 I'm chairman and CEO of Mercury Air Group and the 

3 immediate past chair of the Los Angeles Area Chamber of 

4 Commerce.  

5          I've been a Playa del Rey resident since 1984 

6 and my company has continuously operated among other 

7 airports and LAX since 1955.  My company will not profit 

8 or benefit from any decision made on these SPAS.  

9          I am here today to speak in support of SPAS and 

10 specifically Alternatives 1 or 5 to ensure that the North 

11 Airfield is finally configured in such a way as to 

12 accommodate the next generation of longer and wider 

13 aircraft.  It's hard to believe that LAX doesn't operate 

14 as a fully functional and approved Group V airport under 

15 FAA guidelines when there are Group VI aircraft landing 

16 here today.  

17          LAX modernization, not expansion, not what 

18 you've been hearing.  People have been saying 

19 "expansion."  There's no expansion contemplated in 

20 Alternative 1 or 5.  It's important to point out that 

21 even if the North Runway is moved 350 feet, which is 

22 Alternative 5, it stays within LAX's existing fence line. 

23 I repeat, it is not an expansion; just modernization.  If 

24 there is an expansion, it's only for safety and jobs.  

25          I have lived in this community for nearly 30 
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1 years.  I don't want to see our community hurt by this 

2 airport, but at the same time I don't want to see the 

3 airport's future hurt by a lack of action on undertaking 

4 a complete modernization, including the North Airfield.  

5 The airport provides growing and massive economic support 

6 to the City of Los Angeles and its surrounding 

7 communities, including my community of Playa del Rey and 

8 Westchester.  Inaction will cause us to have a 

9 dangerous-to-use, noncompliant airport.  

10          Thank you.  

11      MR. OSWALD:  Thank you very much.  

12          Not necessary.  We're here today to listen to 

13 one another.  

14          Patricia Lestz, Bill Widener and then Stefan -- 

15 Patricia Lestz.

16      MS. LESTZ:  Hi.  I live in Playa del Rey.  My name is 

17 Patricia Lestz and I've only lived been there for seven 

18 years, so obviously the airport was here when I moved 

19 here.  I was not aware -- I lived in Los Angeles for 

20 30-some-odd years.  I was not aware of really what was 

21 happening in Playa del Rey.  

22          The first thing that I want to say is that I 

23 think that anyone who was involved in whatever we want to 

24 call it, you know, expansion, modernization, et cetera, 

25 that whether it's a subcontractor or a contractor, that 
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1 they ought to pay them a living wage.  That I think is 

2 number one.  That's the most important thing.  We should 

3 not live in a city where that is not the case.  

4          Number two, I think that all of these things on 

5 the wall should show the economic impact.  Money is 

6 certainly not easy to come by, especially in this state 

7 and in the city and yes, we need the jobs, but we also 

8 need to know how we're going to compensate the businesses 

9 that are affected outside of the airport, the homeowners 

10 that are affected -- and obviously I'm concerned about 

11 that.  I mean, all of our values have already dropped.  

12 How much more is it going to drop with runways being 

13 closer to us?  

14          So those are the points that I want to make.  I 

15 think that, once again, the economic impact of everything 

16 that is in this community -- is it going to affect Otis?  

17 Is it going to affect Loyola?  We have to think about 

18 those things because those are the things that really 

19 make us special as a community.  

20          Thank you.  

21      MR. OSWALD:  Thank you.  

22          Bill Widener?  

23      MR. WIDENER:  Yes.  I'm Bill Widener and I'm a 

24 resident of the city of Inglewood.  I've lived in the 

25 airport area for 70 years, since I was almost a baby, and 
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1 so I've seen a lot of changes in everything and that's 

2 good, but I'm speaking for the residents east of the 

3 airport.  If they expand, fine.  Just don't move that 

4 runway north any more because it's too far north as far 

5 as I'm concerned already.  But, you know, I live in 

6 Inglewood and they've done sound insulation on all these 

7 apartment buildings and stuff and they haven't done it on 

8 single-residence homes.  See, I hear about all these jobs 

9 and everything here and no one's defending the residents 

10 east of here.  

11          You know, now, there was -- during some 

12 expansion period of the airport, a lot of my relatives 

13 and everything relocated in Atlanta because that's where 

14 all the jobs went at one time and so, you know, I realize 

15 that as these things happen and the expansion goes on 

16 that there's evolution and there will be more jobs 

17 automatically, you know, but let's just don't create any 

18 hardships for people.  That's the whole trick, as far as 

19 I'm concerned, because we lost one house in Westchester 

20 at one time and -- you know, to the airport and it's part 

21 of a parking lot today.  

22          Inglewood -- Westchester Elementary School I 

23 went to and it's gone completely because of being part of 

24 a parking lot.  

25          So these are necessary things and I hope we can 
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1 proceed and not hurt anybody.  Thank you.

2      MR. OSWALD:  Thank you.  Stefan Freeman -- have you 

3 spoken once already?  Are you still here?  

4          Then let's go to Gloria Gray and then 

5 Robin Wilson.  On deck, Patricia Orellana.  I think I got 

6 that right.

7      MS. GRAY:  Good morning to the audience and folks in 

8 front.  I want -- well, first of all, my name is 

9 Gloria Gray and I'm a resident of the city of Inglewood.  

10 I've lived in Inglewood for over 30 years and I want to 

11 acknowledge the fact that it's a good thing to have 

12 community meetings and so forth, so I know it's a 

13 requirement when you do an EIR and so forth.  

14          I know that we're here to hear results and also 

15 to talk about the modernization proposal for the airport.  

16 It's always a good thing to upgrade any particular 

17 facility and certainly the airport is one that -- where 

18 it needs to happen and certainly that modernization will 

19 create jobs, I assume, for this community and so that's a 

20 good thing, because job -- increasing jobs in our 

21 community is very positive.  

22          But I'm here also to address another issue which 

23 is very important and it should be important to the 

24 airport because it is important to our community and that 

25 is the issue of supporting the service workers at LAX.  
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1          You're probably aware of different 

2 demonstrations that have been going on.  I have been a 

3 member of the union for many years so I do support 

4 organized labor and working family issues and so I beg to 

5 ask you to please consider the plight of the service 

6 workers.  They have a right to benefits.  They certainly 

7 have a right to health care.  They have a right to jobs 

8 that will support them and their families and so I think, 

9 you know, looking at the issue of contracting out is very 

10 important.  It's an issue throughout the state of 

11 California for local cities and municipalities.  

12          And so I beg you to please look at protecting 

13 the service workers because they are the nuts and bolts 

14 of the airport.  So, again, I encourage you to look at 

15 those issues and support their efforts, and I am here to 

16 support their efforts and will continue to do that.  

17          So thank you.  

18      MR. OSWALD:  Thank you.  

19          Robin Wilson and then Patricia Orellana.     

20          Robin Wilson?  

21      UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  She's gone.  

22      MR. OSWALD:  Next up is Patricia Orellana and we need 

23 Spanish translation.  

24      MS. ORELLANA:  My name is Patricia Orellana from 

25 Inglewood.  I have two kids.  I have worked at LAX for 14 
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1 years.  

2          I'm here to support a modernization today, but 

3 it's not unconditional.  I'm here to say that it's 

4 important if the airport and the community want to move 

5 forward together, that the airport needs to take more at 

6 hand in protecting workers against some of these 

7 contractors that work at the airport, like Aviation 

8 Safeguards.  

9          What I am here to say is that both the workers 

10 and their families also have to progress in this 

11 modernization process.  LAX can make new terminals, can 

12 build new routes for planes to land, but it is the 

13 workers who work in it every day that make this airport 

14 function.  If you want to make a nicer looking airport, a 

15 more functioning airport, you still have to address the 

16 issue of contractors.  If not, you're going to get a 

17 beautiful, shiny airport on the outside, shiny and clean 

18 airport on the outside, but the dirt will be inside.  

19          Thank you.  

20      MR. OSWALD:  Jacqueline Hamilton, Craig Eggers, 

21 followed by Richard Cavalier -- Cavalier.  

22          Jacqueline Hamilton.  

23      MS. HAMILTON:  I'm Jacqueline Hamilton with the 

24 Tuskegee Airmen organization.  I lived in this area, the 

25 Manchester Square area, from 2001 to 2006, and one of the 
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1 things we experienced in living in this area was a lot of 

2 fumes and a lot of problems with air quality.  So I'm 

3 checking and reading your information here and also 

4 talking to the staff.  

5          Another thing that I experienced was repeat 

6 crime victimization.  Now, we're talking about jobs here 

7 and different organizations.  One of the things that 

8 needs to be done is having safety for those of us who are 

9 in this area.  

10          I'm still being repeatedly victimized by crime.  

11 My father's picture and information was displayed at LAX 

12 in a mural during the time that I lived in this area.  I 

13 was victimized by stalking, illegal harassment, mail 

14 fraud, identity theft, theft, a lot of crimes, and I 

15 lived in the area of the Manchester Square area.  

16          The address was 93112 Glasgow Place, a complex 

17 owned by Jesus Lozano, managed by Lillian Fogelback and 

18 also Maria Estrada.  They all lied to me about receiving 

19 a relocation award, staying, prolonging my stay here in 

20 this area, continued to lie to me about receiving the 

21 award, and did nothing about the crime victimization and 

22 also the problems we had in living in this area with the 

23 fumes and other problems.  

24          So one of the things I'm requesting is public 

25 community safety.  We have information here about air 
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1 quality and traffic control, all the other issues.  We 

2 have received information that LAX is one of the most 

3 dangerous airports.  

4          One of the things I'm also experiencing is 

5 repeat illegal corruption of my clear background record.  

6 It also includes harassment by officers, which is 

7 illegal.  

8          Thank you.  

9      MR. OSWALD:  Thank you very much.  

10          We have -- thank you.  We have Craig Eggers, 

11 Richard Cavalier, and then Diane Sambrano.

12      MR. EGGERS:  My name is Craig Eggers.  I represent 

13 the Neighborhood Council Westchester Playa del Rey and I 

14 chair the Airport Relations Committee and I wanted to 

15 dispel a few myths that seem to be floating around 

16 concerning our community.  

17          The first myth is that we do not support 

18 modernization.  That is absolutely incorrect.  I agree 

19 with previous statements that the airport currently is an 

20 eyesore and a bit of an embarrassment.  When you think 

21 about the passenger traveler experience, with the amount 

22 of money that's being invested in downtown Los Angeles 

23 and the revitalization there, I would think we'd really 

24 want to modernize this place within an inch of its life.  

25          The second myth is that we do not support -- 
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1 excuse me.  We do support the environmentally superior 

2 alternative and the issues concerning the operational 

3 efficiency.  There is no justification in operational 

4 efficiency or in safety as it's associated with the 

5 Runway Separation Plan that's currently there.  

6          And most importantly, we're going to be hosting 

7 a town hall meeting for our Neighborhood Council on 

8 September 25th and we'd like to invite everyone to come 

9 out for that as well.  We hope to have several high-level 

10 elected officials, including Councilman Rosendahl, join 

11 us and we welcome the opportunity to get your input and 

12 perceptions and feedback.  

13          Thank you.  

14      MR. OSWALD:  Thank you very much.  

15          Richard Cavalier, Diane Sambrano, and Daniel 

16 Juarez.

17      MR. CAVALIER:  My name is Richard Cavalier and I live 

18 in Inglewood.  I want to say that for modernization, yes; 

19 to move the runways north, no.  We're talking about jobs.  

20 Nobody's talking about closing the airport.  The jobs are 

21 already there.  Many of the jobs for the modernization 

22 are temporary jobs, but the impact on the community is 

23 permanent and the way this airport operates, forever and 

24 ever, far outlasting me, I'm sure.  

25          There are a couple of major problems.  One is 
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1 that the airlines right now stack everything over the 

2 city.  All of the airplanes are dropping pollution over 

3 the city.  There's an ocean to the west, and I don't know 

4 whether anyone has noticed it.  Yes, sound carries over 

5 the ocean.  

6          Share the wealth.  The important things after 

7 our medical problems from what's being done and because 

8 the runways already let planes come in from the west, 

9 there's very, very little of a problem here.  

10          Now, what we're not talking about is 

11 grandfathering.  There was one time a small airport for 

12 propeller planes.  The jets arrived.  That's fine.  

13          The important thing is that I've also heard that 

14 someone said longer, wider aircraft.  Yes, these aircraft 

15 are not here by the demands of the traveler.  They're 

16 here by the demands of the bean counters who don't care 

17 what happens to anybody on the ground.  Okay.  

18          I have traveled in more than 40 countries.  I've 

19 been in a lot of airports and they all around the world 

20 do more to take care of the people who are near the 

21 airport than is done here.  People are being molested, 

22 and this is a matter of unilateral taking of the quiet 

23 enjoyment of home for everybody if the runway is moved 

24 north.  

25          Okay?  So modernization, yes; north runways, no.  
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1 And now let's make sense out of the airport that is here.  

2 They don't have unlimited rights.  

3      MR. OSWALD:  Thank you.  

4          Diane Sambrano?  

5      MS. SAMBRANO:  Good afternoon.  I've been here for a 

6 very long time.  I've attended so many of these meetings, 

7 it's impossible to count them, and one thing is 

8 consistent.  There seems to be a lack of understanding of 

9 the genuine impact that this airport has on the people 

10 who live around it.  We're constantly hearing about those 

11 people who come in for a couple of months and get a job 

12 and then they leave and go back way far away.  

13          We are always hearing about how important it is 

14 for the traveler who's here maybe four whole hours, but 

15 you know what?  There are people who actually try to 

16 continue to live here and what we have experienced is not 

17 just horrific noise but all that black goo that lands on 

18 top of our lemons, our cars, on our mini blinds, and 

19 here's the surprise.  We actually breathe the stuff.  

20          And you know what?  No matter how much I look at 

21 charts, wherever they are, there doesn't seem to be that 

22 adequate resultant determination about what's happening 

23 to our lives and yet I can tell you that this year, I've 

24 had to write six obituaries.  

25          There are definite cancer clusters in the areas 
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1 of Inglewood.  Most of the women, roughly 65 in certain 

2 areas, are now either without breasts or dead.  That's 

3 pretty significant, but we don't see that anywhere, and 

4 then there's those other pesky little cancers that leave 

5 your breasts but just eat you away everywhere else and we 

6 don't hear about that because either someone wants a job, 

7 someone wants an aircraft, somebody wants to sell another 

8 trinket.  And I've got to tell you somewhere along the 

9 line, people's lives should outweigh that dollar bill.  

10 By the way, we're still impacted, even when those dollars 

11 actually go way far away to downtown L.A.  

12      MR. OSWALD:  Thank you.  

13          Daniel Juarez.  Daniel Juarez, are you still 

14 here?  

15          That's all of the comment sheets we have or I 

16 should say requests to speak.  

17          I'd like to offer a couple of thoughts.  One is 

18 please take us up on the offer.  Write these comments 

19 down.  Be detailed.  Give us the richness of your 

20 concerns and issues so that we can make the public record 

21 and be responded to as part of the EIR.  We will continue 

22 our open house until 12:30, so I would invite our staff, 

23 if you can, to please reposition yourselves to --

24      MR. OUELLET:  Before you end, can I --

25      MR. OSWALD:  Just fill out a card.  
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1          We can continue the open house until 12:30 and 

2 staff will still be available to answer your questions.  

3          Fill out a card and we can have one more comment 

4 and I think we'll wrap up the public comment section.  

5          If you are going to leave, I just want to say 

6 thank you for being a part of this.  I do have one 

7 correction on the handout.  The address for the Central 

8 Library on the press release that went out says Sixth 

9 Street.  It is actually as printed on this piece of paper 

10 as Fifth Street, so be sure.  I know many of us know 

11 where that is, but it is on Fifth Street.  

12          Thank you.  

13          Our final speaker, Jim -- help me, Jim.

14      MR. OUELLET:  Ouellet, yeah.

15      MR. OSWALD:  Last speaker.  

16      MR. OUELLET:  Yeah.  One of the information that's up 

17 on some of these bulletin boards says that LAX North 

18 Airfield was designed in the 1960s for 1960s aircraft.  

19 The Boeing 747 was also designed in the 1960s and began 

20 flying in 1970, just about the time that the North 

21 Airfield opened, so it was plainly designed to 

22 accommodate the 747.  

23          Now, that 747 had a wingspan of 197 feet.  

24 Boeing's latest large jet, the 787-9, has a wingspan of 

25 exactly the same, 197 feet.  The 747, the largest 747 has 
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1 a wingspan of roughly 25 feet taller.  

2          In terms of flying Airbus, which is the largest 

3 aircraft in and out, so far Airbus has something like 

4 about 240 orders for that jet, one-third of them from 

5 Emirates Airlines which flies, as far as I know, one 

6 flight in and out of LAX a day on a Boeing 777.  

7          By contrast, the Boeing 787 has 824 orders.  

8 There will not be that many category VI jets flying in 

9 and out of LAX to justify moving all those runways.  

10          The data in the EIR also suggests that moving 

11 the runways -- Runway 24R north either 260 feet or 340 

12 feet will result in minimal efficiency gains.  So it will 

13 create -- well, basically, it will create an awful lot of 

14 noise around the area, additional noise around the area 

15 with minimal gains in efficiency and a horrible expense 

16 in digging up a runway and moving it a few feet north.  

17          That's all.  Thank you.  

18      MR. OSWALD:  Thank you very much.  

19          So thank you again.  The open house will 

20 continue for another 20 minutes or so until 12:30.  Thank 

21 you for your patience, thank you for your respect for 

22 each other, and, please, we'll see you next time around.  

23 That will be this Tuesday at the Central Library, 

24 Mark Taper Auditorium, from 5:30 to 8:00.  Also, we're 

25 back here on Wednesday at the Proud Bird from 5:30 to 
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1 8:00.  

2          Thank you, all the staff and the team, for 

3 helping us with the program.  

4          Thank you to you for coming out.  

5          (Public comment ended at 12:10 p.m.) 
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1     Los Angeles, California, Tuesday, August 28, 2012 

2                         6:30 p.m.

3

4

5      MR. OSWALD:  Good evening and welcome to the LAX SPAS 

6 Draft EIR open house and public meeting.  Many of you who 

7 have just arrived.  For the first hour of our program, we 

8 had an open house, an opportunity to view a series of 

9 information graphics produced by the consultant team and 

10 staff.  These boards are intended to provide an overview 

11 of the open house -- pardon me -- of the process, the EIR 

12 process, giving you a flavor of the objectives and the 

13 alternatives that have been studied as a part of the 

14 Draft EIR and also then to go into several key areas, 

15 aviation safety, aircraft noise, air quality and traffic, 

16 to provide some of the insights that are in the Draft 

17 EIR.  

18          Our purpose here this evening truly, both in 

19 terms of the open house as well as in the public comment 

20 period, is to identify those comments, questions, issues 

21 that you have specifically related to the Draft EIR so 

22 that we can be sure that those are addressed in the Final 

23 EIR document.  

24          So tonight, our program now for the next hour, 

25 hour and a half, depending on the numbers of cards we 
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1 have, will be focused on hearing from you about some of 

2 those key issues, comments, and concerns.  

3          So the way we're proceeding, I think as I 

4 mentioned earlier, if you would like to speak this 

5 evening, you do need to fill out a request-to-speak card.  

6 Those are found just outside in the reception area.  We 

7 will collect those and I will read those off in the order 

8 that we receive them this evening.  

9          I would request a couple of things, just in 

10 terms of the way we're proceeding.  We are a large crowd 

11 this evening.  I would appreciate everybody to give the 

12 speakers your undivided attention, to also be very 

13 respectful and extraordinarily sensitive to the fact that 

14 we want to hear all the comments.  So I would ask that we 

15 refrain from lots of cheering, yelling, and hollering, 

16 'cause tonight we really are here to try to capture and 

17 understand what are these comments and questions that 

18 people have.  

19          I wanted to point out that during the course of 

20 this evening, you're also welcome to go back out to the 

21 open house.  You're welcome to continue to walk around, 

22 fill out any of the comment forms that we have there.  We 

23 also have a videographer stationed just outside this 

24 room.  He, too, can take your two-minute testimony or 

25 public comments.  We also have an audio recorder, someone 
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1 who can take your comment if you prefer not to be 

2 videoed.  You can also type your comments if you like, 

3 but we are really trying to build all of the comments and 

4 questions that you might have regarding the Draft EIR.  

5          I think what I'll do this evening is I will call 

6 up our speakers in order that we received the speaker 

7 request-to-speak cards.  I'll call three people at a 

8 time, so you guys know that you should be ready to go.  

9 If you would just, however, walk up to the mike one at a 

10 time, I would appreciate it.  You can use either 

11 microphones we have on other side.  If you require 

12 something that doesn't require steps, you may also walk 

13 over here (indicating) or if you have a wheelchair or a 

14 cane, you're welcome to come here and we'll help you use 

15 that microphone so you don't have to come down any steps.  

16          Sound good?  Okay.  So why don't we begin.   

17          We've got Maria Elena Durazo, followed by 

18 Karen Hathaway and then on deck is David Simon.  

19      MS. DURAZO:  Good evening.  Yes, Maria Elena Durazo 

20 and I am secretary-treasurer of the L.A. Federation of 

21 Labor.  

22          You know, as passengers travel through LAX, 

23 there are thousands of very dedicated men and women who 

24 work hard to make sure that the experience of the 

25 passengers is safe, it's comfortable, and it's reliable, 
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1 and I mean everyone from the flight attendants to the 

2 baggage screeners to the food, retail workers, the 

3 concession workers, cabin cleaners, customer service 

4 reps.  The workers at LAX deserve to have a voice on the 

5 job.  That's what we strive for and we want to ensure 

6 also that they have the tools, the training, and good, 

7 safe working conditions that they need to carry out their 

8 jobs.  

9          LAX is a treasured asset for all of us.  300,000 

10 people raise their families through the jobs, directly 

11 and indirectly, related to LAX.  Every corner of the city 

12 and county is touched by economic vitality from this 

13 airport.  So for us, the sooner we finalize a process 

14 that has been going on for over eight years, then an 

15 additional 8 and a half billion dollars in projects can 

16 begin and another 10,000 more good-paying jobs are 

17 created.  

18          So in addition to the economic impact, we are 

19 glad that modernization will also address the safety 

20 issues on the runway that affect workers.  So this time, 

21 let's refer to LAX as not as "the airport" but as "our 

22 airport" because it belongs to all of us.  Our airport is 

23 long overdue for modernization.  Therefore, alongside a 

24 coalition of LAX workers, residents, community and 

25 business allies, we urge a swift delivery of the Final 
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1 EIR.  

2          Thank you very much.  

3      MR. OSWALD:  Thank you very much.  

4          I should also point out obviously that we do 

5 have a two-minute clock.  I would appreciate everybody to 

6 abide by that time.  I'll give you a 10- or 15-second 

7 warning so he we can ensure that everybody here has a 

8 chance to speak.  

9          Our next speaker is, thank you, Karen Hathaway.

10      MS. HATHAWAY:  Thank you.  My name is Karen Hathaway 

11 and I am the President of LAACO, Ltd./Los Angeles 

12 Athletic Club.  I'm also the chairman of the Board of 

13 Los Angeles Area Chamber of Commerce.  

14          Modernization of LAX is long overdue.  In fact, 

15 LAX modernization is essential to the future of our city 

16 and now is the time to do it.  

17          The economic impact of LAX on L.A. County is 

18 very well documented.  It generates tens of billions of 

19 dollars and hundreds of thousands of jobs annually.  It's 

20 not just an economic asset.  Actually, it's an essential 

21 component in the financial stability of our entire 

22 region.  

23          The citizens of our region have a huge stake in 

24 the global economy.  Growing our tourism and exports are 

25 key to L.A.'s long-term economic health.  A modern, safe, 
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1 and efficient LAX is essential to keep visitor and 

2 business travelers coming here and to keep commerce 

3 flowing.  Therefore, improving LAX is the most important 

4 economic project in our region today.  

5          Significant improvements are under way; however, 

6 the Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce has partnered with 

7 labor and citizens to form the Coalition to Fix LAX Now 

8 because we see the financial implications of the job 

9 that's only half done.  In these troubled times, our 

10 region faces many intractable problems with no obvious 

11 solutions and this is not one of them.  The path is very 

12 clear.  

13          LAX needs a complete package, a state-of-the-art 

14 terminal, a safe and efficient North Airfield, and good 

15 ground transportation access.  All three elements are 

16 absolutely required and we are calling for the passage of 

17 the Specific Plan Amendment Study and its corresponding 

18 EIR.  

19 We urge the Board to aggressively proceed through the 

20 SPAS EIR process and move us forward into the 21st 

21 century.  

22          Thank you.  

23      MR. OSWALD:  Thank you very much.  

24          Next up I have David Simon, followed by Kevin 

25 Norton, I think, and Aaron Broderick.
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1      MR. SIMON:  Thank you.  

2          I am here representing the Southern California 

3 Committee for the Olympic Games, of which I serve as 

4 president of.  

5          When the London Olympics ended two weeks ago, 

6 City Councilman Tom LeBonge introduced a motion in 

7 Council inviting our organization to recommend to the 

8 City whether Los Angeles might be able to bid again for 

9 the Olympic games in the near future.  And while that has 

10 not worked its way through Council, I can tell you the 

11 answer is yes, there is an opportunity.  

12          The 2016 games have been awarded to Rio.  2020 

13 will be awarded next year to either Madrid, Tokyo, or 

14 Istanbul; and the 2024 games will be after that and the 

15 United States Olympic Committee will have to decide 

16 whether Los Angeles is the candidate to advance 

17 internationally to put that bid forward.  But we could be 

18 on the verge of the best opportunity Los Angeles has had 

19 for 40 years to have a successful bid for the Olympic 

20 games.  And just as the last Olympic games in 1984 was a 

21 tremendous catalyst for a major overhaul of the airport, 

22 so could a bid for the Olympic games in 2024 be a 

23 catalyst for the airport again.  

24          So I am here just to let you know that this is 

25 being talked about.  It's not yet broken into the news, 
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1 but if it does and if we're successful, this could be 

2 something very significant for the airport.  

3          I would invite you to consider in your planning 

4 the date of 2024 as a deadline.  If there is an Olympic 

5 bid, an improved airport would obviously enhance it; but 

6 just as important, if there is an Olympic bid, it could 

7 be a tremendous catalyst for you and that deadline could 

8 be something that we could work together on.  

9          Thank you very much.  

10      MR. OSWALD:  Thank you very much.  

11          Kevin Norton?  

12      MR. NORTON:  Norton, with bad penmanship apparently.  

13          Kevin Norton, IBEW Local 11, Electrical Workers 

14 Union.  We represent about 500 workers who work at the 

15 airport on construction, as well as permanent employees 

16 of the airport.  We're also a community stakeholder and 

17 have an office at 8333 Airport Boulevard, right down the 

18 street in Westchester.  

19          LAX -- the modernization of LAX is critical.  

20 Anybody who does any air travel whatsoever would be 

21 hard-pressed to find an airport that is less impressive 

22 to a visitor than LAX, certainly not because of their 

23 lack of effort of the folks that run the airport, but 

24 because it's been very difficult to get any kind of 

25 modernization program under way with all of the 
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1 considerable lawsuits and opposition.  

2          The modernization program needs to move forward.  

3 We need to have jobs.  About several hundred thousand 

4 people rely on the airport, whether it's from cargo jobs, 

5 airport-related jobs, whatnot, construction jobs, 

6 permanent jobs at the airport.  It's critical for the 

7 area, for the region, and we really need a world-class 

8 airport.  

9          Los Angeles is one of the greatest cities in the 

10 world, but you would never know it if you flew into LAX.  

11 You'd -- again, you'd be hard-pressed to find a less 

12 impressive airport, less modern.  There's no connection 

13 to transit.  There needs to be a connection to the 

14 light-rail line and we need a modern LAX.  That's it.  

15      MR. OSWALD:  Thank you very much.  

16          So I've got Aaron Broderick, followed by 

17 Maria Sanchez -- and I'll need a Spanish translator for 

18 that, please -- as well as Jose Lobera, who's also 

19 requested a translation, please.  

20          Aaron?  

21      MR. BRODERICK:  Hello.  Aaron Broderick, IBEW, 

22 Local 11.  An apprenticeship just started for me.  My 

23 previous career, I did a lot of traveling with 

24 rock-and-roll bands and I traveled the world, five 

25 continents, 112 countries.  I've seen a lot of airports 
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1 and Los Angeles alone is a brilliant city, but to fly 

2 into it, it's somewhat tragic.  

3          I think modernization of Los Angeles Local 

4 International Airport would be great for the community, 

5 bring us up to date with the rest of the world and 

6 actually give us competitive value.  It's fairly 

7 difficult to look at it in its current state and see its 

8 value on an international level.  It's really just behind 

9 the times and modernization is key.  

10          Thank you.  

11      MR. OSWALD:  Thank you very much.  

12          Maria Sanchez.  We'll do simultaneous, three 

13 sentences or so.  Thank you, Maria.

14      MS. SANCHEZ:  Good evening.  My name is 

15 Maria Sanchez.  I have two children -- boys and two 

16 girls.  

17      MR. OSWALD:  Let her translate.

18      MS. SANCHEZ:  Good evening.  My name is Maria Sanchez 

19 and I am the mother of two boys and two girls.  I have 

20 been working for more than six years at the airport for 

21 the company SASIG (sic) and I've lived in the city of 

22 Compton for more than ten years.  

23          I am here to support the modernization of the 

24 airport and to let them know that hardworking people like 

25 myself could escape poverty thanks to contractors from 
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1 the airport -- 

2      UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  No.  Cannot.  

3      MS. SANCHEZ:  -- people like myself that will not be 

4 able to escape poverty thanks to contractors, the airport 

5 contractors that are violating the law.

6      MR. OSWALD:  So if I can just interrupt for a second, 

7 what I'd like to do, since this gentleman knows the 

8 content, maybe he can go ahead and do that, translate for 

9 her.  Thank you very much.  I'm so sorry.

10      UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  It's okay.  I'll do it.  

11      MR. OSWALD:  Thank you.  Go ahead.

12      MS. SANCHEZ:  Good evening.  My name is 

13 Maria Sanchez.  I am a mother of two -- two sons and two 

14 daughters.  I have more than six years working at the 

15 airport for the company ASIG and I have worked -- I lived 

16 and worked in the LAX area for ten years.  

17          I am here to support the modernization of LAX 

18 but to also let you know that there are many of us who 

19 can not escape poverty because of companies like Aviation 

20 Safeguards.  

21          It's important to know that -- so that everybody 

22 at the airport can prosper that LAWA needs to do 

23 something to protect the workers against some of these 

24 dirty and irresponsible contractors.  I only ask you this 

25 so that everybody can progress, workers and their 
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1 families as well.  

2          LAX could make new terminals.  LAX could fix the 

3 runways, but it is the workers that make the airport 

4 work.  If you want to, you could fix the outside and have 

5 a very nice-looking airport, but if you don't fix the 

6 issues with the contractors inside the airport, it will 

7 look beautiful on the outside, but it will be dirty on 

8 the inside.  

9          Thank you very much.  

10      MR. OSWALD:  My next speaker is Jose Lobera, followed 

11 by Brenda Underwood and Robbie Hunter.  

12          The upcoming speakers don't need to stand up.  

13 You guys can just wait in your chairs and approach the 

14 mike after the speakers.  Thank you.

15      MR. LOBERA:  I am Jose Lobera.  I am 77 years old.  I 

16 have worked at LAX for 32 years and I have done this for 

17 many years to support my family, my children, my wife, 

18 and my grandchildren, who I'm very proud of.  

19          I am a resident of the area of LAX and I work 

20 for a company called Aviation Safeguards, but it is 

21 difficult to sustain myself economically.  Like all the 

22 workers at the airport, I feel that the modernization of 

23 the airport could be something very positive.  I say that 

24 it could be something positive because I am worried that 

25 in the modernization of our airport, there is not enough 
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1 consideration to the health and safety and to the 

2 well-being of the workers in the airport.  

3          Nonetheless, I am here very faithfully saying 

4 that I am here to -- I am here to express support for the 

5 modernization of LAX, but only if it includes the thought 

6 to the prosperity of us, the workers at the airport.  

7          Part of the modernization of LAX should be the 

8 removal of irresponsible contractors who are currently 

9 operating at the airport.  Just such is the case of 

10 Aviation Safeguards, which owes 2.5 million dollars to 

11 our medical care.  They keep violating the living wage 

12 and they do not listen to federal agents that supervise 

13 work at the airport.  As long as you have contractors 

14 like this treating our contract like a joke, we can't 

15 talk about full prosperity.  

16          Thank you for your attention.  Together, 

17 employers, communities and workers can prosper.  

18          Thank you.  

19      MR. OSWALD:  Thank you very much.  

20          Brenda Underwood, followed by Robbie Hunter and 

21 then Michael Mitchell.  

22          Just to point out while our speakers are coming 

23 down, I'm sure you picked up this handout up in the 

24 front.  It gives you an overview of the open house 

25 stations, but beneath that it also provides information 
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1 where you can find the graphics that were in the open 

2 house.  You can go to the website underneath the tab 

3 "Resources" and you'll find pdf versions of all the 

4 graphics that were outside in our open house.  

5          I just also wanted to point out that we've got 

6 our final open house meeting tomorrow evening back at The 

7 Proud Bird, 5:30 to 8:00 p.m.  Again, that address is on 

8 the bottom of our sheet.  Tonight is our second of three.  

9          Okay.  Thank you very much.  

10          Brenda?  

11      MS. UNDERWOOD:  I'm mike shy, but it sounds like 

12 everybody is kind of thinking it's a good thing and it 

13 probably is, but I live in Manchester Square so I'll be 

14 uprooted and that's a scary thing.  

15          But in the meantime, I live there and the 

16 airport promised to water the place and I need it to be 

17 rehooked up and watered because it's been three years and 

18 they have not watered it.  

19          Also, we have a problem with -- there is 30 

20 people living in vehicles there, which is kind of getting 

21 a little out of control, and we'll see what's going to 

22 happen.  Okay.  Bye.  

23      MR. OSWALD:  Thank you very much.  

24          Our next speaker is Robbie Hunter, followed by 

25 Michael Mitchell and then I've got Greg Bashem.  I hope 
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1 that's correct.  Thank you.

2      MR. HUNTER:  My name is Robbie Hunter.  I'm the 

3 Executive Secretary of the Los Angeles and Orange County 

4 Construction Trades Council, and some of the comments are 

5 like to me sad.  It's not just about the construction 

6 jobs.  It's really the airport itself.  

7          LAX as it exists today is dysfunctional, 

8 antiquated.  It's unfriendly to the neighbors who 

9 surround it.  It's also unfriendly to the aviation 

10 industry.  

11          An LAX modernization program will cut congestion 

12 and pollution, runway work will make a safer airport for 

13 aviation, the central location of all the rental cars 

14 will relieve traffic and is a very welcome new fixture to 

15 the airport itself.  

16          Eventually, passengers will arrive at LAX by 

17 mass transit instead of automobile.  This will make the 

18 neighborhood around LAX more liveable.  We would like to 

19 see the transit lines go directly into the airport itself 

20 and we hope that that's going to be added to the plan.  

21          The environmental footprint of LAX will greatly 

22 be reduced by the new heating and air-conditioning and 

23 electrical systems that's being installed and we're glad 

24 to see that both from environmental aspects and for 

25 saving on electricity and water.  
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1          Thank you.  

2      MR. OSWALD:  Thank you very much.  

3          Next up --

4      MR. MITCHELL:  Hello.  I'm Michael Mitchell.  I own 

5 Mickey's Spaceship Shuttle.  We're a small scheduled 

6 service company in LAX.  

7          I represent like eight small companies, and we 

8 are very -- we go 35 miles before our first stop out of 

9 LAX.  The FlyAway has come in and it's lost 40 million 

10 dollars.  It's a complete failure except for the Valley, 

11 and they spent 6 million to make about $100,000 since 

12 2006 to come downtown, but this is owned really by an 

13 overseas company and that 60 million that actually went 

14 to the company and people paying that could have gone to 

15 local people here that are minorities, Super Shuttle and 

16 Prime Time and taxis and stuff.  The FlyAway's a 

17 completely ridiculous thing to have done in the first 

18 place, but everybody says it's losing 40 million and all 

19 this stuff but they can't stop it because it's all agreed 

20 to, which is -- Mr. Lawson says why we shouldn't keep 

21 doing something that's failing and that we have to keep 

22 doing this is ridiculous.  

23          But anyway, with the Plan, I'm for Plan 

24 Number 4.  Clifton Moore designed that airport 

25 exceptional.  He worked in the sewer all the way up to 
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1 where he drained the Richter and that's the best design 

2 you've got is Number 4.  And even -- see, those big 

3 companies from overseas, they've constantly tried to kick 

4 the little companies out that are local so that they 

5 don't have any competition and this intermodal facility 

6 outside is really part of that.  So if you do put the 

7 FlyAway and the Super Shuttle outside, let the small 

8 scheduled companies stay in the CTA and go around because 

9 we go 35 miles out, but the intermodal thing is a 

10 completely ridiculous design in the first place and it's 

11 in order to monopolize it for the overseas Fortune 500 

12 company that's come in here -- that calls itself Coach 

13 USA -- which is actually going to Bay State Worth, 

14 Limited (phonetic) overseas to Ireland, and it's hidden 

15 from you all.  

16          Thank you very much.  

17      MR. OSWALD:  Thank you very much.

18      MR. MITCHELL:  Sorry to intrude when you said my 

19 name.

20      MR. OSWALD:  No worries.  

21          Greg -- I'm hoping I'm getting it right.  Greg 

22 Bashem, followed by Michael Kelly and then Elsa 

23 O'Callaghan.

24      MR. BASHEM:  And you did pronounce that correct.  

25 Thank you.  

;J�;}J~
����
}
%

376



800-231-2682
Kennedy Court Reporters, Inc.

23

1          My name is Greg Bashem.  I'm with Teamsters 

2 Local 986 and our Local represents several hundred 

3 workers directly in LAX or at least around the LAX area 

4 doing business with LAX.  We represent airline pilots.  

5 We represent the jet mechanics.  We represent the 

6 customer service reps.  We represent jet refuelers.  We 

7 represent the shuttle drivers that take customers in and 

8 out of the airport, out to the remote parking lots and 

9 hotels and stuff.  We also represent the people that 

10 bring in the food for the flights, so -- and I'm sure I'm 

11 forgetting some others.  But we also represent 

12 construction workers, ready-mix drivers, people that 

13 would benefit by this modernization of the airport.  

14          The airline pilots are flying bigger and bigger 

15 jets and so those runways need to be expanded.  I'm not 

16 saying to, you know, encroach on housing and stuff like 

17 that.  I'm sure it can be done within the boundaries of 

18 LAX right now.  But they do need to make those runways 

19 bigger to support those larger jets.  That's a safety 

20 concern.  

21          The rental area would help in the congestion 

22 that's surrounding LAX by having people go to several 

23 different places to drop off cars.  

24          So you want to modernize LAX.  That builds jobs.  

25 Those jobs will improve the economy in Los Angeles, and 
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1 I'd like to see the Olympics here in 2024.  So please do 

2 whatever you can to start green-lighting these 

3 yellow-lighted projects.  

4          Thank you.  

5      MR. OSWALD:  Thank you very much.  

6          Next is Michael Kelly.  Again, Elsa O'Callaghan 

7 and then Liz Hosmer, please.

8      MR. KELLY:  Good evening.  Michael Kelly.  I'm the 

9 Executive Director for the L.A. Coalition for the Economy 

10 and Jobs.  

11          We're strongly committed to working with 

12 regional policy makers to produce economic and income 

13 growth for this region and we're particularly focused on 

14 our cities' chief economic assets such as LAX, the ports, 

15 and our transportation network because they are most 

16 closely linked to economic growth in today's 21st century 

17 economy.  

18          We're strongly supportive of L.A.'s current 

19 proposals to maintain and modernize LAX because, first 

20 and foremost, they're going to create a better 

21 environment with the airport's tens of thousands 

22 employees.  They can work more safely and efficiently in 

23 meeting demands of a rising consumer demand to travel and 

24 trade grids and services around the world.  

25          You know, secondly and more specifically, a 
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1 realignment of the North Airfield, the building of the 

2 consolidated rental car facility and an automated people 

3 mover are all economically justified projects that are 

4 going to create tens of thousands of jobs.  They're going 

5 to support new trade and tourism opportunities, improve 

6 the air quality in surrounding communities and throughout 

7 the region.  

8          Most importantly, these projects are going to 

9 create a safer airport that's going to connect all of us 

10 to our family and friends around the world.  

11          As we all know, the majority of the time, LAX is 

12 the very first impression of L.A. that California 

13 travelers see and experience.  

14          Since roughly three-fourths of the world's 

15 purchasing power and almost 95 percent of the world's 

16 consumers are outside of the United States, L.A. should 

17 be our region's global business card that truly 

18 symbolizes our standing as a leading economic opportunity 

19 in the 21st century.  

20          Thank you.

21      MR. OSWALD:  Thank you very much.  

22          Next up, Elsa O'Callaghan, Liz Hosmer, and then 

23 Kathryn Evans.

24      MS. O'CALLAGHAN:  Hi, everyone.  My name is Elsa and 

25 I love L.A. except that our airport is super depressing.  
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1 I'm really excited to be here tonight to talk about 

2 modernization but specifically to support Alternatives 2 

3 and 9.  

4          An independent study from NASA has shown that no 

5 increased separation of the runways in the North Airfield 

6 is needed for safety and also maintains that there is no 

7 compelling case on safety grounds alone for reconfiguring 

8 the airfield.  The North Airfield should instead be 

9 adjusted, combining Alternative 2 and Alternative 9.  

10          Appendix F2 of the Specific Plan Amendment Study 

11 shows that Alternative 2 will reduce delays more than any 

12 other alternative.  The same appendix displays 

13 Alternative 2 creating the highest operational 

14 efficiency.  The Draft Environmental Impact Study 

15 additionally concludes that Alternative 2 would have the 

16 lowest environmental impact.  These two alternatives will 

17 further provide long-term, sustainable and diverse job 

18 growth, which is super important, to the residents of the 

19 city.  Other alternatives do not provide the same 

20 investment in long-term jobs.  

21          So, listen, we're all really excited to make 

22 these changes to LAX to make it more functional for 

23 Los Angeles residents and our visitors.  We should really 

24 make this change that we are proud of that serves the 

25 community the best, creates jobs, and is super awesome.  
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1 Alternative 2 and Alternative 9 are the best ways to make 

2 this happen.  

3          Thank you.  

4      MR. OSWALD:  Thank you, Elsa.  

5          Liz Hosmer, Scott Evans and then Robert Amano.

6      MS. HOSMER:  Hi.  My name is Liz and I'm a resident 

7 of Los Angeles.  

8          This community wants a modernized, revitalized 

9 LAX that it can be proud of.  Alternative 2 combined with 

10 Alternative 9 meets the SPAS goals by combining airfield, 

11 terminal, and transportation improvements.        

12 Alternative 2 is a superior alternative in regard to 

13 operational efficiency and it also has the least 

14 environmental impact.  

15          An independent study conducted by NASA has shown 

16 that no increased separation of the runways in the North 

17 Airfield is needed for safety.  

18          Jobs are very important and LAX is a huge engine 

19 of economic growth in the Los Angeles region.  It is 

20 important that the alternatives show and support 

21 long-term, sustainable and diverse job growth.        

22          Honestly, an alternative that is too focused on 

23 airfield improvements alone will only create short-term, 

24 construction-focused jobs, not what we need to support in 

25 long-range planning.  Please consider Alternative 2 
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1 combined with Alternative 9.  

2          Thank you.  

3      MR. OSWALD:  Thank you.  

4          Kathryn Evans, followed by Scott Evans and then 

5 Robert Amano, please.  

6          Kathryn Evans?  

7          While we have a slight pause, I just wanted to 

8 once again remind you tonight is our second of three.  

9 Tomorrow night we're back at the Proud Bird, 5:30 to 

10 8:00 p.m., and we hope that if you need to come back, you 

11 can join us tomorrow night.

12      MS. EVANS:  Hello.  My name is Kathryn Evans.  I'm a 

13 resident of Westchester and I'm a local leader also of 

14 the Neighborhood Council of Westchester/Playa, and a 

15 member of the Airport Relations Committee.  

16          I am very excited about the possibility of 

17 modernization and improvement at LAX.  After considering 

18 the possible options for improvements, I'm excited to 

19 support a combination of Alternative 2 and Alternative 9 

20 for the following reasons:  The combination of 

21 Alternative 2 and Alternative 9 fulfills SPAS goals to 

22 have airfield, terminal, and transportation improvements.  

23          The analysis in the DEIR and supporting 

24 documents show Alternative 2 to be superior to all others 

25 in airport operational efficiency.  Appendix F2 of the 
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1 LAX SPAS report shows that Alternative 2 reduces delays 

2 by 1.7 hours each day compared to the next most efficient 

3 alternative.  

4          Analysis in the DEIR also shows Alternative 2 to 

5 be the superior alternative when air quality and 

6 environmental impacts are considered.  Only Alternative 4 

7 gets minimal improvements with lower conceptual emissions 

8 than Alternative 2, and Alternative 2 would have lower 

9 aircraft emissions than Alternatives 1, 3, 4, 5, 6 and 7.  

10          In addition, Alternative 2 has less than half 

11 the amortized total greenhouse gas emissions than any 

12 other alternative that includes airfield improvements.  

13          An independent evaluation by NASA has shown that 

14 no increased separation of the runways is needed to allow 

15 for safe operation of all aircraft at LAX.  

16          The review panel said that it does not see a 

17 compelling reason on safety grounds alone for 

18 reconfiguring the North Airfield and that because the 

19 baseline will only pose a risk that is so low, they said 

20 reducing the risk further is of limited practical 

21 importance.  

22          Jobs are very important and LAX is a huge engine 

23 of economic growth in the Los Angeles region and it is 

24 important that the alternatives chosen support long-term, 

25 sustainable and diverse job growth.  Alternatives 2 and 9 
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1 do this.  

2          As the first line of welcome to travelers of 

3 Los Angeles, I want to see a modern, state-of-the-art LAX 

4 connected to a leading transportation system so that we 

5 can reclaim the title of the nation's number one 

6 origination/destination and third-busiest airport in the 

7 country.  Selecting Alternative 2 and Alternative 9 will 

8 be a solid investment in the Los Angeles regional economy 

9 and result in an airport that we can all be proud of.

10      MR. OSWALD:  Thank you very much.  

11          Scott Evans, followed by Robert Amano and then 

12 Jonathan Gaat.  

13      MR. EVANS:  Good evening.  My name is Scott Evans and 

14 I am a member of the Westchester LAX community.  

15          In my line of work, I travel through LAX at 

16 least once a month.  I've seen what works at the best 

17 airports around the world and, frankly, LAX is an 

18 embarrassment.  I wholeheartedly support LAWA's efforts 

19 to improve the airport and passenger experience.  

20          As a taxpayer and a frequent customer of the 

21 airport, however, I believe improvements should be 

22 efficient and effective use of funds.  Alternatives 2 and 

23 9 in the SPAS report will provide the greatest benefit 

24 per dollar spent.  According to LAWA's own studies, 

25 moving the North Runway is an unnecessary expense.  
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1          A NASA study Commissioned by LAWA found that the 

2 North Airfield is, quote, "extremely safe in its current 

3 configuration."  Alternative 2's taxiway improvements 

4 will make it even safer.  LAWA recently released the 

5 Environmental Impact Report, which reaches similar 

6 conclusions.  They found Alternative 2 will have lower 

7 aircraft emissions than all other airfield-including 

8 alternatives and lower construction emissions than all 

9 but Alternative 4, which does simply nothing.  

10          Alternative 2 would even lower aircraft 

11 emissions from today's levels, something that no other 

12 alternative does.  The SPAS report, likewise, shows that 

13 Alternative 2, without moving the runways, is the most 

14 operational and efficient option, reducing delays more 

15 than any other alternative.  

16          We've heard a lot about jobs this evening.  

17 Let's be clear.  All of these alternatives will create 

18 jobs.  The question we must ask is, "Which will provide 

19 good and sustainable jobs and not just temporary work?"  

20 Alternatives 2 and 9 create both short-term and long-term 

21 jobs that will better benefit the community and regional 

22 economy.  

23          Everybody agrees that LAX needs to be fixed.  

24 Doing so will cost billions of dollars and that money 

25 needs to be spent wisely.  Alternatives 2 and 9 are the 
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1 most operationally efficient and environmentally 

2 friendly.  They improve safety, they improve the 

3 passenger experience, and they create good, sustainable 

4 jobs.  They are the most effective use of funds and will 

5 provide the greatest benefit to the airport, the 

6 customer, the community, and the economy.  

7          Thank you.  

8      MR. OSWALD:  Thank you.  

9          Robert Amano.  Jonathan Gaat.

10      MR. AMANO:  Robert Amano, Executive Director for 

11 Hotel Association of Los Angeles, representing the 

12 lodging industry here in the Greater Los Angeles region.

13          How do hotels tie into this formula?  The 

14 statistics are staggering or sometimes hard to define at 

15 least, but what is easily obvious and easy to understand 

16 is that our primary facilities at LAX serves as a gateway 

17 to the world.  

18          Tourism is a global industry.  Not only does the 

19 airport provide accommodations to our national and 

20 domestic travelers, but we are the doormat, welcome mat 

21 for millions of tourists and visitors from around the 

22 globe annually, not to mention the tons of air, freight, 

23 and cargo which passes through our terminals.  

24          Our hotels remain competitive and rely heavily 

25 on major meetings and conventions to fill our rooms; 
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1 hence, the competitive infrastructure required for that 

2 is the Convention Center.  LAX is no exception to the 

3 avid competition, which currently airport facilities 

4 locally, nationally, and globally are remodeling or 

5 remodernizing.  Other airports are being constantly 

6 upgraded, enhanced facilities off of rebranded strategies 

7 and state-of-the-art technology and trend-setting 

8 services to attract not only the airline services, but to 

9 provide the ambient hospitality experience to the 

10 travelers.  

11          It's been almost, I would say, three decades 

12 until the recent TBIT changes of modernization.  So 

13 within that time, you know, LAX has never seen a 

14 meaningful upgrade.  It's about time.  The time is now.  

15 Otherwise, we're going to miss the flight into sustaining 

16 the City's visibility and vitality as an attractive 

17 building and tourism destination.  

18          Thank you.  

19      MR. OSWALD:  Thank you.  

20          Jonathan Gaat, followed by Ruben Gonzalez, 

21 Richard Lambres.

22      MR. GAAT:  Good evening.  My name is Jonathan Gatt.  

23 I live in West L.A. and I'm here tonight representing no 

24 one other than myself.  I use the airport every month and 

25 one in every four or five trips is an international trip, 
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1 but I usually come in through the Bradley building.  I 

2 think obviously there's consensus here tonight -- I think 

3 there's a consensus with anyone who's ever used the 

4 airport even once that it is time to do something and 

5 just about anything from the user perspective would be 

6 welcome.  

7          Looking at some of these alternatives, I'm not 

8 going to try and say that I'm an expert on these sort of 

9 things, but I have seen consolidated rental facilities 

10 pop up at airports around the country and around the 

11 world.  Again, as someone who rents cars at airports, 

12 that seems to work pretty well and the hodgepodge of 

13 facilities that we have near LAX is not particularly 

14 functional.  I would welcome more mass transit links to 

15 the airport, although I doubt that many of my fellow 

16 Angelinos actually know what a bus is.  

17          Now, just in closing, let me just say this:  I 

18 picked up my mother, who came here from New York last 

19 week, at the airport and as we were turning onto 

20 Sepulveda heading towards where I live in West L.A., my 

21 mother looks over at me and says just out of the blue, 

22 "You know, Jon, Kennedy isn't so bad these days."  Now, 

23 if that's not a wake-up calls, ladies and gentlemen, I 

24 don't know what is.  

25          Thank you.  
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1      MR. OSWALD:  Thank you very much.  

2          Ruben Gonzalez, Richard Lambres, and then 

3 Robert Rodine --

4      MR. RODINE:  R-o-d-i-n-e.  Rodine.

5      MR. OSWALD:  Rodine.  Thank you very much.  

6          I apologize.

7          Go ahead, Ruben Gonzalez.  Excuse me.  Proceed.

8      MR. GONZALEZ:  Thank you very much.  My name is 

9 Ruben Gonzalez.  I'm with the L.A. Area Chamber of 

10 Commerce.  I am going to read into the record a letter on 

11 behalf of The Boeing Company.  

12               "Boeing's Commercial Airplane Division 

13          manufactures the 747-800, the largest 

14          commercial aircraft built in the 

15          United States and the longest passenger 

16          aircraft in the world.  The 747-800 has a 

17          wingspan of 224 feet, 7 inches, and is 250 

18          feet, 2 inches, in length.  This aircraft 

19          requires a Group VI airfield.  

20               "Currently, Boeing customers have begun 

21          flying 747-800s into Los Angeles 

22          International Airport, which is not a 

23          Group VI airfield, nor is it even a Group V 

24          airfield in all weather conditions.  

25          Operating a 747-800 today at LAX requires 
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1          special airfield operational accommodations.  

2          LAX will continue to see more and more 

3          747-800s, as Boeing has had a robust sale of 

4          these aircraft worldwide; and as a major 

5          international hub, we anticipate a number of 

6          these aircraft transiting through LAX.  

7               "We recently reviewed a report which 

8          stated that the Los Angeles International 

9          Airport generated 37.9 billion dollars in 

10          direct economic impact to the Southern 

11          California economy.  This underlines the 

12          importance of commercial aviation from 

13          international trade to passenger spending.  

14          Given this background, we have a significant 

15          interest in the current Specific Plan 

16          Amendment Study process under way at LAX and 

17          specifically the reconfiguration of the 

18          North Airfield.  

19               "Boeing urges Los Angeles Airport and 

20          City officials to select the necessary 

21          alternatives under SPAS to make LAX a 

22          Group V and Group VI airfield in all weather 

23          conditions.  We understand that to do this 

24          requires moving the northern runway closer 

25          to existing businesses and residents.  We 
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1          trust that the City will work to find a 

2          balance with these interests while ensuring 

3          that LAX doesn't lose its position as a 

4          major international airport able to 

5          accommodate the world's newest aircraft.  

6               "Sincerely, Shaunta Hyde, Director, 

7          Global Aviation Policy, Boeing Commercial 

8          Airplanes."  

9          Thank you.  

10      MR. OSWALD:  Thank you very much.  

11          Richard Lambres, Robert Rodine, and then 

12 Denny Schneider.

13      MR. LAMBRES:  Thank you.  Good evening.  Richard 

14 Lambres.  I'm the Managing Director of the Southern 

15 California Leadership Council.  It's a pleasure to be 

16 here tonight.  

17          Our organization includes membership -- our 

18 membership includes three former California governors, 

19 Governors Davis, Deukmejian, and Wilson, and our 

20 organization is a nonpartisan, nonprofit partnership 

21 focused on the long-term issues of Southern California, 

22 specifically issues that affect our economic development, 

23 job creation, and quality of life.  And we have the 

24 pleasure often that other organizations don't, to be able 

25 to look at the long term and when you look at the long 
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1 term for our region, it's essential that we have a 

2 modernized LAX.  It's critical.  

3          In fact, there is no business -- it would be 

4 hard to find a business in our region that is not 

5 benefited by a highly-effective, well-functioning 

6 Los Angeles International Airport.  

7          The economic impacts have already been stated 

8 well by both the labor and business community.  I would 

9 just add a couple thoughts.  One is competitiveness.  We 

10 sometimes think in Southern California that certain 

11 industries are sort of insulated from competitiveness.  

12 We thought that about film and television and now we find 

13 production moving throughout the world.  

14          We're currently challenged in the same way with 

15 our ports.  You know, we've had a new challenge because 

16 of the expansion of the Panama Canal and now we're seeing 

17 the same thing with air travel and goods movement and 

18 what is going on with our international airport.  So it's 

19 critically important that we never lose sight of 

20 competitiveness, and that's where the long-term vision 

21 comes in.  You've embarked on a long-term planning 

22 process.  To your credit, you've done it well.  You've 

23 taken your time.  We support your process and we 

24 encourage you to move rapidly to completion of the 

25 process and move forward with the modernization that LAX 
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1 needs.  We know it will be critically important for the 

2 long-term benefit of our region, so thank you.  

3      MR. OSWALD:  Thank you.  

4          Robert Rodine, followed by Denny Schneider and 

5 then David Herbst.

6      MR. RODINE:  I'm Robert Rodine.  My firm is The 

7 Polaris Group.  I'm speaking on behalf of myself and the 

8 Valley Industry and Commerce Association tonight.  

9          In an April 2012 survey performed by Travel and 

10 Leisure Magazine, LAX ranked one above the anchor in the 

11 survey for La Guardia Airport.  In this ranking of 22 

12 airports, LAX was ranked at the bottom of the list for 

13 impression of safety standards, 21st in terms of security 

14 and check-in and cleanliness, and was generally 

15 characterized as worn out, having outdated 

16 infrastructure, and being overcrowded and subject to 

17 delays.  We need to step up and make LAX modernization 

18 our mantra, not just in appearance, but in functionality 

19 as well.  

20          In the words of Commissioner Torres-Gil, we 

21 can't forget that we are not just serving the community 

22 and stakeholders around the airport.  LAX is serving 

23 20-million-plus residents in Southern California as well 

24 as uncounted millions that depend on us internationally 

25 and this airport is critical as an economic engine.  
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1          The June 18, 2012 SPAS report to the DOAC 

2 enumerated seven integrated and stand-alone airfield 

3 alternatives.  Alternative Number 5 was noted as being 

4 the one that does the most in meeting all planning 

5 objectives to the greatest extent.  Alternative 5 -- it 

6 is my request that Alternative 5 be designated as the 

7 preferred alternative in the Final EIR.  

8          Thank you.  

9      MR. OSWALD:  Thank you very much.  

10      MR. RODINE:  Thank you.  

11      MR. OSWALD:  Denny Schneider, David Herbst, and then 

12 Tim McOsker.

13      MR. SCHNEIDER:  I'm Denny Schneider speaking to you 

14 as president of ARSAC and we've been working to have the 

15 airport fixed for years.  LAX is unfriendly on several 

16 levels:  getting to it, getting through it, getting out 

17 of it, and navigating the terminals in between.  This 

18 Master Plan is a failure in fully solving those issues.  

19 It does help and we need to get moving, many years ago 

20 and now.  

21          Now, I support and we support Alternative 2 for 

22 three reasons:  It's the lowest cost, it results in the 

23 most efficient aircraft ground movement, and it is 

24 labeled the environmentally superior.  And I can go on 

25 into all the other issues, including the fact that you 
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1 need to make sure that the train goes into the airport, 

2 that you have mass transit in general to support this and 

3 avoid gridlock; but most of all, we need the most bang 

4 for our buck and there is never going to be enough money 

5 to do everything and you need to set your priorities.  

6          The priorities must be as shown in Number 2, 

7 that you're going to fix the taxiways, that you're going 

8 to fix the terminals, and economic studies show that 80 

9 percent -- I'm sorry -- 8 times better jobs and 

10 improvements by doing those land-side projects.  

11          Now, there's no reason why some of those 

12 couldn't have been started many years ago and I just want 

13 to urge you to get going and do it already.  

14          I'm not going to harp on the issues of what it 

15 does to the local communities, because it really is a 

16 regional issue and if you do the wrong choices, it's 

17 going to affect everybody and that's why I'm so strongly 

18 telling you that we've dodged a bullet before.  With the 

19 earthquakes a couple weeks ago, they were small ones.  If 

20 it's a big one, we're in trouble.  So, please, get on 

21 with it.  

22      MR. OSWALD:  Thank you.  

23          David Herbst, followed by Tim McOsker and then 

24 Craig Eggers.  

25      MR. HERBST:  Good evening.  My name is David Herbst.  
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1 I'm Chief Corporate Officer of Mercury Air Group and the 

2 past chairman of the Board of Westchester LAX Chamber of 

3 Commerce, which is now the LAX Coastal Chamber.  

4          I have been a Westchester/Playa del Rey resident 

5 since 1987.  Mercury has continually operated at LAX 

6 since 1955.  My company will not profit from any decision 

7 that follows the SPAS.  

8          I'm here today to speak in support of SPAS and 

9 specifically to ensure that the North Airfield is finally 

10 configured in such a way as to accommodate the next 

11 generation of longer and wider aircraft.  It's hard to 

12 believe that LAX doesn't operate as a fully functional, 

13 approved Group V airport under FAA guidelines when there 

14 are Group VI aircraft landing there today.  LAX 

15 modernization needs to include its North Airfield.  

16          My family and I live in Westchester.  We bought 

17 our home.  We remodeled it there, knowing we're next to 

18 one of the nation's largest airports.  If the North 

19 Airway is moved 350 feet, it stays within the existing 

20 fence line.  LAX is not talking about moving a runway to 

21 Manchester Boulevard, and moving a runway within LAX's 

22 footprint to me is not expansion.  It's part of 

23 modernization.  

24          I have worked hard to make Westchester a great 

25 place to live.  I don't want to see LAX stomp out our 
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1 community and I can support SPAS including moving the 

2 runway because I know it will not have the devastating 

3 effects some claim; and by making a decision, we can 

4 finally move on with our lives and allow LAX to have an 

5 airport that works for the next 50 years.  

6          Thank you.  

7      MR. OSWALD:  Thank you.  

8          Tim McOsker, followed by Craig Eggers and then 

9 Stephen Jackson.

10      MR. MC OSKER:  Good evening.  Tim McOsker, 

11 Mayer Brown law firm.  I am an attorney here at downtown.  

12 I have no clients or financial interest or business 

13 related to this topic.  I'm actually here as the past 

14 chair of the Central City Association and one of the 

15 members of the Coalition, one of the charter members of 

16 the Coalition urging you to move forward with 

17 modernization of the airport.  

18          I also have had a small role over the years in 

19 City government, in that I had the pleasure of serving 

20 Mayor Hahn; and before serving Mayor Hahn, I had the 

21 pleasure of being in the City Attorney's office being an 

22 attorney to Mayor Riordan, and another story here is that 

23 the great Mayor Riordan worked very hard on this issue.  

24 My boss and friend, Mayor Hahn, worked very hard on this 

25 issue, and I really commend you and everyone working with 
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1 Gina Marie Lindsey and with Mayor Villaraigosa to bring 

2 this modernization to a reality.  It's really, really 

3 very important.  

4          Not only from my CCA perspective is this 

5 important for economic development and for jobs and to 

6 bring our airport and our region forward and to remain, 

7 you know, on the cutting edge and on the rim of this -- 

8 of the Pacific; but this is also very, very important 

9 environmentally.  I mean, you are going to be creating, 

10 you know, safety with separation of the airport.  We're 

11 going to be creating opportunities to deal with traffic 

12 and congestion and I really commend everyone involved in 

13 this effort on behalf of CCA.  

14          I thank you and I urge you to move forward.  

15      MR. OSWALD:  Thank you.  

16          Craig Eggers, Stephen Jackson, and then 

17 Karen Kanter.  

18          I'll point out that these are the last five 

19 speakers for the evening.  Those of you who would still 

20 like to make a comment, we still have additional comment 

21 cards outside at the comments station.  If we do finish 

22 early, we will resume the open house, allowing you all to 

23 go back out, take a look at the information graphics if 

24 you like.  

25          So with that, Craig Eggers.
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1      MR. EGGERS:  Thank you.  My name is Craig Eggers.  

2 I'm a 30-year resident of Playa del Rey.  I serve on the 

3 Neighborhood Council of Westchester/Playa and I chair our 

4 Airport Relations Committee.  I'm speaking here today to 

5 support both Alternatives 2 and 9.  These alternatives 

6 will bring billions of dollars in investment to LAX and 

7 the surrounding areas of the City of Los Angeles.  

8          Alts 2 and 9 combined are the most affordable, 

9 cost-effective design option that ensures the capacity 

10 needs of the airport are ready to serve both the economy 

11 and tourism well in the future.  Alts 2 and 9 will 

12 provide substantial permanent benefit, long-term jobs by 

13 modernizing the passenger facilities and transport 

14 systems.  

15          Alts 2 and 9 do allow for safe airfield 

16 operations at LAX and Alt 2 is superior when it comes to 

17 the operational efficiency of the airport, and that's per 

18 your EIR, as well as demonstrated as the 

19 environmentally superior alternative EIR as well.  Alt 9 

20 reduces central terminal traffic and creates a 

21 consolidated rental car facility on property that's 

22 already owned by LAWA.  

23          Our Neighborhood Council is hosting a community 

24 town hall meeting on September 27th at 7:00 p.m.  It will 

25 be held in the auditorium at Westchester Enriched Science 
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1 Magnet School, a.k.a. Westchester High School, and our 

2 moderator will be Richard Katz.  

3          So today I want to personally invite Gina Marie 

4 Lindsey and her LAWA team to join us -- that's all of you 

5 guys.  I'm also extending an invitation to our electeds, 

6 including Councilman Rosendahl; Congresswomen Waters and 

7 Hahn, Senators Feinstein and Boxer; Supervisors Knabe and 

8 Ridley-Thomas; Representatives Lieu and Bradford, and any 

9 other concerned elected that might be interested.  And we 

10 don't want to forget that we are also inviting our 

11 Mayoral candidates for their input as well.  

12          We are the first line of welcome through Bradley 

13 to Los Angeles and we want to see a modern, 

14 state-of-the-art LAX connected to reenriched transport 

15 system so we can reclaim the title as nation's number one 

16 origination/destination airport, one that as neighbors we 

17 can be proud of.  

18          Thank you.  

19      MR. OSWALD:  Thank you.  

20          Stephen Jackson, Karen Kanter, Jacqueline 

21 Hamilton, and then so far our last speaker is 

22 Jim Ouellet.  

23      MR. JACKSON:  Thank you.  

24          Good evening.  I'm Stephen Jackson.  I'm a 

25 citizen of over 30 years of Los Angeles.  I continue to 
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1 play docent to the continuing stream of visitors of 

2 family and friends who keep visiting me.  

3          My comments are basically transit related.  

4 Direct, dependable transportation to and from LAX is 

5 imperative for this city and it's long overdue.  I love 

6 Los Angeles.  We're a world-class city with a very busy 

7 airport that's working toward being first class itself.  

8          Cars have long been the dominant mode of 

9 transportation and we all know who how minor incident on 

10 the 405, the 105, or any connecting freeway can ruin the 

11 best-laid plans.  Even on off hours it's not safe.  I 

12 once landed at 12:30 a.m., figured a straight shot on the 

13 405 would get me home, but no.  There was an incident and 

14 I didn't get home until the middle of the morning.  

15          The existing transit options for getting to and 

16 from LAX are much improved over what they were in years 

17 past.  The FlyAway buses are excellent, but they are 

18 susceptible to the vagaries of our famous L.A. traffic.  

19 The Green Line avoids traffic, but it only goes near the 

20 airport and the subsequent shuttle vans have to navigate 

21 the same upper- and lower-level terminal congestion as 

22 everyone else.  

23          As well, unless one lives near a Green Line 

24 station, connection from other transit routes is 

25 required, making a rail trip from popular destinations 
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1 such as Hollywood a multiple-transfer and time-consuming 

2 affair.  I doubt that any of this is news to anyone in 

3 this room, nor is the fact that in most of the 

4 world-class cities, there exist very efficient and 

5 reliable transit from downtown to the airports.  

6 New York, Boston, Washington National, Chicago come to 

7 mind.  Even smaller cities such as St. Louis, 

8 Philadelphia, and Baltimore have direct rail access to 

9 their airports.  

10          I'm going to cut to the chase because I'm 

11 running out of time.  All the options for transit 

12 improvements are valid, but whichever one is chosen must 

13 have direct, dedicated rights-of-way into the airport or 

14 they're going to be stuck in traffic like everyone else.  

15          Thank you.

16      MR. OSWALD:  Thank you.  

17          Karen Kanter, Jacqueline Hamilton and our last 

18 speaker, Jim Ouellet.  

19      MS. KANTER:  Good evening.  My name is Karen Kanter 

20 and I'm a long-time resident of Playa del Rey.  I'm 

21 imploring LAWA to improve LAX by using Alternative 2.  

22          What I think that we heard here tonight is that 

23 there is many, many areas of agreement of what needs to 

24 be done at LAX and the surrounding communities completely 

25 agree that, as Denny says, it needs to be modernized.  
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1          What we are adamantly opposed to, those of us 

2 who live in the Westchester/Playa del Rey area, is moving 

3 the northern runway closer to our business and our 

4 residential community.  It has been shown over and over 

5 and over and over again that there is no compelling 

6 safety issue to demand the movement of the northern 

7 runway.  

8          By insisting that it be proven that there is no 

9 safety issue, we have been called NIMBYs, those of us who 

10 live in the community.  Moving the northern runway will 

11 disrupt the Westchester business community, threaten six 

12 neighboring schools, pose a threat to the health and the 

13 mental well-being of the surrounding communities, as well 

14 as subject an already beleaguered community with 

15 additional congestion and traffic, all of this to 

16 accommodate less than two percent of flights envisioned 

17 for years from now.  For pointing this out, people keep 

18 calling us NIMBYs.  

19          If anyone wonders why the middle class is being 

20 hollowed out in the City of Los Angeles, this is a prime 

21 example.  To insist that the northern runway be moved 

22 closer to business and residential communities is an 

23 attack on a middle class neighborhood by an unholy 

24 alliance.  We are being told over and over again that our 

25 neighborhood interests in our health, our safety, and our 
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1 quality of life doesn't matter and is a testament to our 

2 selfish and unsophisticated interests.  

3          Unlike those who are seeking to move the runway 

4 north, none of us who are here to oppose the movement of 

5 the north runway have a financial interest in doing so.  

6 Are community concerns of less value because we are 

7 middle class neighbors instead of hired guns?  It has 

8 often been said that your rights end at my nose.  There 

9 is simply no compelling reason to further degrade my 

10 community when there are other acceptable alternatives 

11 like Alternative 2.

12      MR. OSWALD:  Thank you very much.  

13          Jacqueline Hamilton, followed by Jim Ouellet, 

14 please.  

15      MS. HAMILTON:  I'm Jacqueline Hamilton of the 

16 Tuskegee Airmen organization and other organizations.  I 

17 actually moved to the Manchester Square area of LAX 

18 during 2001 and lived there until 2006.  At that time, I 

19 was working for a company called Unicom Systems, 

20 Incorporated and moved to the area -- actually, relocated 

21 to the area -- because we were also doing a time share 

22 with a company called Axiom.  And working for Unicom 

23 Systems, Incorporated, I worked as a manager, software 

24 engineer, and also a consultant working on merger and 

25 acquisitions projects.  

;J�;}J~
����
}
%

383



800-231-2682
Kennedy Court Reporters, Inc.

51

1          During this time, there was a mural painted at 

2 LAX with each of the Tuskegee Airmen, which included my 

3 father and his military group, and this was painted by 

4 Stan Stokes, commissioned by the City of Los Angeles 

5 Cultural Affairs Department.  I state this because I know 

6 there were revenues generated in regards to that mural.  

7          The problem was that several of us who lived in 

8 the Manchester Square area were severely victimized by 

9 crime, which included illegal stalking, harassment, 

10 theft, mail fraud, identity theft, criminal identity 

11 theft, and other crimes.  

12          During this time, I was in contact with an 

13 officer by the name of Thomas Wigs (phonetic).  I hear he 

14 is retired from LAPD, so I am seeking other officers who 

15 handled some of the crimes that we were victimized by in 

16 living in the Manchester Square area.  

17          As the other woman spoke, there were people 

18 living in cars, trying to reside in empty vacant 

19 apartment buildings that are now demolished, and we need 

20 to know the status of all of that.  I also speak because 

21 I was also falsely accused of having a bomb in one of my 

22 bags in the downtown area in October of 2007.  These are 

23 ongoing crimes that a lot of us are being victimized by 

24 in living in the Manchester Square area.  

25          I think the airport should be redesigned.  We 
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1 should go ahead with the project, especially in the 

2 Manchester Square area, because a lot of us were 

3 victimized and we don't know why.  

4          Thank you.  

5      MR. OSWALD:  Thank you very much.  

6          And our final speaker for the evening is 

7 Jim Ouellet.  

8      MR. OUELLET:  Good evening.  My name is Jim Ouellet.  

9 I'm a resident of Playa del Rey.  I want to encourage 

10 L.A. World Airports and the City to pursue Alternative 2, 

11 which would leave the northernmost runway in place but 

12 improve the exits from the runway.  

13          At an estimated cost of 205 million for airfield 

14 improvements, Alternative 2 is the most cost-effective 

15 means of improving the efficiency of airfield operations.  

16 Pursuing Alternative 2 allows L.A. World Airports to 

17 focus money where it will get the most bang for the buck 

18 on improving the terminals and moving passengers quickly 

19 and comfortably on to their destinations.  

20          I've been trying to do a little math to figure 

21 out how many years it will take before improvements and 

22 efficiency from the various runway alternatives will pay 

23 off the cost of the improvements.  However, in the 30 

24 summer days since the proposal was released, I've been 

25 unable to find any place in the 6,000-page EIR where L.A. 
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1 World Airports estimates how much money can be saved each 

2 year by improvements in efficiency under the various 

3 alternative proposals.  

4          LAWA's rough estimate of the cost of moving the 

5 northernmost runway further north runs from 517 million 

6 to 717 million.  Add in a few hundred million for 

7 rerouting and tunneling Lincoln Boulevard and you could 

8 be looking at a tab of a billion dollars.  

9          The 2010 North Airfield Safety Study by NASA and 

10 a team of university professors estimated that LAX might 

11 save 15 million per year in improved operational 

12 efficiency by moving the northernmost runway further 

13 north.  Recouping 700 million to 1 billion at the rate of 

14 15 million per year means that moving the runway could 

15 take 50 to 65 years just to break even.  Folks, we don't 

16 even invest in our children with that kind of time line.  

17      MR. OSWALD:  Thank you very much.  

18          All right.  Well, that brings to a close our 

19 public comments section.  I do want to encourage 

20 everyone, if you haven't already, to submit your written 

21 comments outside.  We have -- outside at the open house, 

22 we have four different areas where you can fill these 

23 out.  We still have a videographer outside willing to 

24 take another two minutes from you if you so choose, as 

25 well as an audio recorder.  We also have a place where 

;J�;}J~
����
}
%

800-231-2682
Kennedy Court Reporters, Inc.

54

1 you can type in your comments.  We are trying to gather 

2 all those comments as part of the Draft EIR process.  

3          I'll also call your attention to our summary 

4 booklet.  The summary booklet just gives you an overview 

5 of some of the process as well as the alternatives; and I 

6 think as I mentioned before, we also have -- it's listed 

7 here, the URLs for the website that has all -- a pdf of 

8 all the boards that are in our open house.  

9          I want to thank you very much for coming out.  

10 And for those of you who will be joining us tomorrow, 

11 we'll see you tomorrow at the Proud Bird.  

12          Thank you very much for coming.  Good evening.  

13          (Proceedings concluded at 7:35 p.m.)
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1     Los Angeles, California, Wednesday, August 29, 2012

2                          6:15 p.m.

3

4

5      THE MODERATOR:  Good evening, everyone.  My name is 

6 Jim Oswald.  And I'm working with the LAWA staff to help 

7 facilitate our open houses, and our public meetings.  

8           This is our third meeting.  We had our First one 

9 last Saturday here at the Proud Bird.  Last evening, we were 

10 at Central Library in the Mark Taper Auditorium, for Number 

11 2.  And this is our Third and final open house and public 

12 meeting associated with the Draft EIR for the LAX SPAS 

13 project.  

14           Also, I'm very excited that you're here this 

15 evening.  We've got a great turnout.  Our staff has done a 

16 great job this evening giving us information at the open 

17 sections.  

18           I wanted just to alert you to a couple of items.  

19 Number 1, when you came today, you picked up, I hope, a 

20 little overview of the open house and public meeting.  This 

21 provides just an overview of how the boards are organized.  

22           It also provides a very, very important link to 

23 the website.  That link is in the middle of the page, just 

24 below the colored charts.  And that link on the website 

25 gives you PDF versions of all of the graphics that you see 
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1 here this evening.  

2           So I would encourage you to go to the website and 

3 look under the resources tab, and you can download PDFs of 

4 all the boards this evening.  

5           Tonight, as I mentioned at the outset, we're here 

6 to collect important insights, comments, questions, 

7 statements around the Draft EIR.  So we're looking tonight 

8 to hear from you about what your thoughts are about the 

9 Draft EIR.  

10           Responses to those questions and comments will 

11 appear in the final EIR.  So I hope we can focus our 

12 commentary this evening on the Draft EIR.  

13           We have several ways for you to give us those 

14 comments.  At each of the corners of the room, you saw that 

15 there was a comment form.  You're welcome to write your 

16 comments, questions, issues that you'd like to be addressed 

17 as part of this Draft EIR.  

18           Those will be summarized -- or actually written, 

19 transcribes directly into the documentation, and responded 

20 to, as will any of our video snippets that we collect over 

21 in our corner here, audio snippets that we take from you 

22 this evening as well.  You're also welcome to type comments 

23 directly into the computers in the back.  All of these 

24 comments that we receive will be transcribed and included in 

25 the documentation.  
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1           This evening many of you, it looks like about 33, 

2 have signed up to speak this evening.  Just a couple of ways 

3 of proceeding for us tonight, so that we can get the maximum 

4 benefit of public comment period.  Number 1, please, when 

5 I -- I'll call up names.  There will be somebody who will 

6 be -- who will be speaking.  There will be somebody on deck.  

7 And I still can't remember.  Who -- in baseball, what do we 

8 call the guy who's up third?  

9      THE AUDIENCE:  In the hole.  

10      THE MODERATOR:  In the hole.  My father would kill me 

11 if he knew I forgot that.  In the hole.  So I will call up 

12 number 1, on deck, and then in the hole.  You don't need to 

13 come to the mic until I actually call your name.  But just 

14 so you know where you are in the list of 33 people that we 

15 have this evening.  

16           The second thing is everybody will have 2 minutes.  

17 The clock behind me will count down.  I would just ask that 

18 you respect that clock and begin to wrap up your comments as 

19 that clicks down to the final seconds.  I would appreciate 

20 that.  

21           And then Number 3, I hope that we can all afford 

22 each other the same dignity and respect that we would hope 

23 to receive from everybody else in the room.  So I would 

24 appreciate no yelling, hollering, anything outlandish, I 

25 really don't want to get this evening.  This is in the 
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1 spirit of trying to hear the constructive comments about the 

2 project so that we can proceed forward with the Draft EIR.  

3 That's my job this evening, to ensure that that happens.  

4           We all amenable to that?  Sounds good?  Nodding 

5 heads.  Good.  Excellent.  Thank you.  

6           Okay.  So with that, I just want to call up our 

7 first speaker.  Thank you very much.  

8           If you do need a seat, we do have some up in the 

9 front.  Please come sit.  We're going to be here for at 

10 least an hour together.  So we have seats up in front if 

11 you'd like to sit.  I won't call on you.  I promise.  

12           Okay.  First up, we have Mike Stevens, Councilman 

13 from Inglewood, followed by Alan Rothenberg, and Number 3 is 

14 Peter Ueberroth and Alan Rothenberg.  

15      MIKE STEVENS:  Hello, ladies and gentlemen.  

16      THE MODERATOR:  Turn that on, please.  Talk amongst 

17 yourselves for just one second.  Here we go.  

18      MIKE STEVENS:  Thank you very much.  

19           Hello, ladies and gentlemen.  My name is Mike 

20 Stevens.  Many of you probably do not remember me, maybe you 

21 do, but back about 1993, we fought together when we fought 

22 LAX expansion.  We were able to push back, then Mayor, 

23 Richard Riordan.  People in this room, Westchester residents 

24 teamed up with El Segundo and Inglewood.  And together, we 

25 combined, and we were able to stop that plan.  
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1           I'm only here tonight to say that I understand 

2 Labor's position, but I also continue to be very sympathetic 

3 to the resident's position, which is that even if you are a 

4 worker, you have to come home sometime.  You have to come 

5 home, and you have to have a certain quality of life.  

6           I would suggest, as we learned back in the day, 

7 the reason why they measure traffic by mean annual 

8 passengers, it all has to do with transportation.  If you 

9 stop the transportation projects, you stop the project 

10 itself, because they must mitigate traffic.  They must 

11 mitigate traffic.  

12           They measure it not in number of flights, they 

13 measure according to passengers.  So that gets into vehicle 

14 trips.  So this is something for you to remember.  So when 

15 we start talking that, then what are we really talking 

16 about?  Well, you have a light rail line that's being 

17 proposed to come across into the airfield and various 

18 alternatives.  

19           And I've only glanced at this.  I haven't studied 

20 it as I have in the past, but I am going to once again.  But 

21 what I must tell is this, if you stop -- if you stop the 

22 transportation project, you will stop this project.  You 

23 have the interchange.  You have the Sepulveda Boulevard 

24 Project.  All these projects, but they come through a 

25 different entity, MTA, SCAG.  
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1           When we stopped Riordan, we had to go to all these 

2 different meetings.  You have to become more involved.  

3           Now, Alternative 4, of course, is the no 

4 alternative.  And that's where basically they do slight 

5 extension on the runway.  It was just pointed to me just a 

6 moment ago by one of LAX's staff people.  

7           All I want to say to you is this, in closing, you 

8 can -- we together, the people together, if you -- if you 

9 approach this from the direct dynamic, you can stop it.  And 

10 the dynamic is, in fact transportation.  

11           You have Madison Square Garden (sic), they now 

12 have a light rail line traveling down Prairie in Inglewood 

13 with the Green Line.  You stopped that portion of the 

14 transportation project.  

15           With that I'm going to conclude, and I like to see 

16 friendly faces here.  And thank you very much.  

17      THE MODERATOR:  Okay.  

18      MIKE STEVENS:  Yes, I know, sir.  I must say this.  The 

19 great thing about it is that now I'm an elected official.  I 

20 used to be just like you.  And I sat there, and there would 

21 be no one to come forward.  And I just want you to know that 

22 my office is here to support you in whatever you need.  

23      THE MODERATOR:  Thank you very much.  

24      MIKE STEVENS:  Thank you very much.  

25      THE MODERATOR:  Alan Rothenberg, followed by Peter 
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1 Ueberroth.  

2      ALAN ROTHENBERG:  I'm Alan Rothenberg, President of the 

3 LAWAC from 2005 to 2010, and incoming chair of the LA 

4 Chamber.  

5           Modernizing LAX and separating the north airfield 

6 runways 350 feet to the north is essential for safety, 

7 operational efficiency, and competitive reasons.  

8           You heard much last night about the NASA Ames 

9 Study, but what you didn't hear was that that study 

10 concluded that safety could be enhanced 40 to 55 percent by 

11 separating the runways.  

12           Those academics gratuitously stated that in their 

13 opinion since LAX was already safe, based on their 

14 statistical probability study, it would not be cost 

15 effective to separate the runways.  

16           Today is the 7th anniversary of Katrina.  

17           (Microphone stopped.)

18      THE REPORTER:  I can't hear you.  

19      THE MODERATOR:  The mic is down.  

20      ALAN ROTHENBERG:  Today is the 7th anniversary of 

21 Katrina.  Years before that disaster, the Army Corps or 

22 Engineers recommended improving the levees.  That 

23 recommendation was rejected because it would take a 100-year 

24 flood to overrun the levees, and therefore would not be cost 

25 effective.  We know what happened.  
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1           (Microphone stopped.)

2      THE MODERATOR:  Back up.  

3      THE REPORTER:  I can't hear you.  

4      THE MODERATOR:  You know what, I can handle this.  

5 There you go.  

6      ALAN ROTHENBERG:  I sure would not want to be a member 

7 of the Board of Airport Commissioner or on the City Council 

8 rejecting a chance to enhance safety of LAX by 40 to 55 

9 percent, later having blood on the hands when a subsequent 

10 crash takes the lives of hundreds, maybe thousands of 

11 people.  

12           By the way, upon receiving the NASA Ames Report, 

13 the FAA gave a scathing rebuttal of it, and was so incensed 

14 they sent a letter to Mayor Villaragosa admonishing LA -- 

15 LAWA to quote, "Reconfigure the north airfield to address 

16 safety risks and to improve efficiency."  

17           Also, we heard last night that Alternative 5 would 

18 not be cost effective.  I know you know, but I want to 

19 remind you LAX is financially self-sufficient.  It doesn't 

20 take a penny from the taxpayers.  It operates entirely on 

21 fees paid by airlines, passengers, concessionaires, and 

22 other non-airline revenues.  

23           While the Draft EIR contains many options, there's 

24 only one that totally maximizes safety, efficiency, and 

25 competitiveness.  Alternative 5 separates the runways  350 
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1 feet.  Doing nothing dooms LAX to be less safe, antiquated, 

2 inefficient, and uncompetitive for yet another generation.  

3           And make no mistake, Alternative 2 means, do 

4 nothing.  In face of the unanimous comments that LAX must be 

5 modernized, doing nothing is simply unacceptable.  

6           One last item to clarify from last night.  

7 Alternative 5 does not move the boundaries of LAX an inch.  

8 No home or business will be taken.  And initial assessments 

9 by the FAA indicate that the RPZ will not require taking any 

10 homes or businesses with the possible exception an HVAC unit 

11 on the top of one office building.  

12           Thank you.  

13      THE MODERATOR:  Thank you very much.  Actually, Alan, 

14 I'm going to ask that -- I've got another speaker, so I'm 

15 going to ask you to come up after that, towards the end, 

16 please, because I want to be sure I hear from new folks.  

17           Okay.  Next, I have David Herbst, followed by Pam 

18 Stacey.  And then in the hole, we have Ricardo Andrade.  

19           Again, I think the lesson here that we're learning 

20 is just speak away from the mic so we don't -- 

21      DAVID HERBST:  Yes, sir.  Good evening.  I'm here to 

22 read a statement on behalf of Former Mayor, Richard Riordan, 

23 who apologizes that he could not be here this evening.  

24           Mayor Riordan writes, "I love LA, and I'm proud 

25 what our teamwork accomplished during my two terms in 
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1 office."  

2           "One item I was not able to complete was the 

3 modernization of Los Angeles International Airport.  Today, 

4 I am pleased to see the positive progress being made on the 

5 new Tom Bradley International Terminal, adding new gates for 

6 the latest large aircraft as well as other improvements that 

7 will enhance the positive experience for visitors to Los 

8 Angeles, but this is not enough."  

9           "The Los Angeles City Council approved the LAX 

10 Master Plan in 2004.  Now, 8 years later, the approval 

11 process is just getting under way after a long delay of 

12 critically needed additional improvements to LAX."  

13           "During my Administration, I proposed a Master 

14 Plan that would take the Airport to 2015, and the clock 

15 continues to tick for much needed LAX modernization."  

16           "We still have yet to address moving the north 

17 airfield to accommodate today's modern aircraft, properly 

18 connecting LAX to our City's mass transit, and further 

19 enhancing overall airport safety and security."  

20           "We've planned long enough.  The time for action 

21 at LAX is now.  As the LAX Specific Plan Amendment study 

22 process winds its way through public hearings and action by 

23 our Airport Commission and City Council, I call on our 

24 leaders to make the tough decisions necessary to ensure that 

25 LAX becomes a world class airport through the 21st Century."  
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1           "Thank you, Mayor Richard Riordan."  

2      THE MODERATOR:  Thank you very much.  

3           Next up I have Pam Stacey, Ricardo Andrade.  

4      PAM STACEY:  Thank you.  Good evening.  My name is Pam 

5 Stacey, and I've lived in the Blind Hill area for the past 

6 27 years.  I'm here tonight to advocate for the adoption of  

7 Alternative 2 combined with the transportation features of 

8 Alternative 9.  

9           I oppose and will move to obstruct adoption of any 

10 other plans, most especially any plan to move the north 

11 runways.  Concerning the expansion, people often ask us, 

12 "What did you expect when you moved near the airport?"  We 

13 all did our homework.  We expected an improvement in 

14 technology and proper management and governance.  

15           For the most part, as evidenced by how many of us 

16 have been here for so long, the Airport has been a decent 

17 neighbor.  Only Alternative 2 allows that to continue.  

18           Everybody in our neighborhood wants to see LAX 

19 revitalized and improved.  We, too, use the Airport and know 

20 its ranking, but want it to be 21st century standards, which 

21 include green technology, the promotion of clean air, and 

22 minimal vehicle traffic.  

23           Other plans are turning LA into a lumbering, 

24 oversized dinosaur.  The people of Southern California and 

25 travelers to LAX deserve better.  Most important to me, only 
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1 Alternative 2 states that there will be minimal or no 

2 increase in pollution.  

3           Making the -- moving the runway north will spew 

4 more toxins over more homes, that are even now compromised.  

5 It doesn't improve safety or air traffic to move the runway 

6 north.  It does harm people.  In only 2 blocks where I live, 

7 there are six cases of cancer, in only 2 blocks.  

8           I know the complications, legitimate ones, to 

9 proving cause and effect of cancer clusters, but you all 

10 know, including our elected officials, Council Members and 

11 LAWA power brokers, that increased noise and pollution put 

12 people at greater harm and risk of cancerous toxins.  

13           There comes a time when common sense has to rule 

14 while the science weighs in.  That time is now, and that 

15 decision has to be Alternative 2.  

16           Thank you.  

17      THE MODERATOR:  Thank you very much.  

18           Ricardo Andrade, followed by Dan Billy, and then 

19 Ron Miller.  

20      RICARDO ANDRADE:  Good evening.  My name is Ricardo 

21 Andrade.  I'm a Field Representative for Labor's Local 300.  

22 And I'm here on behalf of our Business Manager, Cesar 

23 Pascal.  Our 450 members live in the immediate area of the 

24 Airport.  And our 9,000 member utilize this airport or work 

25 at the Airport.  
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1           We stand firm on modernization of this airport.  

2 It's not expansion, it's modernization, and we support it.  

3           Thank you.  

4      THE MODERATOR:  Thank you.  

5           Dan Billy, Ron Miller.  

6      DAN BILLY:  Good evening, ladies and gentlemen.  My 

7 name is Dan Billy.  I'm with the Operating Engineer Local 

8 12, but I'm here on behalf of our Business Manager, 

9 William C. Wagner.  

10           We represent 20,000 members of men and women, and 

11 operate heavy equipment.  We're inspectors and also 

12 surveyors.  And I'm here -- we've been in support of the LAX 

13 expansion from the beginning.  And we're going to continue 

14 to support the modernization of this airport.  

15           Thank you.  

16      THE MODERATOR:  Thank you very much.  

17           Ron Miller.  

18      RON MILLER:  Good evening.  I'm Ron Miller, 

19 Representative of Los Angeles/Orange County Building 

20 Construction Trades Council.  We represent 140,000 crafts 

21 men and women, many thousands that live around the Airport 

22 in the surrounding area.  

23           We are here today so support the specific plan.  

24 LAX as it exists today is dysfunctional, antiquated, and 

25 unfriendly to the neighbors who surround it.  
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1           Our goal is to make the neighborhoods around LAX 

2 more livable, not less, and to give Los Angeles a truly 

3 world class airport that serves local, national and 

4 international passengers.  

5           This specific plan gives us the ability to do 

6 both.  LAX modernization is an efficiency program that will 

7 cut congestion and pollution, and will make the Airport 

8 safer.  The central location for all car rentals will 

9 relieve traffic and is a long overdue improvement.  

10           Eventually many passengers will arrive at LAX by 

11 mass transit instead of the automobile.  And we'd like to 

12 see light rail go into LAX.  These are improvements that 

13 will help the neighbors of LAX while serving passengers.  

14           We all have a stake in reducing environmental 

15 impact of LAX.  Our members are currently on the job at the 

16 Airport doing work that greatly reduces pollution.  We are 

17 installing new systems for electricity, for heating and 

18 cooling.  

19           We'd like to continue our work in making LAX more 

20 efficient and a good neighbor.  We support the specific plan 

21 and urge you to move ahead.  

22           Thank you.  

23      THE MODERATOR:  Thank you.  Peter Ueberroth.  

24      ALAN ROTHENBERG:  Obviously, I'm not Peter Ueberroth.  

25 But Peter asked me to read the following.  
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1           I enthusiastically support the effort to continue 

2 the overall modernization of LAX.  For the millions of 

3 visitors who come to Los Angeles each year, our airport 

4 offers the first, and often lasting, impression of our City 

5 now.  

6           As a world class City, we should offer our 

7 visitors a world class, unforgettable experience.  This was 

8 our goal in 1984 when Mayor Tom Bradley with the successful 

9 modernization effort at LAX.  The Olympic Games in 1984 

10 showcased Los Angeles to the rest of the world.  

11           At LAX that meant the construction of a new, 

12 state-of-the-art international terminal, renovation of 

13 existing terminals, and construction of a roadway.  

14           Simply put, the Olympic Games provided us a 

15 tremendous and rare opportunity to restore LAX as a show 

16 piece.  

17           Nearly 30 years later, Los Angeles has once again 

18 embarked on a massive renovation of our landmark airport.  

19 And I solute Mayor Villaragosa, and the Airport Commission, 

20 and the staff for embarking on a multi-billion dollar 

21 program.  

22           While the projects are underway, especially the 

23 rebuilding of the Tom Bradley International Terminal, are 

24 greatly important to restoring the passenger experience, I 

25 know it is only the beginning in your efforts to fully 
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1 modernize LAX.  

2           It is our sincere hope to return the Olympic Games 

3 to Los Angeles for a third time.  Preliminary plans are 

4 already underway for such an endeavor.  

5           In the consideration most city's bid, decision 

6 makers will look at a city's airport and other 

7 infrastructure as one of the determining factors for 

8 consideration.  

9           I encourage and urge you to continue your efforts 

10 to fully modernize LAX now, keeping the Olympic hopes alive.  

11 Once again, we're provided with a tremendous opportunity as 

12 what happened a generation ago when LAX accommodated those 

13 who came to experience the 1984 Olympics.  

14           Like then, it will take the courage and 

15 perseverance of our elected officials and the Airport 

16 Commission to make this dream a reality.  Now is that time 

17 again.  

18           Best regards, Peter Ueberroth.  

19      THE MODERATOR:  Thank you.  

20           Okay.  I have Nancy-Gene Morrison, followed by 

21 Christina Machado-Essex, and then Danna Cope.  

22      NANCY-GENE MORRISON:  I was here Saturday.  And this 

23 past Monday, something occurred that has great concern to 

24 me.  That's just 2 days ago.  Monday afternoon, at 

25 approximately 1:35 p.m., I was driving south on Sepulveda 
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1 Boulevard through the tunnel.  And as I approached it, the 

2 sign said, "Danger.  Fire in tunnel.  Do not enter."  

3           There was no warning that it was safe to enter.  I 

4 called 911 on my cell phone using speaker.  And after 

5 talking to 911, going to LAPD, LA Fire, LAX Fire, who had no 

6 idea that there was any sign saying, "Do not enter the 

7 tunnel," I got to LAX PD, who knew there was a malfunction 

8 with the sign, did not have anybody out there, any sign put 

9 up, any change.  There is no place after Century Boulevard 

10 to turn to stop to do anything.  

11           I am very concerned that you cannot communicate 

12 within the Airport at this point and are doing more.  And if 

13 there were a fire in the tunnel, we need to have another way 

14 of doing things, which leads to needing more 

15 regionalization, and using Ontario and Palmdale, and having 

16 more of a regional system going on here.  

17           Thank you.  

18      THE MODERATOR:  Thank you.  

19           Christina Machado-Essex, Danna Cope, followed by 

20 Denny Schneider.  

21      CHRISTINA MACHADO-ESSEX:  My name is Christina 

22 Machado-Essex.  I have been resident of Playa del Rey since 

23 1995.  And before that, I was brought up in Manhattan Beach.  

24 I lived there for 45 years, and I'm 65 years old.  

25           And my family has been in this region of Southern 
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1 California and Santa Barbara since the 1700s.  And my 

2 ancestors and I have watched the Airport for a long time.  

3 And it has become a monster, and it should not be here.  

4           It was also part of the original rancho of my 

5 family, our land grant.  And there is plaque there 

6 designating that.  But I'm embarrassed to say that the 

7 Airport has got to stop.  We do not need the runway moved 

8 350 feet.  We just don't.  

9           I do agree on Alternate 2 and 9, but not the 

10 moving of the runway.  I live in Playa del Rey, and we have 

11 to have our house power washed.  We have to wash off all the 

12 soot that is everywhere.  And it's just not healthful in 

13 this area.  

14           We will never have the marvelous airport that the 

15 Mayor, the Chamber of Commerce, and everyone here wants us 

16 to have unless we start devoting our resources to putting an 

17 airport where there is space for it.  

18           The City should follow the lead of Denver and 

19 Dallas and also Sacramento, which put their airports way out 

20 in the country, but now have popular, efficient, and 

21 thriving airports that are well-used.  We should do the same 

22 here.  

23      THE MODERATOR:  Thank you very much.  

24           Danna Cope, Denny Schneider, and George Ivy.  

25      DANNA COPE:  I'm Danna Cope.  I've lived in Westchester 
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1 for many, many years.  I'd like to speak, first, following 

2 up on what Ms. Morrison said, because it goes to the safety 

3 of the of north airfield.  And this incident of having a 

4 warning sign -- warning sign malfunction is just one of the 

5 dangers of having the main LA basin airport in such a 

6 congested area.  

7           Why wasn't someone, either Caltrans or LAWA, at 

8 the site with signs saying that the tunnel actually was 

9 safe.  Why wasn't somebody covering the sign up, so that 

10 more people didn't get confused.  Why wasn't the warning 

11 sign connection into the LAWA Fire Department?  They would 

12 be the first responders if there's a fire.  This is 

13 ridiculous.  

14           They need to develop other airports.  And 

15 actually, it's one of the goals as listed in the Draft EIR.  

16 So where is the discussion and outline of plans for Ontario 

17 included in the Draft EIR.  And where is the listing of the 

18 many, many jobs in the multitude of trades that would be 

19 created to benefit all of Southern California.  

20           The time to develop an alternative airport is now.  

21 Why does LAWA want to wait many years from now when LAX 

22 reaches 75.  LAWA needs to develop better, clearer 

23 communication with other agencies over a jurisdiction and 

24 corrective action that needs to be taken when a structure or 

25 roadway near or adjacent to LAX is malfunctioning.  
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1           Where are these safety plans in the Draft EIR?  If 

2 LAWA does not receive an immediate response from another 

3 agency during an emergency, then LAWA should have an action 

4 plan that is launched.  Where is this plan in the Draft EIR?  

5           As to the alternatives, Alternative 2, plus the 

6 CONRAC and real train service to the whole central terminal 

7 area is the most economic, environmentally safe, and it is 

8 the most efficient.  

9           Thank you.  

10      THE MODERATOR:  Thank you very much.  

11           Denny Schneider.  

12      DENNY SCHNEIDER:  I'm Denny Schneider, President of 

13 ARSAC.  I have spoken before, and I've continued to say, 

14 there are only four things that need to be fixed at LAX; 

15 getting to it, getting around it, getting between the 

16 terminals, and getting out of it.  

17           Now, with that said, Alternative 2 is our 

18 preferred, because it's the least costly.  It is the 

19 superior environmental, and it also the most efficient on 

20 the airfield.  

21           Now, some of my friends would like to see the 

22 airfield changed, and I would question whether it's a safety 

23 issue at this time.  They can handle those planes adequately 

24 now.  The safety study from NASA was from the top academic 

25 experts in the country, handpicked by LAWA.  And that is not 
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1 the issue that we are faced with right now.  

2           The issue that we're faced with is we have an 

3 airport that's falling apart.  And it needs to be fixed.  

4 Everybody agrees to that, that it needs to be done now, not 

5 yesterday.  

6           So in order to get that done, we don't have an 

7 unlimited supply of money.  Regardless of whether most of it 

8 comes from the Airport itself, through various sources of 

9 income, or whether it comes from the community, which it is 

10 impacting as a general rule, the fact is that we have to set 

11 our priorities.  

12           And if you don't fix the Airport land side first, 

13 you're not going to have any money left to do that.  And 

14 you're going to lose out on all the jobs.  And you're going 

15 to be telling the people who come here that they don't 

16 matter.  So you need to fix that first.  

17           Thank you.

18      THE MODERATOR:  Thank you very much.  

19           George Ivy, Titus Papana, followed by Matthew 

20 F. -- Fleming, Matthew Fleming.  

21      GEORGE IVY:  Good evening.  My name is -- 

22      THE MODERATOR:  Step up right here.  

23      GEORGE IVY:  My name is George Ivy.  

24      THE MODERATOR:  A little closer.  

25      GEORGE IVY:  My name is George Ivy, and looking around 
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1 the room, I realize that I may be speaking as a relative 

2 new-comer to the LAX area.  I've lived in Westchester for 

3 over 30 years.  I've owned a home here for 30 years.  I've 

4 raised two boys here, who are in their 20s now.  

5           I've worked within 2 miles of my home here for the 

6 last 30 years.  And I travel to and from LAX at least once a 

7 month, and have for the last 30 years, traveling about 

8 2,000,000 miles.  So I spend a lot of time in airports.  

9           So given that, I understand the traffic and noise 

10 as a busy local resident, who spends a lot of time outdoors.  

11 I understand LAX access and facility improvements are 

12 necessary because I'm a very frequent user of those 

13 facilities.  

14           And given that, and the various alternatives that 

15 have been proposed, I -- I want to support Alternative 

16 Number 2, with some additions from Alternative 9.  

17           And I believe that combined they fulfill the SPAS 

18 goal of airfield, terminal, and transportation improvements 

19 for the benefits of the travelers and the residents.  

20           Obviously, these alternatives will bring lots of 

21 investment, billions probably, to the LAX area and the City 

22 of Los Angeles.  I think they are affordable and cost 

23 effective.  I'm sure that they'll provide permanent, 

24 substantial, long-term jobs.  And I think that's true of any 

25 of the alternatives.  
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1           They do -- I believe they do allow for safe 

2 airfield operations, in spite of some of the things I've 

3 heard.  They certainly will help the Airport efficiency.  I 

4 think they're environmentally the best.  

5           And finally, I think the combined -- centralizing 

6 the rental car facilities will certainly help our traffic 

7 problems here.  

8           Thank you.  

9      THE MODERATOR:  Thank you very much.  

10           When our speakers approach the mic, I know it's a 

11 little sensitive, but try to get a little bit closer, so 

12 that we can hear you a little bit better.  We've got a 

13 couple -- our Court Reporter is keeping notes, and our 

14 Spanish translator has 20 people that she's trying to 

15 communicate to, so she needs to hear it as well.  So try to 

16 get a little bit closer if you can.  

17           Titus Papana, Matthew Fleming, and Cecil Carpio.  

18      TITUS PAPANA:  Good evening.  My name is Titus Papana, 

19 and I work for Aviation Safeguards for 19 years now.  I 

20 personally, and my employer does as well, support the 

21 modernization efforts at LAX, and the projects presented 

22 tonight.  

23           Without the Airport, my quality of life would not 

24 be what it is today.  Reinvesting in LAX is the best thing 

25 we could do for working families in the region.  
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1           I'm also here tonight because of the many false 

2 statements regarding Aviation Safeguards made by the SEIU at 

3 the public hearings.  For the record, Aviation Safeguard is 

4 one of the best and safest employers at LAX, otherwise they 

5 would not have one of the lowest employee turnover, rates as 

6 12 percent in the industry.  

7           They also have 30 percent of employees that have 

8 been with them in excess of 10 years.  SEIU makes false 

9 statements at your hearings and at LA City Council, and 

10 Airport Commission meetings because they can't get anyone to 

11 listen to them.  Why?  Also, because the SEIU is not a 

12 certified union at LAX or any airport in California.  

13           They have no legal or labor law standing at LAX.  

14 So SEIU uses their extensive political influence to pressure 

15 companies at LAX to sign collective bargaining agreements 

16 instead of getting the vote of the workers to authorize this 

17 union -- this union.  

18           Since the workers at Aviation Safeguard threw out 

19 SEIU, 93 percent of us have since received a pay increase, 

20 and health care of our choosing.  Aviation Safeguard has 

21 spent 2 million more in wages each year for the employees, 

22 instead of forced to give that to the union.  

23           All full-time employees level at LAX and Aviation 

24 Safeguards and other companies not represented by SEIU make 

25 a guaranteed living wage of $32,000 per year, otherwise only 
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1 $18,000.  Clearly, we have too much union at LAX.  

2           Thank you.  

3      THE MODERATOR:  Thank you very much.  

4           Next up I have Matthew Fleming, Cecil Carpio, 

5 followed by Michael Mitchell.  

6      MATTHEW FLEMING:  Hi.  Good evening.  My name is Matt 

7 Fleming.  I'm a 22-year resident of Westchester and Playa 

8 del Rey.  I actually graduated at Loyola Marymount, which 

9 brought me to the area originally.  

10           I come at this meeting from a unique perspective.  

11 I'm a resident of 91st Street, which is the first street 

12 north of the Airport.  I actually overlook the runways.  

13           I have a view out of my kitchen of abandoned 

14 streets and light posts from the most recent expansion, 

15 where the promises at that time were, there's going to be 

16 green belts, it will be beautiful and all will be well.  

17           Well, I don't have that.  I have a view of 

18 concrete and abandoned streets, and now, being told a big 

19 commercial building behind my house.  So I'm -- I'm a little 

20 dubious about hearing about promises with expansion.  

21           Now, that being said, I also, for a living, I fly 

22 800,000 miles a year.  So I do understand the problems at 

23 LAX and what needs to be done.  We need to have a 

24 consolidated rental car center.  It's an embarrassment that 

25 when people come to this city, they have to be on shuttles, 
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1 and go to Airport Boulevard to these awful rental car sites.  

2 We need that.  

3           We need a rail into the Airport.  We need to 

4 connect the terminals.  It's embarrassing to be on a flight 

5 at LAX, and someone asks me for help when we land.  And say, 

6 "Well, you dash and get your bags, and then walk three 

7 terminals around the horseshoe to go to your international 

8 flight."  That's antiquated.  That needs to be fixed.  

9           But anyone that says that moving the runways north 

10 is not expanding the blueprint of the Airport is a lie.  You 

11 can't tell me that moving the runway that much closer to my 

12 kitchen is not going to be louder or more of an eyesore.  

13 It's just not a possibility.  

14           So I ask for this.  We need to have these jobs.  

15 We need to modernize the Airport.  We need to do the 

16 projects that make sense, but don't move the runways north 

17 into Westchester and Playa del Rey, because that is -- that 

18 really is -- that's expansion of the Airport outside of its 

19 current boundaries.  It is.  

20           It will never ever withstand a court challenge.  

21 Let's do the projects we can do.  Let's make everyone happy 

22 and get the thing done.  

23           Thank you.  

24      THE MODERATOR:  Thank you.  

25           Cecil Carpio, followed by Michael Mitchell, and 
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1 then Isidro Solorzano.  

2      CECIL CARPIO:  My name is Cecil Carpio, C-e-c-i-l, 

3 C-a-r-p-i-o.  I'm from Inglewood, 90302.  I've lived in the 

4 same location in my sacred home since 1973.  We've talked 

5 about 1984 and the improvements that came to the Airport.  

6 Well, I've been around since '73, so I saw the improvements.  

7 And I also saw that nearly 30 years later, all of Inglewood 

8 is now impacted by LAX operations.  

9           Once upon a time there was an Airport noise 

10 mitigation plan of the 1990s.  And it was written in the 

11 program to protect the community surrounding LAX, especially 

12 Inglewood.  Well, now that is a farcical and impotent 

13 document that does nothing to constrain the effects of LAX 

14 operations.  

15           Once upon time there was big talk about having a 

16 regional solution to airport congestion.  I'm still waiting 

17 for that thing to happen.  I wonder how long that's going to 

18 take.  

19           Considering all of the scare talk that we've had 

20 over the decades, ever since September 9th -- excuse me, 

21 September 11, it really seems that nothing has changed.  

22           Let's talk about earthquakes.  Let's talk about 

23 putting all of our eggs in one basket.  There's a lot to be 

24 said about going regional.  I'm still waiting.  I'm hoping 

25 it happens.  
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1           I have 30 seconds left, a lot more to say.  But at 

2 this point, I'm disgusted with the process.  I continue to 

3 be part of the process.  And hallelujah, here we are.  Let's 

4 keep on coming until we die.  

5      THE MODERATOR:  Michael Mitchell, Isidro Solorzano, and 

6 Kristin Reeg.  

7      MICHAEL MITCHELL:  Hi.  I'm Michael Mitchell.  I own a 

8 bus company here.  And we go 35 miles out on our first stop 

9 down in -- 

10      THE MODERATOR:  You need to be a little closer.  

11      MICHAEL MITCHELL:  And 75 miles down to the Marine 

12 Base.  And I represent 8 other companies, smaller companies.  

13 And we schedule services and we go on the loop and pick up 

14 people and go long distances.  

15           Now the 98th Street Intermodal Transportation 

16 Facility, we're completely against that, because if you have 

17 a Christmas weekend with a million-and-a-half people 

18 leaving, to take them to another place outside the Airport 

19 on a bus for them to load the transportation companies is 

20 completely ridiculous.  It will not work.  It's completely 

21 ridiculous.  

22           Clifton Moore designed the Airport to be able to 

23 get in there in 45 seconds at a curb, goes to 8 terminals.  

24 If you have car bomb, and blow up at one terminal, it's not 

25 as bad as having this place you take everybody.  It will 
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1 blow up everybody in one spot, just on the sense of 

2 security.  

3           But now, we'd like to see the contracts being 

4 given to local people for all these different things that 

5 the Airport does.  But, you know, just -- to if you do have 

6 big money making you somehow put this in to pick up people, 

7 please let us stay in the central area and go around and 

8 pick up, because we're going 75 miles out, you know.  

9           If you want to super shuttle and them back there, 

10 go ahead and do that.  But, you know, it's ridiculous to 

11 spend all that money for the buses to load your bags on one 

12 bus and go out there and unload and get on another vehicle 

13 versus right now, people can hardly find where to go when 

14 it's outside the baggage area, right now, you know.  You 

15 have to get on the phone and tell them, "It's right in front 

16 of you."  

17           To force them to do that is like Texas, where you 

18 get on and you spend like an hour going around trying to 

19 find out where you're at, you know.  So please leave it like 

20 Clifton did it.  He did -- he was a genius.  

21           Thank you.  

22      THE MODERATOR:  Thank you very much.  

23           Isidro Solorzano, I'm sorry if I'm not saying that 

24 correctly.  

25      ISIDRO SOLORZANO:  That's correct.  
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1      THE MODERATOR:  Correct that I was saying it right, or 

2 correct that I'm -- 

3      ISIDRO SOLORZANO:  The first time, you said it wrong, 

4 and then you got it.  

5      THE MODERATOR:  Thank you very much.  

6      ISIDRO SOLORZANO:  Okay.  My name is Isidro Solorzano.  

7 I live in the City of Paramount.  I have worked for a year 

8 at the Airport at an in-flight catering company called Sky 

9 Chef.  My coworkers and I make sure the flights leave on 

10 time with all the foods and liquor.  

11           It's very important for me to have more good union 

12 jobs at the Airport.  We need a modern airport that will 

13 provide jobs with a living wage.  This will help the 

14 community and the many people I know that are out of work.  

15           Thank you.  

16      THE MODERATOR:  Thank you very much.  

17           Kristin Reeg, followed by Sean Saifi, and then 

18 Douglas Marmol.  

19      KRISTIN REEG:  Hi.  My name is Kristin Reeg, and I'm 

20 the Director for Airports and Food Service for Unite Here 

21 Local 11.  And we have 20,000 members that all work in the 

22 tourism industry in different capacities, either in hotels 

23 or in the Airport, or at stadiums.  

24           And so tourism in general is very, very important 

25 to our members.  And we've, over -- over the years have 
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1 really developed a good relationship with a number of 

2 businesses, concessionaires inside the Airport to really 

3 make sure that our members have a great standard of living.  

4           And a lot of our members live right in Lennox, 

5 right in Hawthorne, right extremely close to the Airport.  

6 Some of them, I'll be talking to them in their house, and we 

7 stop for a minute and wait for the airplane to go over 

8 before we continue our conversations.  It's just a part of 

9 everyone's lives.  

10           And people really stay in these jobs for a long 

11 time, because they do provide a very good standard of 

12 living.  There are often times the very first person that 

13 people see when get off their plane.  They go straight to 

14 that favorite bartender of theirs.  Or they go to the 

15 duty-free shop, you know, for a lot of foreign visitors.  

16           We're working on a training program now, that, you 

17 know, now that the new west field, that the terminal has 

18 opened up -- that's going to be opening up in Tom Bradley.  

19 A training program so that our members have the new skills 

20 that they're going to need to succeed at the Airport, like, 

21 specialized kinds of cooking.  We're not going to just have 

22 grill cooks anymore.  We're going to have fine dining cooks 

23 inside the Airport, and a lot of fancy restaurants.  

24           And we want to make sure that our members have 

25 those skills, have the language skills that they need, 
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1 Japanese, whatever that is.  

2           So, you know, we really do support having a modern 

3 airport that is going to provide many more good, quality 

4 jobs.  We think just for our industry alone, including 

5 beverage and retail there will be at least 1,000 new jobs 

6 created.  And so it's very important to us, and we support 

7 that.  

8           Thank you.  

9      THE MODERATOR:  Thank you very much.  

10           Sean Saifi, Douglas Marmol, followed by Marcia 

11 Hanscom.  

12      SEAN SAIFI:  Good evening, ladies and gentlemen.  My 

13 name is Sean.  I'm a representative of Central Coast 

14 Shuttle.  We're a long distance transportation company that 

15 picks up underneath the green sign at LAX.  It says buses 

16 and long distance trans.  

17           We leave 6 times a day, 7 days a week.  And first 

18 of all, we're here to commend the Committee for organizing 

19 such an event like this.  You know, there's an old saying 

20 called NIMBY, not in my backyard.  

21           So obviously, for everyone here, these new rules 

22 affect everyone in a different way.  For us, I believe -- I 

23 think that modernization is definitely a correct way to go.  

24 I personally love LAX.  I want to leave it the way it is.  

25           I mean, I go to Dallas.  I go to -- and a lot of 
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1 other airports.  JFK, I hate that train system, where you 

2 have to go to other terminals.  I love how it's just a 

3 simple circle that connects the way it is.  

4           If there was anything I would like to propose is 

5 maybe -- the car rental agency, I understand that.  They do 

6 have the larger buses.  They do cause a little bit more 

7 emission.  I'm not too sure about that.  I'm not a scientist 

8 or anything.  

9           They do take up a lot of room.  They can go to a 

10 parking lot.  That could save up a lot of room.  But as for 

11 long distance transportation companies, for them it's just, 

12 you know, travelers are coming from foreign places.  For 

13 them it's really hard to communicate to them, where to 

14 stand.  So another improvement could be better signage.  

15 That could also help improve -- address the message -- or 

16 addressing the modernization of LAX.  

17           And I just want to thank you for your time.  

18      THE MODERATOR:  Thank you.  

19           Douglas Marmol, Marcia Hanscom, followed by Linda 

20 Peterson.  

21      DOUGLAS MARMOL:  Good evening.  My name is Douglas 

22 Marmol.  I work as cook at the Airport.  I live in 

23 Hawthorne.  I have worked at the Airport for 20 years.  

24           Many of my coworkers have 30, 40 years working at 

25 the Airport as a bartender, server, cashier.  We live in the 
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1 neighborhoods near the Airport.  Our good union jobs are 

2 very important to us.  We support the modernization at LAX.  

3           Thank you.  

4      THE MODERATOR:  Thank you very much.  

5           Marcia Hanscom, Linda Peterson, Jack Topal.  

6      MARCIA HANSCOM:  Good evening.  I'm Marcia Hanscom.  

7 I'm representing the Ballona Institute and Wetlands Defense 

8 Fund.  And I guess this is really appropriate here at the 

9 Proud Bird, how wonderful that humans have learned to fly 

10 like the birds.  

11           We all know, though, that there are public safety 

12 issues related to birds.  And LAWA has spent a lot of money 

13 and effort to prevent bird strikes.  And so I just want to 

14 point out that a short distance to the north is the Ballona 

15 Wetlands Ecological Preserve.  Tens of thousands of birds 

16 winter there at Ballona each year.  

17           So it makes no sense to me to move the runway 

18 north toward more birds.  It seems to me that that needs to 

19 be studied.  I didn't see anything in the Draft EIR about 

20 that.  And we all know that that would have some devastating 

21 tragic consequences.  So that seems to be important.  

22           I also, you know, want to just point out that when 

23 LAX was built, there really were few homes around, not that 

24 much traffic.  And I know when I lived in Huntington Beach, 

25 I would -- I never would come to LAX.  I would go all the 
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1 way to Ontario, which was much further from my home, but I 

2 just didn't want to get in the middle of all this 

3 congestion.  

4           So it seems to me that now that we have so much 

5 more density here, that we really do need to start thinking 

6 about moving a larger -- if we're talking about expanding 

7 anything, it should be in another area, like Palmdale.  

8           I mean, we have land there, and I just don't 

9 understand why the airlines and LAWA doesn't embrace that 

10 idea.  It would mean way more jobs, just add them all up.  

11 And we still would have something livable here.  

12           So finally, I'd just like to say that in -- in 

13 conjunction with my comments, I would support Number 2.  

14           Thank you.  

15      THE MODERATOR:  Thank you.  

16           Linda Peterson, Jack Topal, Ellen Klein.  

17      LINDA PETERSON:  My name is Linda Peterson, and I've 

18 been a resident of Playa del Rey for more than 15 years.  

19 First, let me say that I was dismayed by the fact that 

20 you're enumerated project objectives did not include the 

21 goal of regionalization of Southern California air traffic, 

22 which was at least a one time a goal of our current mayor of 

23 Los Angeles.  

24           Only an aggressive regional approach to air 

25 transportation will mitigate the safety concerns, noise, 
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1 congestion, and air pollution currently impacting all of us 

2 who live and are neighbors of LAX.  

3           Only if the air traffic burden can be spread 

4 throughout the Southern California Region will we continue 

5 to see the jobs and economic benefits of a vibrant 

6 transportation system without unduly impacting any one 

7 portion of the Southern California community.  

8           I really haven't had enough time to study all of 

9 the objectives, but at this -- all of the proposals, but at 

10 this time I -- I favor Alternative 2, combined with some 

11 aspects of either 8 or 9.  

12           Certainly, the consolidated car rental facility 

13 makes sense, because it would remove traffic from the 

14 central terminal area.  

15           Alternative 2 appears to be the best for 

16 modernization of LAX.  I favor Alternative 2 because I'm 

17 convinced, not by Alan Rothenberg's scare tactics, but 

18 instead by the knowledgeable NASA experts, who studied the 

19 issue and determined that the disruption to local 

20 communities that would be caused by moving the runway north 

21 is completely unnecessary for either safety or operational 

22 efficiency.  

23           The cost is also more reasonable in terms of the 

24 cost demolishing terminals or moving runways or putting 

25 Lincoln Boulevard below ground.  
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1           I want to tell the Chamber of Commerce and LAWA 

2 that all of us want a first class airport, but you're never 

3 going to have that in the current LAX location, given its 

4 geographic constraints.  You're just going to keep applying 

5 band-aid solutions.  

6           So bite the bullet and start building somewhere 

7 where there is room for a world class airport.  

8           Thank you.  

9      THE MODERATOR:  Thank you.  

10           Jack Topal, Ellen Klein, and Jim Ouellet.  

11      JACK TOPAL:  Hi.  I'm Jack Topal.  I'm a member and 

12 director of the Westchester Playa del Rey Neighborhood 

13 Council.  When I moved into our house 29 years ago, I knew I 

14 was near the Airport.  We're half a block from Manchester 

15 and Foreman.  And that was fine with me.  Being near the 

16 Airport didn't bother me.  

17           Now, it seems like the Airport is getting closer  

18 to me.  In the middle of the night, I'll get up, and I'll 

19 turn off my cell phone, because I hear the stewardess say, 

20 "Turn off your cell phone."  That's how close we're getting.  

21           But seriously, I -- I really believe -- I don't 

22 want a north boundary expansion.  And I move for 

23 Alternative 2 and 9.  I don't want to have to get up one 

24 night and say, "Okay.  I'll have a vegetarian meal when the 

25 stewardess announces that."  
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1           So let's have the Airport stay south, not north of 

2 the runway.  

3           Thank you.  

4      THE MODERATOR:  Thank you very much.  

5           Ellen Klein, Jim Ouellet, and Greg Bashem.  

6      ELLEN KLEIN:  Hi.  I'm Ellen Klein.  I live two -- I 

7 live two short blocks -- 

8      THE MODERATOR:  A little closer, please.  

9      ELLEN KLEIN:  I live two short blocks north of LAX.  I 

10 heard somebody say NIMBY.  I don't look at it that way at 

11 all.  I -- I run up and down Westchester Parkway.  I look at 

12 the Airport.  I watch the planes land.  I use the Airport.  

13 I sometimes work at the Airport.  I'm glad it's nearby when 

14 I have to fly.  

15           And I want to be a good neighbor.  And I want the 

16 Airport to be a good neighbor to me.  I don't see -- I do 

17 believe in modernization.  Modernization will give us jobs.  

18 Everybody is talking about jobs.  There are plenty of jobs 

19 in modernization, but it doesn't need to be expanded.  

20 What's there needs to be fixed.  

21           If we're going to expand, we need to expand 

22 regionally.  That's -- they want -- they want -- the 

23 neighbors there want us there.  They want airports, not like 

24 here.  There is a geographical boundary here.  And it just 

25 won't work to go north or in any other direction.  

;J�;}J~�����
}&�

800-231-2682
Kennedy Court Reporters, Inc.

43

1           I support Alternative 2.  I would like to see less 

2 traffic in the central terminal.  It's efficient.  It's 

3 environmentally sound.  It's cost effective.  It has low 

4 impact on the neighborhood.  And it will modernize the 

5 Airport, and make it the kind of airport it should be for 

6 tourists coming to LA, and not just a horrible experience 

7 for them.  

8      THE MODERATOR:  Thank you.  

9           Greg Bashem and Brenda Underwood.  

10      JIM OUELLET:  Good evening.  My name is Jim Ouellet.  

11 I'm a resident of Playa del Rey.  I want to encourage LAWA 

12 to pursue Alternative 2 and Alternative 9.  

13           There's four reasons for that.  The first is that 

14 Alternative 2 has the lowest runway north airfield 

15 construction cost.  

16           Secondly, it results in the most airfield 

17 efficiency for LAX.  

18           Third, it will result in the fewest delays in 

19 getting that work done.  

20           And fourth, it will allow more money to be devoted 

21 to improving the experience and moving passengers through 

22 the terminals and onto their destinations.  

23           The main reason for moving the runways north is to 

24 accommodate the L3080 made by Airbus.  That plane is 

25 failing.  It's falling far behind its sales targets.  Airbus 
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1 set a target for 2012 sales of 30.  They only have 26 more 

2 to go.  

3           Now, the main reasons that I can tell that LA 

4 Airports gives for expanding the runways north is safety and 

5 efficiency.  The north airfield safety study said that the 

6 airfield is extremely safe at -- in its current 

7 configuration, if we do nothing to it.  

8           They estimated the risk of a crash.  They did 

9 everything they could to pump up the numbers, estimated the 

10 risk of a crash at once every 200 years.  Now, 50 percent 

11 improvement that Mr. Rothenberg referred to means we might 

12 have a crash -- I don't know, it's either once every 

13 300 years or once every 400 years, really.  

14           The other reason is efficiency.  The north 

15 airfield safety study estimated that -- that moving the 

16 runway north by 340 feet might result in cost efficiency 

17 savings of 15 million a year.  That's not much.  

18           The FAA sent an angry letter refuting the north 

19 airfield safety study.  And the academic panel that prepared 

20 it, simply said, "This is bologna," my words.  

21      THE MODERATOR:  Thank you.  

22      JIM OUELLET:  Thank you.  

23      THE MODERATOR:  Greg Bashem, Brenda Underwood, and then 

24 Rusty Roten.  

25      GREG BASHEM:  Good evening.  My name is Greg Bashem.  
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1 I'm here as a representative, Teamsters Local 986.  We 

2 represent several hundred workers here at LAX; airline 

3 pilots, aircraft mechanics.  We represent the customer 

4 service representatives.  We represent the jet refuelers.  

5 We represent shuttle drivers.  We represent several hundred 

6 workers that directly work at LAX.  All of those employee 

7 deserve a modernized revitalized LAX.  

8           We also represent construction workers, ready mix 

9 drivers that pour the concrete for these runways, keep them 

10 repaired and everything else.  We also have pipeline 

11 construction workers.  LAWA needs fuel out to those terminal 

12 areas where those planes sit and drop off passengers.  We 

13 represent the jet refuelers.  

14           So all of these people would benefit with LAX 

15 being modernized, revitalized.  And hopefully, I would hope 

16 that -- that all of these here people here want the best for 

17 LAX.  

18           We're here for that.  I would -- I looked at all 

19 the different alternatives.  I want an alternative that 

20 doesn't displace people that live around the Airport, or at 

21 least minimalizes (sic) that.  And I'd also like to have an 

22 airport that I could be proud of, because I do use LAX.  And 

23 it's not up to par with other airports that I've traveled in 

24 and out of.  

25           So please, you know, it's a -- it's an emotional 
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1 opinion, you know, meetings here.  We just want to make sure 

2 that LAX gets what it deserves, and that's a face lift.  

3           Thanks.  

4      THE MODERATOR:  Thank you.  

5           Brenda Underwood, Rusty Roten, and Craig Eggers.  

6      BRENDA UNDERWOOD:  Okay.  So I live in Manchester 

7 Square.  Anybody else here in Manchester Square?  

8      AUDIENCE MEMBER:  Here you go.  Back here.  

9      BRENDA UNDERWOOD:  Yeah so, we wanted to be 

10 well-informed -- well-informed -- well-informed of how it's 

11 going to work for us, how is our property getting appraised, 

12 how much time do we have to move, are we getting our taxes 

13 rolled over, are we getting moving expenses.  We want 

14 private meetings with LAWA about our situation, because we 

15 are actually going to be uprooted and thrown out into the 

16 cold.  

17           Although, I really think that an airport should be 

18 outside the city, just like every other city I've been to in 

19 Europe and in the United States.  It's kind of, like, right 

20 in the underfoot here.  

21           But it is what it is, and you guys are going to 

22 put a car rental, I'm pretty sure about that, in -- on my 

23 house.  So can we have meetings with Manchester Square, and 

24 not, you know, with other people who are like, "Yay, 

25 Airport."  We want to know where we're going and how we're 
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1 going to maneuver through this.  

2           Thank you.  

3      THE MODERATOR:  Thank you.  

4           Rusty Roten, Craig Eggers, and then Donna Singh.  

5      RUSTY ROTEN:  Hi.  My name is Rusty Roten.  I'm a 

6 business representative for the International Brotherhood 

7 Electrical Workers, Local Union 11.  I've been an 

8 electrician for 32 years.  And before I became an 

9 electrician, I actually worked out at LAX for Delta Airlines 

10 when I was 17, a summer job.  It was pretty cool.  

11           Throughout my career, I've had the benefit of 

12 working at LAX.  And in following the game plan of 

13 modernizing and always trying to make it a world class 

14 place, a show piece for Los Angeles.  And most of Los 

15 Angeles has benefited from it.  Los Angeles has grown and 

16 prospered and so have we all.  

17           This -- this Airport needs to continue to 

18 modernize, do the right thing.  As jet liners get bigger, 

19 you know, we need more room between them so that safety 

20 protocol can be adhered to.  

21           And it's an appropriate modernization project as 

22 well as, you know, traffic mitigation, relocating some of 

23 the car rental agencies to a central location.  Everything 

24 will better for all.  And the money that everybody works and 

25 generates in this Airport goes to and is infused right back 
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1 into the local economy.  And these are definitely 

2 desperately needed jobs in this time in this economy.  

3           Thank you for your time.  

4      THE MODERATOR:  Thank you.  

5           Craig Eggers, Donna Singh, and William Widener.  

6      CRAIG EGGERS:  My name is Craig Eggers.  I'm a 30-year 

7 resident of Playa del Rey.  I don't have any financial 

8 interest in this -- in this project.  I serve on the 

9 Neighborhood Council for Westchester Playa.  And I chair our 

10 Airport Relations Committee.  

11           I'm speaking today in support of both 

12 Alternatives 2 and 9.  Combined they fulfill the SPAS goal 

13 of airfield, terminal, and transportation improvements, and 

14 that benefits the traveler.  

15           These alternatives will bring billions of dollars 

16 of income investment into LAX and surrounding areas in the  

17 City of Los Angeles.  Alts 2 and 9 combined are the most 

18 affordable and cost effective design options.  

19           Alts 2 and 9 provide substantial, permanent, 

20 long-term jobs.  Alts 2 and 9 do allow for safe airfield 

21 operations.  And Alt 2 is superior when it comes to airport 

22 operational efficiency and is environmentally superior in 

23 its alternatives in air quality and other at environmental 

24 impacts.  

25           Alt 9 reduces central terminal traffic and creates 
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1 a consolidated rental car facility on property already owned 

2 by LAWA.  

3           Our Neighborhood Council is hosting a community 

4 town hall meeting on September 27th at 7:00 p.m.  It will be 

5 held in the auditorium at Westchester Enriched Sciences 

6 Magnate School AKA Westchester High.  Our moderator will be 

7 Richard Katz.  

8           So today, as yesterday, I want to personally 

9 invite Gina Marie and her team to participate in our town 

10 hall.  And I also want to extend the invitation to 

11 Councilman Rosendhal, Congresswomen Waters and Hahn, 

12 Senators Feinstein and Boxer, Supervisor Knabe and 

13 Riddley-Thomas, Representatives Lou and Bradford, and any 

14 other concerned electives.  

15           Also, we want to invite the Mayoral candidates to 

16 weigh in on their opinions.  We're the first line of welcome 

17 for travelers to Los Angeles.  And we want a modern, 

18 state-of-the-art facility, too.  One that, as neighbors, we 

19 can be proud of.  

20           Thank you.  

21      THE MODERATOR:  Thank you very much.  

22           Donna Singh, William Widener, And Erik Koefoed.  

23      DONNA SINGH:  Good evening.  My name is Donna Singh, 

24 and I live in the Briarwood Town House Complex in Inglewood 

25 I've been there about a year-and-a-half.  And when I moved 
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1 in, they told me the unit was insulated, and essentially, I 

2 would not hear any noise.  Big lie.  

3           I was here Saturday, and I listened to everyone 

4 say they had a right to a job, a right to a job with great 

5 benefits, and a right to a living wage.  I'm here to tell 

6 you I have a right of peace and quiet.  I have a right to 

7 clean air.  I have a right to not have to clean my car every 

8 morning before I use it.  

9           In the evening, when I go for my evening walk, so 

10 that I can exercise, I have my head phones on and try to 

11 listen to the radio.  I can't do it because the jets are 

12 flying overhead.  

13           Saturday when I left, I went home.  And between 

14 4:03 p.m. and 5:05 p.m., 24 jets flew directly overhead my 

15 unit.  That doesn't include the jets that I could hear, but 

16 not see.  Those jets are so low, I can almost reach out and 

17 touch them.  I can read the letters on some of the wings.  I 

18 can tell you which ones were United.  I can tell you which 

19 ones were Southwestern (sic).  And I can tell you which ones 

20 were American.  

21           Now, I know LAX is here to stay.  It's not going 

22 anywhere, but you need to do something about the noise.  You 

23 need to do something about our right to have clean air and 

24 just being able to live a clean healthy life.  

25           Thank you.  

;J�;}J~�����
}&�

800-231-2682
Kennedy Court Reporters, Inc.

51

1      THE MODERATOR:  Thank you very much.  

2           William Widener, Erik Koefoed, and Gregg Aniolek.  

3      WILLIAM WIDENER:  Yeah, I'm William Widener, Bill 

4 Widener, and I've lived in the area for last 70 years.  And, 

5 you know, I've seen a lot of change in LAX.  Now, I saw them 

6 speak Saturday, on the issue, but last night at the 

7 Inglewood City Council Meeting, it was brought to my 

8 attention that the Sound Insulation Program isn't going all 

9 that well.  

10           You know, it's been 30 years in existence.  The 

11 house I live in, we bought 60 years ago, and it's not done 

12 at this time.  So if they move the runway, they're going to 

13 have more homes that need to be insulated.  

14           So if they're going to move the runway, then they 

15 need to insulate all the houses that are in the sound -- 

16 noise barrier area, you know.  And if they're going to do 

17 that, before they do that, they need to finish where they 

18 were.  

19           I understand this program has been in existence 

20 for 30 years, and if they haven't got done by 30 years -- if 

21 they're going to spend all that money that they're going to 

22 spend, especially to move a runway, then they need to figure 

23 the other expenses, and -- and maybe get some more 

24 contractors, and get in Inglewood and get their job done and 

25 pay for it.  
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1           Thanks.  

2      THE MODERATOR:  Thank you.  

3           Erik, please correct my pronunciation of your 

4 name.  

5      ERIK KOEFOED:  Hi.  My name is Erik Koefoed.  I've 

6 lived in Playa del Rey for 40 years.  Something is wrong.  

7 We don't have the proper vision.  I'm thinking -- talking 

8 about transportation.  If anybody has traveled to Europe, I 

9 was born in Denmark, if anybody has been at the airport in 

10 Copenhagen, you will see something that phenomenal.  Trains 

11 go directly into the airport.  

12           When you go outside the airport, what do you see?  

13 New Mercedes, Mercedes Benz, BMWs, Volvos.  

14           When you have visitors that come in to Los Angeles 

15 Airport, what do they see?  Antique cars with bald tires.  

16 That ought to be changed.  

17           I support Alternative 2 and 9.  And by all means, 

18 the Airport out at Ontario, that's where we should go.  

19 Let's get the people out of the freeways.  Go to Ontario.  

20           Thank you.  

21      THE MODERATOR:  Thank you very much.  

22           Gregg Aniolek, Patricia Lyon, and Mark -- 

23      MARK RYAVEC:  Ryavec.  

24      THE MODERATOR:  Thank you.  

25      GREGG ANIOLEK:  I'm Gregg Aniolek.  I am a resident of 
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1 Playa del Rey.  And I am also an engineer, so I understand 

2 that LAWA has to put options out for the expansion or -- for 

3 modernization of the airport, but to steal Mr. Rosendhal's 

4 repeated comments, "Modernization.  No expansion."  

5           Those expansion ideas really should fall off the 

6 table first.  If -- to -- we should look to San Francisco 

7 Airport and steal those ideas that they've done.  I mean, 

8 it's an excellent airport.  Now, I used to live there.  The 

9 BART goes right to the airport.  It doesn't go into it, it 

10 goes to it.  It's got an automated people mover to a 

11 consolidated rental car facility.  Very efficient.  Vehicles 

12 are off the road.  Excellent.  

13           And we should also consider Heathrow Airport.  If 

14 you look -- someone told these stats and I had to look them 

15 up myself.  In 2011, Heathrow has 2 runways, LAX has 4.  

16 Heathrow has got 4.7 square miles, LAX has 5.  And they 

17 moved more people in 2011 than the -- than LAX did.  

18           Now, granted maybe LAX had more cargo, but 

19 nonetheless, there's some European efficiency that we have 

20 to capitalize on here.  It really needs to be considered and 

21 not just the structure of the buildings and everything.  So 

22 there's some ideas that really need to be taken from 

23 elsewhere.  

24           And as for concerns about the safety, let's face 

25 it, LAX has been very good.  Since I've been living here, I 
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1 don't know of any major incidents, unlike the Santa Monica 

2 Airport, where hear of a once a year crash.  

3           In fact, to my knowledge, LAX has one rescue.  

4 When the Jet Blue airline's wheels rotated, instead of 

5 landing back over in Long Beach, bring it to LAX, a much 

6 more safer place to land.  

7           Thank you.  

8      THE MODERATOR:  Thank you.  

9           Patricia Lyon, Mark -- 

10      MARK RYAVEC:  Ryavec.  

11      THE MODERATOR:  Thank you.  

12      AUDIENCE MEMBER:  Patricia Lyon passes.  

13      THE MODERATOR:  She's going to pass?  Okay.  

14           Mark, thank you for the pronunciation.  

15       MARK RYAVEC  Mark Ryavec.  I'm a resident of Venice.  

16 I'm a former staff to the Los Angeles City Council.  I have 

17 a Master's Degree in Urban Studies.  And many years ago, I 

18 worked with the Westchester Business District Association on 

19 various planning issues here.  

20           I'd like to make two points.  One of them is I 

21 don't think that this is -- that this review of alternatives 

22 is adequate without looking at the possibility of growing 

23 Ontario, and thus reducing some of the need for some of the 

24 new facilities that you are identifying here.  

25           The other issue I'd point out is that I think that 
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1 the this whole process should be an opportunity, not just to 

2 modernize the Airport, but also to significantly decrease 

3 the impact of the Airport on the residents surrounding the 

4 Airport.  

5           And I would suggest that there is a possibility to 

6 take Alternative 3 and create out of it an Alternative 10.  

7 And that instead of large commercial developments in the 

8 center of the Airport, where the parking is now located, 

9 that, in fact, when you rebuild terminals -- under 3, when 

10 you rebuild Terminals 1, 2, and 3, you -- by taking some of 

11 this space that's now devoted to parking structures, you 

12 could free up space to provide more gates there.  

13           And this would remove the -- this would -- again, 

14 it would also move that inbound -- excuse me, the outbound 

15 runway, which is the one that's creating so much noise in 

16 Playa del Rey, it would move it 300 feet south, so that you 

17 would attenuate to some extent, by doing that, the noise 

18 you're currently hearing at that location.  

19           Thank you.  

20      THE MODERATOR:  Thank you.  

21           Marco.  And is that Marco Leal?  

22      MARCO LEAL:  Marco Leal, yes.  

23      THE MODERATOR:  Thank you.  

24           Robert Acherman, and then Garrett Smith.  

25      MARCO LEAL:  Hi.  My name is Marco Leal.  I live on 
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1 88th Street.  I've lived in the Airport area for 26 years, 

2 15 years in my current house.  I studied Airport Planning 

3 and Management at Cal State LA.  I have a Bachelor's Degree 

4 in that.  I work on the Airport.  I'm an aircraft mechanic.  

5 I taxi airplanes back and forth.  I'm really tired of seeing 

6 this proposal for a centerfield taxiway on the north 

7 complex.  We rarely use it on the south side.  It will never 

8 get used on the north side.  

9           Also, do not relocate runway 6 left 24 right north 

10 even one foot.  It's not needed.  I haven't had a chance to 

11 totally study every single alternative.  You know, on face 

12 value, I kind of like Alternative 2.  Let's see.  What else?  

13           I was looking at the Manchester Square.  I heard 

14 some of the residents' concerns there.  I personally like 

15 the way the Orlando Airport is geared.  They divided not 

16 by -- by arrivals and departures.  They divided in four 

17 different ways.  One of them being taxi cabs and limousines 

18 on one level; buses and shuttle vans on another level, 

19 rental cars on a another level, and pick up and drop off 

20 cars on a totally different level.  

21           Now, if they were saying that, you know, Orlando 

22 isn't used as much as LAX, make it 8 levels.  But it needs 

23 to be separated.  And that would streamline it completely.  

24 And then, you know, as far as the rail is concerned, that 

25 actually would streamline it even more.  
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1           Let's see.  I guess that's about all.  Another 

2 issue that's really near and dear to my heart is the TSA.  

3 Personally, I'd like to see it abolished.  We're never going 

4 to get hit by -- by terrorists.  I mean, you're more likely 

5 to get hit by lightning than terrorists.  You know, we don't 

6 need to be radiated, and we don't need to be groped.  We 

7 should do it like the Israelis do.  Airport security is not 

8 that difficult.  

9           And that's it.  

10      THE MODERATOR:  Thank you very much.  

11           Robert Acherman, Garrett Smith, and then our last 

12 speaker, Lynne Paxton.  

13      ROBERT ACHERMAN:  Good evening.  My name is Robert 

14 Acherman.  I'm a resident of the City of Torrance.  In 

15 Torrance, we are impacted by LAX.  We have low-flying planes 

16 departing for Asia and Australia flying over our homes late 

17 at night.  And during the day, we get them from Long Beach 

18 Airport.  

19           Our access in and out of Torrance is also affected 

20 by the gridlock caused by the LAX traffic on the 

21 405 Freeway.  I have family and many, many friends here in 

22 Westchester, Playa del Rey, so I'm very sympathetic to 

23 everyone who lives next to LAX.  

24           Westchester, Playa del Rey was my home town of 

25 37 years.  Westchester, Playa del Rey is a hidden gem in the 
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1 City of Los Angeles, a great place to live, work, and play, 

2 a friendly hometown atmosphere where generations of people 

3 have raised their families.  I know we'd certainly like to 

4 keep it that way.  

5           I have been reading the Draft EIR and SPAS 

6 reports, and I found many problems, but 2 minutes is not 

7 enough time to go through them in detail.  These comments 

8 will be submitted later in writing.  

9           From what I have read, it's clear that 

10 Alternative 2, combined with some ground access elements in 

11 Alternative 9 would be best for the Westchester, Playa del 

12 Rey community and the flying public.  

13           This combination will provide the best cost 

14 benefits for the airlines and the least environmental impact 

15 on the surrounding communities.  

16           We can have a safe, secure, and convenient LAX 

17 that does not expand in the surrounding communities of 

18 Westchester and Playa del Rey.  

19           Furthermore, LAWA needs to do more to make good on 

20 its legal obligation in the stipulated settlement agreement 

21 to promote regionalization of air services in -- at Ontario 

22 and Palmdale.  LAX cannot and should not be the only major 

23 gateway in and out of Southern California.  

24           We had an earthquake today in Orange County.  

25 Imagine what one could do to LAX.  How will people get in 
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1 and out of our region if LAX is closed?  This is why we need 

2 more capacity at Ontario and Palmdale now.  

3           And I noticed earlier there were some people 

4 reading other people's comments.  It would great if those 

5 people would present them in person.  It would just make 

6 that more personable.  

7           Thank you.  

8      THE MODERATOR:  Thank you very much.  

9           Garrett Smith, and then Lynne Paxton.  

10      GARRETT SMITH:  Hi.  Good evening.  I'm one of the -- 

11 I'm a resident of Westchester.  And want to tell the few 

12 people that are here from labor that we are your allies.  We 

13 support a living wage.  We support more jobs.  And we 

14 support modernization.  

15           What we don't support is the runway being moved 

16 forward, encroaching into our neighborhood.  LAX has not 

17 been a good neighbor.  They haven't -- their contractors 

18 haven't been good employers to you.  You know, and -- so you 

19 should be our allies in stopping the runway moving forward.  

20           Thank you.  

21      THE MODERATOR:  Thank you.  

22           The last speaker is Lynne Paxton.  I just want to, 

23 again, call out, our program ends this evening at 8:00.  I 

24 want to be sure that you know that we have these comment 

25 forms.  They're in each of the four corners.  Please be sure 
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1 to fill one of these out, if you'd like.  

2           And then, Lynne Paxton.  

3      LYNNE PAXTON:  Hi.  I'm Lynne Paxton.  I live in Playa 

4 del Rey.  I'm recent here.  And I'd just like to state that 

5 I'm against moving the runway to the north, as it will 

6 result in excessive noise spikes affecting the residents 

7 living to the north of the area of the Airport, as I do.  

8           The decibel level studies are homogenized in that 

9 they represent an averaging of 24 hours per day, and 

10 365 days per year.  They don't address the actual noise 

11 spikes that come about.  It's unknown at this point in time 

12 how great those noise spikes will increase if any moving of 

13 the runway to the north takes place.  And I'm against moving 

14 any runway to the north.  

15           Thank you.  

16      THE MODERATOR:  Thank you.  

17           I did receive one more card, Diane, is it 

18 Sambrano?  

19      DIANE SAMBRANO:  Sambrano.  

20      THE MODERATOR:  Sambrano.  Thank you.  

21      DIANE SAMBRANO:  Good evening.  I live in the community 

22 called Inglewood.  And I think that it's interesting there 

23 were several references made to the beginnings of this 

24 Airport.  

25           And as the President of Local Historical Society, 
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1 I want everyone to keep in mind that when the airport was 

2 put way down over there, near Airport Boulevard originally, 

3 no one had yet invented the jet aircraft.  

4           And it seems everyone seems to forget that little 

5 tiny thing.  I also want to remind everyone that the 

6 community that has taken the greatest hit is, in fact, that 

7 community that gave every single one of us the privilege of 

8 aerospace defense.  And it is yet these senior adults now 

9 who are being impacted the greatest.  It is they who are 

10 losing their quality life, they who are losing their homes.  

11 What a grand insult that is.  

12           And yet, I hear other folks say, "How dare you 

13 people who live near the Airport be NIMBYs."  Let me correct 

14 that.  If you're going to call us names, make sure you call 

15 us the correct name, that would be CIMBY.  For all these 

16 many years, the Airport has been "currently" in our 

17 backyard.  

18           We are the ones significantly impacted by every 

19 negative thing.  And yet, we have stood here and said, "We 

20 always want the employees to be treated fairly."  We believe 

21 in regional approach.  We believe that in case of some 

22 drama, there should be other airports to take that load.  

23 And LAWA has gone out of its way to not help Ontario or 

24 Palmdale develop as the plans were originally made when 

25 those two were purchased.  
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1           So I would hope that we do not expand any further 

2 and destroy any more of the Westchester and Inglewood 

3 communities, but perhaps simply modernize that property 

4 which you already own.  

5      THE MODERATOR:  I just want to thank all of our 

6 speakers this evening.  We are going to stay open for 15 

7 more minutes if you wanted to walk back to the graphics.  

8 Staff is still here.  They can answer any additional 

9 questions.  

10           Thank you so much.  If you sign in, you will be 

11 apprised of the next steps in the process.  

12           Thank you very much.  We appreciate you coming 

13 out.  

14           (End of Public Comments at 7:45 p.m.)

15           (Meeting adjourned at 8:00 p.m.)

16           

17           

18

19           

20           

21           

22           

23           

24           

25
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