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SPC00061 Jacquet, Joyce None Provided 8/8/2003

SPC00061-1

Comment:

Response:

I'm requesting again for a noise monitoring. The airplanes fly over house day & night They suppose to
fly starting at 5:00 am, but they don't.

At bad weather they take off from West to the house East. They fly so low the house vibrate.

Comment noted. Please see Response to Comment PC01948-1 regarding noise monitoring. There is
no curfew at LAX. However, since the early 1970's, between midnight and 6:30 a.m., and winds
permitting, Air Traffic Control converts to an over-ocean operations mode whereby both arrivals and
departures fly over the ocean. Although this is a preferred method of operation during the late nighttime
window, there is no ban on flight operations to the east of the airport. Even during over-ocean
operations, individual pilots can and do request east takeoffs. LAWA has recently initiated a Request
For Qualifications to prepare a 14 CFR Part 161 Study for Los Angeles International Airport. LAWA is
seeking to establish a partial curfew at LAX that would prohibit the easterly departure of all discretionary
aircraft, with certain exemptions, between the hours of 12:00 Midnight to 6:30 a.m. when LAX is in
Over-Ocean Operations. During a recent 18-month period, 82 jets departed to the east when over-
ocean procedures were in effect, an average of about one per week. When over-ocean procedures are
not practicable for reasons of adverse weather or winds (as defined in Section 4, of LAWA's Aircraft
Noise Abatement Operating Restrictions), aircraft will continue to depart to the east between midnight
and 6:30. For a detailed explanation on sleep disturbance please see Section 4.1, Noise, and Section
4.2, Land Use with supporting technical data and analyses in Appendix S-C and Technical Report S-1
of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. Please see Topical Response TR-N-4 regarding noise
mitigation, Topical Response TR-N-5 regarding nighttime aircraft operations, TR-N-7 regarding noise
abatement measures/enforcement and TR-N-8 regarding noise based vibration.

SPCO00061-2

Comment:

Response:

They interfere with the television & satellite. | have to wait until one pass before we can see the picture
again.

We can hear when they slow the plane. When the windows are open we cannot hear the telephone or
television.

Comment noted. However, FAA and LAWA acknowledge the concern of the commentor and are
working to address noise complaints from LAX operations. Please see Response to Comment
ALO00006-2 regarding current measures underway to address existing high aircraft noise levels. See
also Topical Responses TR-LU-3 regarding residential sound insulation under the ANMP and TR-LU-4
regarding outdoor noise levels. It should also be noted that FAA and LAWA staff are not aware of
complaints from residents about planes interfering with television and satellite reception, although
interference with television antennae reception for residential uses located in proximity to the flight path
may occur as a result of aircraft overflights, however, satellite or cable reception would generally not be
affected.

SPCO00061-3

Comment:

| have a heart condition, asthma and allegies.
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Response:

Between the soot & dust, | am having a hard time.

The Draft EIS/EIR and Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR addressed human health and safety in Section
4.24, Human Health and Safety, and air quality in Section 4.6, Air Quality. Supporting technical data
and analyses are provided in Appendix G and Technical Reports 4, 14a, and 14c of the Draft EIS/EIR
and Appendix S-C and S-E and Technical Reports S-4, S-9a, and S-9b of the Supplement to the Draft
EIS/EIR. In addition, please see Topical Response TR-HRA-2 regarding airport emissions and link with
adverse health effects, Topical Response TR-HRA-3 regarding human health impacts and TR-AQ-1
regarding air pollutant deposition.

SPC00062 Gordon, Mike City of El Segundo 8/20/2003

SPC00062-1

Comment:

Response:

Good Evening. | am Mayor Mike Gordon, representing the City of El Segundo.

Given the length and complexity of the Master Plan and environmental documents, our full comments
on technical issues will not be ready for some time, therefore the City's comments tonight are
preliminary.

The City of El Segundo continues to oppose LAX Master Plan Alternatives A, B, and C for the many
reasons the City expressed orally and in writing during the public review and comment period for the
initial Draft EIS/EIR in 2002.

While we feel the stated objectives of the new plan supports a regional aviation approach - an issue that
Mayor Hahn and | continue to work side by side on - the City of El Segundo has not yet taken an official
position on Alternative D, nor have I.

Specifically, the City supports a regional approach alternative that makes proper use of Inland Empire
airports.

The City supports an alternative with fewer environmental impacts. We would like to see the adverse
impacts of the airport minimized and mitigated to the greatest extent feasible.

The City of EI Segundo supports enhanced safety and security at LAX.

And the City supports an alternative that by design will accommodate passenger and cargo levels no
greater than the physical capacity of the airport as it exists today, approximately 78 million annual
passengers.

Limiting LAX's capacity to its current capacity has always been our number one goal. We believe
limiting LAX's capacity will allow other airports in the region to develop and handle a fair share of future
regional aviation demand.

This approach will result in fewer environmental impacts, and will improve safety and security at the
airport.

Comment noted.
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SPC00062-2

Comment:
However, the City is greatly concerned about the impacts of proposed southside airfield changes that
move the southernmost runway 50 feet closer to El Segundo.
LAWA has stated that it believes these changes are necessary to improve runway safety.

However, we are currently studying the impacts of the reconfiguration, and other options for the
southern runway complex.

In particular, we urge a full public consideration of end-around taxiways as an alternative that could
provide greater safety sooner, at lower cost and with fewer new burdens on local communities.

Safety at LAX must be a priority for all of us.
The City is prepared to support measures necessary to enhance safety, even if those measures

increase our burden, but only if we are assured, through an independent expert, that other alternatives
are not equally effective.

Response:

Please see Response to Comment SPHF00038-3 regarding the potential noise impacts of moving the
southernmost runway approximately 55 feet south and discussion on runway incursions at LAX and an
analysis conducted by NASA Ames Research Center comparing the costs and benefits of a center
parallel taxiway and end-around taxiway on the south airfield complex.

SPC00062-3

Comment:

In conclusion, we are grateful for Mayor Hahn's responsive leadership and his pledge to constrain
growth at LAX and foster a regional approach to meeting future aviation demand.

It is our hope that the ultimate outcome of this Master Plan process will be a regional airport approach
that ensures that LAX does not exceed its current capacity.

Response:

Comment noted.

SPC00063 None Provided County of Los Angeles 8/1/2003
The content of this comment letter is identical to Attachment | of SAL00004; please refer to Responses
to Comments SAL00004-2 through SAL00004-11.

SPC00064 Miscikowski, Cindy  City of Los Angeles 8/23/2003

SPC00064-1

Comment:

Under the proposed Alternative D of the Los Angeles International Airport Master Plan, the airport will
undergo substantial changes which will impact a variety of sectors, including the communities, the
airline industry, and the region. The plan is referred to as the "Safety and Security Plan" which reduces
substantially the expansion in capacity and site footprint as proposed in Alternatives A, B and C.
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While Alternative D has improved based on requests from the communities and from other constituents,
it nonetheless raises some important questions. | have reviewed the Supplemental Draft Environmental
Impact Report for the Master Plan and have determined that there are some specific issues that need to
be further analyzed and addressed.

Response:

Comment noted. Please see Responses to Comments below.
SPC00064-2
Comment:

Response:

Transportation Issues:

Mitigation measures are unfunded, uncertain, & underevaluated: Alternative D shifts the majority of the
traffic impacts from the current central terminal area to the area now known as Manchester Square.
While there are some traffic mitigations included in the Supplemental EIS/EIR, one of the main features
of this proposal requires building an off-ramp from the 1-405 freeway at Lennox Blvd. directly into the
new Ground Transportation Center (GTC). The vast majority of these mitigations are directly tied to the
availability of airport-related funds and to the availability of funding from other agencies, like the Metro
Transit Authority and the State of California. There is also a reliance upon "future" expansion of various
programs outside of the airport's jurisdiction like the MTA's Rapid Bus service. There seems to be no
analysis of the traffic impacts of Alternative D should these mitigations not materialize nor are there any
alternatives presented.

Please see Response to Comment PC02220-6 regarding funding. If a lack of funding affected the
airport plan, the plan would have to be amended to reflect alternative mitigation, for which there was
funding available. Any major plan revisions would have to have environmental approval, including
public input.

SPC00064-3

Comment:

Response:

Furthermore, there has been no analysis done of the impacts of the new freeway offramp from the 1-405
freeway at Lennox Blvd. on the 1-405 freeway, both North and South Bound. Currently, access to the
airport via the [-405 is accessible via at least 3 freeway exits, both North and South bound. Alternative D
concentrates the freeway access to one point from the |-405 freeway into the GTC. The draft document
comparison states that under Alternative D, freeway speeds would be "faster than the No Action/No
Project" alternative based on what appears to be an analysis of current traffic patterns. However, given
that the proposal in Alternative D creates an entirely different traffic pattern, it is hard to imagine how the
comparison is a valid one. Furthermore, there seems to be little hard evidence provided to back up the
claims of faster freeway speeds and reduced traffic.

There was a detailed traffic modeling analysis performed for the 1-405 interchange at Lennox Boulevard,
including its impacts on northbound and southbound [-405. That analysis is summarized in the
Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, Section 4.3.2, and in Technical Report S-2b. The conclusion that I-
405 would operate with faster speeds in Alternative D than in the No Action/No Project Alternative is
based on this analysis. The analysis determined Alternative D conditions with future traffic patterns
unique to Alternative D versus the No Action/No Project conditions which would exist without any
improvements. Therefore, the comparison is valid. Please also see Topical Response TR-ST-2
regarding surface transportation analysis methodology.
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SPC00064-4

Comment:

Response:

Cargo impacts could be further mitigated: DOT and LAWA have previously analyzed the extension of
Avian Blvd. directly into the airport to provide a dedicated cargo road. This option has been fully
designed and is likely ready to be implemented. This option would have a positive effect on current
airport operations and traffic patterns.

This is not a comment on the contents of the Draft Master Plan Addendum or the Supplement to the
Draft EIS/EIR. Modifications to Avion Boulevard are not included as part of LAX Master Plan -
Alternative D.

SPC00064-5

Comment:

Response:

Public transportation connectivity: The plan calls for the Green Line light rail to be connected to the
Intermodal Transportation Center (ITC) located at the former Continental City site by way of a moving
sidewalk or other device. Furthermore there is an existing EIR for expansion of the Green Line
northward past LAX and into Westchester. Green Line project remains in the jurisdiction of the Los
Angeles Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA), and the MTA owns the existing heavy rail right-of-
way that proceeds northward along Aviation Blvd. into Westchester. Nonetheless, the plan should more
explicitly call for the preservation and enhancement of the existing right-of-way for a future expansion of
the Green Line. This is most sensitive in the area along Aviation adjacent to Runway 25/7, where it is
subject to competing interests: light rail, heavy rail, automated people mover, street widening and FAA
flight signaling infrastructure.

Please see Response to Comment SPHA0005-5, regarding Green Line connectivity along Aviation
Boulevard. Alternative D does not preclude the potential for the Green Line to be extended along
Aviation in the future.

SPCO00064-6

Comment:

Security Issues:

Alternative D is billed as the "Safety and Security" plan for LAX. The premise upon which the security
proposals have been designed is to protect the "primary function" of the airport, which, presumably, is
the take-off and landing of aircraft. Therefore, the separation of passengers and vehicles from the
Central Terminal Area was a primary design component of Alt D to prevent against bomb or other
dangerous activity which would stop air traffic at LAX. While the specifics of the technologies required to
implement the security provisions have not been detailed in the Supplement, additional information
presented in the accompanying SAIC report relies upon a series of assumptions which lead to the
ultimate conclusion that Alternative D is safer than the no project alternative and safer than all of the
other alternatives previously presented.

As in other areas of the Supplemental EIS/EIR, Alternative D leads to more questions than answers,
particularly in the realm of security. First, the premise of protecting the "primary function" of the airport is
one that deserves greater consideration. Alternative D, while claiming to diffuse passengers through
separate entry points at the Ground Transportation Center (GTC), the Consolidated Rental Car Facility
(RAC) and the CTA, actually makes those locations easier targets for terrorists or others wishing to
maximize the loss of life in any one incident. This leads to the question of whether enough will be done
to protect airport patrons versus airport operations? In addition, one well-placed explosive device on the
automated people mover could just as easily debilitate airport operations and create additional risk to
area hotels and businesses located on Century Blvd. just below the people mover. There are any
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Response:

number of scenarios that could be imagined that seem to be ignored by the security proposals
contained within the current document.

This comment does not raise or pertain to any environmental issues that are subject to NEPA or CEQA
review requirements. Notwithstanding, please see Topical Response TR-SEC-1, which addresses the
most frequently raised security-related issues pertaining to the design and ability of Alternative D to
enhance existing safety and security at LAX. In addition, please see Appendix | of the Draft LAX Master
Plan Addendum.

SPC00064-7

Comment:

Response:

Further, it is worth noting that the current environmental documents do not fully elaborate upon the
technology and construction specifics of the proposed security enhancements. LAWA's own security
consultants have acknowledged that their analysis is based on technology that does not yet exist. The
electronic scanning of automobiles and trucks upon entrance to parking facilities, face recognition
technology, and fast baggage screening at the point of entry at the CTA are components of the security
plan that are required to make Alternative D work. If any one of these component parts is not yet
developed, is too costly once developed to implement or is not commercially available at the time of
construction then the plan does not work and security risks are imminently greater.

This comment does not raise or pertain to any environmental issues that are subject to NEPA or CEQA
review requirements. Notwithstanding, please see Topical Response TR-SEC-1, which addresses the
most frequently raised security-related issues pertaining to the design and ability of Alternative D to
enhance existing safety and security at LAX. In addition, please see Appendix | of the Draft LAX Master
Plan Addendum.

SPC00064-8

Comment:

Response:

SAIC consultants have also stated that while costs for implementation of the security plan are unknown
at this time, ultimately the airport would achieve savings through the reduction in security personnel
required since technology would replace them. However, the Supplemental EIS/EIR states clearly that
there would be "no cost savings for law enforcement personnel" in fact, estimates that security
personnel would increase by 162 for airport police and that 12 additional LAPD officers will be required.
Is the baseline for this analysis security staffing at LAX pre- or post-9/11? Given that the technologies
do not yet exist, how do we even know what will be required to staff and maintain them?

Police staffing at LAX has already been increased to respond to the heightened level of security since
September 11, 2001. The current airport layout and security regime require this extensive, round-the-
clock, and wide-spread police presence. As stated in the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR and in the
Draft Master Plan Addendum, the physical layout of Alternative D and the proposed approach to
securing the facility is one that works to harden the target and improve the facility layout to reduce the
heavy dependence on a widely dispersed police presence. Implementation of Alternative D would allow
for the most effective deployment of the available force in locations best positioned to respond to
security threats. Security technology is never meant to replace a well-trained and equipped police force
but rather it makes the force and its mission more effective. The increases in law enforcement
personnel indicated in the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR is envisioned based on the increase in
passenger activity at the airport in the future over existing levels. The law enforcement personnel
projection is a forecast based on the existing situation, however, police staffing requirements may
change as a result of a range of unforeseen circumstances.
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SPC00064-9

Comment:

Response:

Furthermore, LAWA's original intent was to create a security review after the approval of the EIR.
However, the publication of the RAND study was an incentive to accelerate that review and incorporate
the SAIC study into the plan release. If the security review was to come after the EIR approval by City
Council, that suggests that any terminal structure can be made to be reasonably secure regardless of
what was on the land use document. Otherwise, the security review by SAIC would have been
incorporated at a very early date. Finally, should this be the case, it begs the fundamental question of
why the plan calls for such aggressive construction and development of areas like the GTC to be
located at Manchester Square, a mile away from the existing terminals.

This comment does not raise or pertain to any environmental issues that are subject to NEPA or CEQA
review requirements. Notwithstanding, please see Topical Response TR-SEC-1, which addresses the
most frequently raised security-related issues pertaining to the design and ability of Alternative D to
enhance existing safety and security at LAX. In addition, please see Topical Response TR-MP-3
regarding the purpose of the GTC at Manchester Square.

SPC00064-10

Comment:

Response:

There is also no discussion of how phasing of construction will affect the overall security elements.
Since the CTA, people mover, and baggage transport facility are among the last components of the
plan, how will the airport be protected, assuming the premise adopted by Alternative D, in the interim?

As was described in Figure S3-15 of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, 2015 Alternative D
Conceptual Summary Schedule, the CTA, APM and Baggage Tunnel GTC to CTA would be
constructed in Phase .

Each existing component of LAX infrastructure would have its existing security maintained or improved
if new technology or security techniques become available.

As each component of Alternative D would be constructed, the airport security improvements that were
described in Chapter 3 of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR would be implemented to protect LAX
passengers. For example, once the GTC, ITC, RAC and APM are fully functional, private vehicle
access to the CTA would be restricted and traffic redirected to these new facilities to reduce the threat
of an explosion in the CTA.

SPC00064-11

Comment:

Response:

These discrepancies and the lack of detail for the actual implementation of the necessary security
technologies are of grave concern. Other risk scenarios must be evaluated in this process.

This comment does not raise or pertain to any environmental issues that are subject to NEPA or CEQA
review requirements. Notwithstanding, please see Topical Response TR-SEC-1, which addresses the
most frequently raised security-related issues pertaining to the design and ability of Alternative D to
enhance existing safety and security at LAX.
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SPC00064-12

Comment:

Response:

Concerns over Growth Potential:

The Supplemental EIS/EIR acknowledges that under Alternative D, every single terminal function area
will be substantially increased - in many cases doubled. This leaves the only restriction on growth the
number of aircraft that can be accommodated by the physical gate structures. Regardless of the
number of gates that will be constructed, there still exists the ability to expand gate capacity with
portable gates, as are in use today in the western portion of the facility.

Given that ability, what will true capacity be at LAX following the implementation of Alternative D?
Furthermore, what, if any, environmental or other review is required to move a portable gate onto the
western tarmac? Finally, what constraints, if any, which exist for future elected officials in Los Angeles
who may see fit to enact a true capacity expansion at LAX to 98 MAP or higher, even at the expense of
a truly regional air transportation system?

The western remote gates at LAX are not portable. They are fixed in place and accessed via shuttle
busses that transport passengers to and from hold room facilities in TBIT to their respective remote
gate.

As stated on page 3-45 in Chapter 3 of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR the remote gates on the
west pad facility would be eliminated and this area would be prohibited from use as a remote passenger
boarding location.

The north portion of the existing west pad would be demolished to make room for relocated runway
6R/24L, Taxiways D and E. This includes seven of the nine existing remote gates. However, the two
remaining remote gates will also be demolished, as the west pad would be used in the future for aircraft
holding, RON positions and maintenance.

As described in the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR and Draft Master Plan Addendum, LAX Master
Plan Alternative D would provide facilities that can accommodate a constrained capacity of 78.9 MAP.

All facilities constructed at LAX are subject to environmental review.

If a future elected official were to be interested in further expansion of LAX it would require a change to
any previously approved and adopted master plan which would require a new or modified
Environmental Assessment or Environmental Impact Report which would be public. This process would
occur in a similar fashion to what has happened with Alternative D. LAWA released a Master Plan in
2001 with a preferred Alternative known as Alternative C. The mayoral election and the events of
September 11, 2001 resulted in changes to the Master Plan, which is now known as Alternative D. This
process is described in the Executive Summary of the Draft Master Plan Addendum.

SPC00064-13

Comment:

Manchester Square:

Because of the uniqueness and prominence of the proposed GTC at Manchester Square, its discussion
deserves special attention. Ground traffic impacts remain a question for the GTC. The community has
been assured to a certain point at forums such as the LAX Working Group that traffic impacts would be
minimized through the Westchester community because access points to the GTC are limited to the
405/105 freeways, Lennox Blvd. and other points south.

If, however, access to the GTC is largely expected from the 405/105 freeways, then those freeways
which already experience overcapacity from non-airport uses will incur additional traffic impact. This
suggests that some airport-bound vehicles will approach from north via other routes, like Sepulveda,
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Response:

Lincoln, Centinela, La Tijera, and La Cienega, much as they do today, even though the explicit design
of the GTC is to make this access inconvenient for travelers.

The ftraffic modeling showed that some of the non-airport traffic that would normally use the 1-405
Freeway would shift to Sepulveda Boulevard and, to a lesser extent, Aviation Boulevard and Lincoln
Boulevard after the CTA is closed to future private vehicles and more capacity becomes available on
those arterial streets. The capacity of Sepulveda Boulevard and the 1-405 would become balanced as
the percentage of non-airport traffic increases on Sepulveda Boulevard while the percentage of airport
related traffic increases on the 1-405 Freeway. As a result, 1-405 would not be burdened with both non-
airport traffic that it would accommodate if the CTA was open and the new airport traffic generated by
the GTC.

SPC00064-14

Comment:

Response:

The site footprint of the GTC as outlined in the land use plan raises further questions. If passengers are
just moving through the GTC with no concessions or amenities, does it need to be of the large size as
suggested on the plan's maps? What uses are called for in a facility the size of the GTC other than
security devices? Alternative D is unclear on this. And if efficient passenger throughput can be achieved
in a smaller facility, can it occupy either a smaller footprint in Manchester Square, or can it be located
elsewhere? All of these issues raise the question of whether the GTC as located at Manchester Square
will provide truly adequate security mitigation consistent with the costs associated with this aspect of the
project.

Comment noted. As described in Chapter 2.28, Ground Transportation Center (GTC), of the LAX Draft
Master Plan Addendum, the following major functions are anticipated to be included in the GTC: short-
term parking, long-term parking, E-Kiosk check-in, curbfront interface for busses, private autos, taxis,
limos etc., skycap baggage check-in, first level passenger security screening, APM interface, baggage
re-claim (optional for checked bags), and compressed natural gas fueling station. There would also be
public restroom facilities and potentially limited concession space. The GTC is designed to allow for the
efficient flow of arriving and departing passengers with as little congregation as possible to minimize the
effects of a potential blast in proximity to the structure. This feature is central to Alternative D's theme of
enhanced safety and security. Additionally, the Draft LAX Master Plan Addendum describes that a first
level security screening process would occur at the GTC with potential features such as sniffing dogs,
video surveillance systems and other security devices. However, the GTC would also be designed to
accommodate second level security screening at any time. It was determined that efficient passenger
throughput and the need to plan for the future implementation of additional levels of security necessitate
a facility of the size illustrated in the Draft LAX Master Plan Addendum. The Supplement to the Draft
EIS/EIR and Draft LAX Master Plan Addendum are program level documents. Project level planning for
the GTC would identify specific space requirements for each use.

The GTC's primary function would be to provide a passenger pick-up and drop-off location separated
from the CTA where large groups of passengers typically congregate. In addition to the functions
housed within the GTC structure, the GTC must also provide adequate curb front to efficiently
accommodate airport traffic. The required effective curbfront length also determined the approximate
illustrated size and configuration of the GTC piers.

Detailed information regarding the methodology for designing the curb front at the GTC was described
in Technical Report S-2a, Supplemental On-Airport Surface Transportation Technical Report, of the
Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. Table S10, Curbfront Factored Analysis, Design Day Airport Peak
Hour, 2015 Alternative D, highlights factors that determined the required curb length that would be
available at the GTC. Additionally, Table S4.3.1-6, Year 2015 Curbfront Requirements, on page 4-232
of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, described required curb lengths and demand capacity ratios for
each alternative.
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SPC00064-15

Comment:

Response:

OTHER ISSUES:

The draft documentation provided on Alternative D raises some significant additional concerns. One
issue that appears to be under-addressed are the potential environmental impacts of the construction of
the underground baggage transport facility. Some areas of the plan refer to the baggage facility as a
part of the current proposal while others identify it as a potential future development. It seems that
regardless of whether it is in or out of the current proposal, it should be evaluated as a part of the
Master Plan. Placing a baggage transport system underground will have significant impacts - both
during and after construction. How far below grade would this system need to be? What are existing
physical limitations - both man made and natural that would affect the feasibility of this system? If the
system is never implemented, how and where do the TSA requirements of 100% baggage screening
get addressed? Currently there is little to no discussion of the myriad of issues including construction
impacts, geological impacts, impacts of the water table, impacts on public utilities, relocation of public
and other utility lines, and excavation requirements just to name a few.

Chapter 3 of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR maintains that a tunnel between the GTC and the
CTA would be one method of optimizing the movement of oversized passenger baggage between the
GTC and CTA. The proposed baggage tunnel is currently anticipated to be developed in conjunction
with the APM and sharing the same alignment along the existing 98th Street corridor. Other
alignments, including but not limited to the 96th street corridor, may be identified during the preliminary
design process as being less restrictive, more cost effective, and less disruptive to the surrounding
community. The Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR is a program level document.

The system would be designed to accommodate a forecast amount of passenger baggage expected to
be transported in order to avoid man-made and/or physical limitations.

As described in the Draft Master Plan Addendum, 100 percent of TSA baggage screening would occur
at the CTA. Therefore the baggage transport system between the GTC and CTA would not influence
the location of final TSA baggage screening system.

Construction related impacts of Alternative D are described in Chapter 4.2, Construction Impacts, of the
Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR.

SPC00064-16

Comment:

Response:

Environmental Justice:

The Supplemental EIS/EIR, while identifying that the majority of affected communities are minority,
clearly states that there are no Master Plan commitments related to environmental justice. It merely
states that there will be continued input through the ongoing Environmental Justice Program. This is not
sufficient given the serious impacts this project will have on the surrounding communities.

Extensive mitigation measures were provided in the Draft EIS/EIR, as found throughout Chapter 4,
Affected Environment, Consequences, and Mitigation Measures, and as provided in the Executive
Summary, and in Chapter 5, Environmental Action Plan. Many of these measures apply to minority and
low-income communities, as well as other potentially effected communities. While a number of these
mitigation measures were accounted for and discussed in Section 4.4.3, Environmental Justice, of the
Draft EIS/EIR, the reason the section did not include a program with mitigation measures and benefits
fully reflective of community input, was because the preliminary findings on environmental justice were
not known until the document was finalized. It was appropriate, and a clearly stated intent in Section
4.4.3, Environmental Justice (page 4-433), that the Environmental Justice Program would be further
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developed and implemented in coordination with affected minority and low-income communities and
their representatives in order to ensure that their unique issues and needs would be fully accounted for.

As stated on page 4-337, in Section 4.4.3, Environmental Justice, of the Supplement to the Draft
EIS/EIR, LAWA received a substantial number of recommendations for mitigation measures and other
benefits relating to environmental justice concerns from environmental justice workshops, comments
received on the Draft EIS/EIR, and subsequent community outreach. All recommendations were
thoroughly evaluated against such criteria as whether the recommendation had a nexus or connection
with the environmental effects of the proposed LAX Master Plan, or whether it would be feasible for the
FAA and/or LAWA to fund and implement. Those recommendations that best met the criteria were
instrumental in defining the Environmental Justice Program included in Section 4.4.3, Environmental
Justice (subsection 4.4.3.7), of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. As further described in Topical
Response TR-EJ-2, public input was also received in association with public circulation of the
Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, through additional environmental justice workshops, public hearings,
and comments on the EIS/EIR. Furthermore, environmental justice outreach was conducted more
recently through meetings with local organizations, environmental groups, and civic, religious, and
business leaders in adjacent communities. This additional input was considered and evaluated through
a process similar to that undertaken prior to circulation of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. The final
Environmental Justice Program is presented in Section 4.4.3, Environmental Justice (subsection
4.4.3.7), of this Final EIS/EIR, with supporting information provided in Appendix F-A, of this Final
EIS/EIR.

SPC00064-17

Comment:

Response:

Cost:

The $9 billion cost of Alternative D is no doubt a substantial fiscal impact on several sectors. While it is
difficult to compare the LAX Master Plan with those of other U.S. airport remodeling plans and their
local realities, the cost differences with those projects are nonetheless striking:

Atlanta: $5.4 billion
New York JFK:  $1.2 billion
Chicago O'Hare: $6 billion

San Francisco:  $2.4 billion

If the LAX Master Plan calls for limited or no capacity expansion plus safety and security improvements,
then a cost of $9 billion is inconsistent with the basic goals of the "Safety and Security Plan". Surely
these laudable goals could be accomplished at a lower cost. Could not basic security and safety
measures be implemented at LAX for $2 billion, while reducing gates to limit capacity, increasing airfield
safety, improving connectivity to public transportation and making LAX the crown jewel of a truly
regional air transportation system?

Comment noted. It is very difficult to compare master plans among several airports. The goals of the
master plan, existing facilities, proposed facilities, and timelines are different for each airport. Very little
has been invested at LAX in the past 20 years, whereas billions of dollars have been invested in the
same timeframe at Chicago O'Hare, New York Kennedy, and San Francisco. Please see Topical
Response TR-ALT-1 regarding range of alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIS/EIR and Supplement to
the Draft EIS/EIR.

SPC00064-18

Comment:

The airline industry will be a substantial source of funding for this project. Assessments to the airlines
will come in the form of passenger facility charges (PFCs) and sources. Currently, airlines at LAX enjoy
low cost-per-enplanement (the cost of putting one passenger onto an airplane) as compared to other
airports, due in part to the fact that LAWA has less debt service that it is currently passing on to the
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Response:

carriers. Cost-per-enplanement will nonetheless quadruple or quintuple at LAX as these assessments
are incurred.

After the events of September 11, 2001 and due in part to the general economic downturn and
subsequent reduction in business and pleasure travel, the airline industry is facing devastating
economic impacts. As an industry that inherently has very high operating costs and capital investment
requirements, the airlines are highly sensitive to fluctuations in their revenues.

Some airlines are currently in bankruptcy proceedings while others hover perilously close. Furthermore,
some of the airlines currently operating at LAX, who represent a significant portion of the U.S. domestic
and international travel markets, have expressed concern that they cannot incur these costs over the
project's horizon and continue to provide service at LAX as their customers demand. While there has
been some communication between the airlines and the planners, the airlines still feel that their
concerns over project cost are unheard.

Comment noted.

SPC00064-19

Comment:

Response:

Other Alternatives Should be Examined:

Of all the project iterations to date, one concept that has never been given enough thought is improving
and enhancing the airport within the current physical layout. Creating transportation improvements like
adding ATCS systems to more intersections, improving connectivity with public transportation, making
security upgrades that will need to be done in the interim anyway, making runway modifications such as
the South runway proposal, and terminal changes within the current physical layout can all be
accomplished quickly and will have a real impact. These changes, combined with a consolidated
transportation access location and a rental car facility could ultimately lead to a safer, more efficient
airport that works better in the context of the surrounding community, truly caps growth, and costs
significantly less than the soaring costs for Alternative D.

The RAND analysis of security identifies significant infrastructure improvements that can be done now,
with existing technology, that will have a direct impact on the safety of airport patrons and airport
operations. There are other proposals, such as the previously mentioned extension of Avion Blvd. as a
dedicated cargo road and consolidated rental car facility that will significantly improve transportation
access to LAX. The rental car facility alone will decrease over 1 million shuttle trips currently occurring
because there are multiple rental car locations in and around the airport today.

By ignoring other options and issuing comparisons based on a "do nothing" alternative, we do a
disservice to everyone. There is no question that "doing nothing" is not an option. This Master Plan
should be one that achieves something real, at a reasonable price and not one that seems to raise
more questions than it answers.

| urge your further consideration of these issues as you work to complete a true Master Plan for the
future of LAX.

Comment noted. As described in Chapter 3.1, Formulation and Refinement of Alternatives, of the
Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, development of the first iteration of Master Plan concepts began in
January 1995 and included the formulation of eight development options, grouped within three overall
themes including minimal change. Formulation of the initial build alternatives was described in detail in
Section 3.1.3, Development Concepts, of the Draft EIS/EIR.

Alternative D would provide enhancements to the safety and security of the airport in an efficient
manner. Limited portions of the existing airfield would be able to be improved for safety and security
without significant impact. For example, relocating Runway 7R/25L 55 feet south of its current location
would not require the demolition of other existing facilities. However, the relocation of Runway 6R/24L
340 feet south of its current location in order to accommodate the north center parallel taxiway would
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require demolition of Terminals 1, 2, and 3 and their replacement with a lineal concourse building. The
amount of area between the existing CTA roadway system and the proposed north airfield runway and
taxiway improvements is not sufficient to develop a stand alone fully functioning terminal building. The
lineal concourse illustrated in the Alternative D concept contains secure circulation hold rooms and
concession but does not provide terminal processing functions north of the existing roadway system.
These functions are accommodated in the new redeveloped CTA terminal processors. This is an
example of how Alternative D was developed considering comments received on the No Action/No
Project Alternative and Alternatives A, B, and C. Strong opposition to relocating Runway 6L/24R further
north, closer to the Westchester community, was expressed, which resulted in the proposed relocation
of Runway 6R/24L as planned in Alternative D, to the south. The two most important components of
improving airfield safety at LAX are the relocation of the two runways and the construction of center
parallel taxiways eliminating the direct high-speed taxiway links between the arrival and departure
runways. Though reconstructing the south airfield would theoretically solve a portion of the problem,
the north airfield would remain susceptible to runway incursions. Fixing a portion of the problem is not
consistent with the policy and planning objectives outlined in the Draft LAX Master Plan Addendum.

Though some security upgrades will be made to the existing CTA including the implementation of 100
percent in-line EDS baggage screening systems, these are not considered to be sufficient in the future
as more travelers use LAX. The proximity of the existing vehicle roadway to large numbers of queuing
passengers at such functions as ticketing and check-in presents a security threat. Relocating the
passenger arrival and departure roadway to the GTC and eliminating private vehicles from the CTA is
considered critical in the effort to secure LAX.

As described in Chapter 2, Purpose and Need, of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, the No
Action/No Project Alternative was included in the Draft EIS/EIR and Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR,
as required under NEPA, in order to offer a point of comparison for reasonably foreseeable
environmental impacts of the three build alternatives.

Please refer to Topical Response TR-SEC-1 regarding security issues.

SPC00065 Burke, Yvonne County of Los Angeles 8/23/2003

SPCO00065-1

Comment:

On behalf of the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors, thank you for the opportunity to offer
preliminary comments on the SUPPLEMENT TO THE DRAFT EIS/EIR for LAWA's Proposed LAX
Master Plan. In reviewing the extensive materials presented in the original EIS/EIR of 2001 and the
supplement of 2003, we recognize the enormity and importance of the challenge faced by LAWA, we
acknowledge the extensive effort that has been made, and we thank LAWA for responding to public
demand in extending the review period into November. HOWEVER, THESE CONSIDERATIONS DO
NOT DIMINISH THE VERY REAL CONCERNS OF THE LOS ANGELES COUNTY BOARD OF
SUPERVISORS CONCERNING THE PROPOSED MASTER PLAN and the INADEQUACIES OF THE
SUPPLEMENT TO THE DRAFT EIS/EIR. | would like to touch briefly on a couple of the key issues at
this time.

Response:

Comment noted. Please see Responses to Comments below.
SPCO00065-2
Comment:

TRAFFIC NOISE AND AIR QUALITY IMPACTS HAVE BEEN SHIFTED EASTWARD

The revised Master Plan as presented in new Alternative D reshuffles airport improvements away from
neighboring areas north and south of LAX, and toward communities to the east. As a result, the
unincorporated community of Lennox and the City of Inglewood now appear to bear the brunt of added
traffic. The community adjacent to Manchester will now face a host of impacts related to the new
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Response:

passenger processing facility. Compared with the previously considered Alternative C, this proposal
places even a heavier impact burden on communities to the north and east. | have serious concerns
about the disproportionate impact of Alternative D on these communities, all of which are in my district.
The City of Inglewood and the unincorporated community of Lennox will continue to be the most
impacted by the operation of LAX.

Comment noted. The Draft EIS/EIR and Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR addressed traffic impacts in
Section 4.3. 2, Off-Airport Surface Transportation; noise impacts in Section 4.1, Noise, and Section 4.2,
Land Use; air quality in Section 4.6, Air Quality and human health and safety in Section 4.24, Human
Health and Safety. Supporting technical data and analyses are provided in Appendix D, Appendix G,
and Technical Reports 1, 2, 3, 4 and 14a of the Draft EIS/EIR and Appendix S-C1, Appendix S-E, and
Technical Reports S-1, S-2a, S-2b, S-4 and S-9a of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. In addition,
Section 4.4.3, Environmental Justice in the Draft EIS/EIR and Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR
analyzed impacts on minority and low-income communities to the east of LAX and the 1-405 (including
Lennox and Inglewood) and provide supporting technical data in Appendix F of the Draft EIS/EIR and
Appendix S-D of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR.

Regarding traffic impacts and as further described in Section 4.3.2, Off-Airport Surface Transportation,
of the Draft EIS/EIR and Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, although it is correct that a greater number of
intersections would be significantly impacted under Alternative D compared to Alternative C, the
majority of these intersections are located west of the 1-405 and Lennox and Inglewood would not bear
the brunt of traffic impacts. In addition, the three intersections that would remain significantly impacted
after mitigation are all located to the west of the 1-405. Therefore, as concluded in Section 4.4.3,
Environmental Justice (subsection 4.4.3.5.4.1), Alternative D would not have a disproportionate traffic
impact on communities to the east compared to 1996 baseline conditions. In addition, of the 32
intersections identified in Table S4.3-7 of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR as being significantly
impact under Alternative D compared to the No Action/No Project Alternative, only 9 of these
intersections would be located in Lennox and Inglewood. Therefore, no disproportionate traffic impact
would occur to communities to the east compared to the No Action/No Project Alternative. Furthermore,
under Alternative D impacts associated with the ring road and LAX Expressway which were proposed
under Alternative C and described in Appendix K of the Draft EIS/EIR, would not occur, thereby
reducing associated impacts on communities to the east.

Regarding air quality impacts, as presented in Section 4.6, Air Quality of the Draft EIS/EIR and
Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, due to a reduced level of airport activity Alternative D would result in a
reduction of overall emissions of NOx, particulate matter, and toxic air pollutants compared to
Alternative C. However, under all of the build alternatives air quality effects would remain adverse after
mitigation with related health effects potentially more severe for populations particularly susceptible to
asthma and other chronic respiratory illnesses. Although Alternative D would result in significant air
quality effects for certain pollutants in areas that include the City of Inglewood and Lennox community
compared to 1996 baseline conditions, emissions would generally be reduced compared to the No
Action/No Project Alternative. See also Topical Response TR-EJ-1 for further discussion of potential air
quality and health risk impacts on low-impact and minority communities under the Master Plan
alternatives.

Regarding noise impacts, as shown on Table S4.2-19 and S4.2-29 of the Supplement to the Draft
EIS/EIR, fewer dwelling units and population would be newly exposed to the 65 CNEL and 94 dBA SEL
under Alternative D than under Alternative C. As concluded in Section 4.4.3, Environmental Justice
(subsection 4.4.3.5.1.1), Alternatives C and D would both result in significant disproportionate levels of
noise exposure to communities to the east of LAX. However, as shown on Table S4.2-29 of the
Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, due to a shift in the noise contours, the overall area and number of
residents within the Lennox community exposed to high noise levels and high single event noise levels
under Alternative D would decrease compared to 1996 baseline and the No Action/No Project
Alternative. Also under Alternative D, the overall area and number of noise-sensitive uses within in
Inglewood exposed to high noise levels would increase compared to the 1996 baseline and No
Action/No Project Alternative.

It is acknowledged that the City of Inglewood and the unincorporated community of Lennox would
continue to be disproportionately impacted by the operation of LAX. As further described in Section
4.4.3, Environmental Justice, of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, an Environmental Justice
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Program is proposed to provide mitigation measures or benefits to those minority and low-income
communities adversely and disproportionately impacted by LAX. See Topical Response TR-EJ-2 for a
description of environmental justice-related mitigation and benefits.

SPCO00065-3

Comment:

Although Alternative D is presented as the alternative that will "constrain" passenger growth to 78.9
million annual passengers based upon the number of available gates, even the eye of a lay person can
see that Alternative D provides LAWA with a footprint larger than the prior alternatives. This footprint,
along with the new air terminal layout, provides the opportunity of future expansion of LAX with resulting
increases in already intolerable air quality, noise, traffic and safety impacts on the communities of
Inglewood and Lennox.

Response:
Alternative D does not increase the airport footprint versus the No Action/No Project Alternative. As
stated in the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR the number and type of gates constructed at LAX under
Alternative D would constrain the airport to approximately 78.9 MAP.

SPCO00065-4

Comment:
The residents of these communities already suffer inordinately from the current operation of LAX. |
personally believe it's high time we address whether LAX, an airport surrounded on three sides by
urban development, shouldn't be scaled back rather than improved, enhanced and enlarged, unless the
present impact from noise is mitigated.

Response:

FAA and LAWA acknowledge the concern of the commentor and are working with jurisdictions affected
by high noise levels from LAX operations to address noise complaints. The effect of the operation of
LAX on the communities of Inglewood and Lennox under 1996 baseline and Year 2000 conditions are
presented throughout Chapter 4 of the Draft EIS/EIR and Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. However,
the general focus of the document, pursuant to CEQA and NEPA, is to evaluate the potential future
environmental effects of the project and to provide feasible mitigation measures to address significant
impacts. Although LAX would be improved under the Master Plan, it is important to note that Alternative
D, LAWA staff's preferred alternative, is similar to the No Action/No Project Alternative when
considering aviation activity levels and noise impacts. Please see Topical Response TR-ALT-1
regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIS/EIR and Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR
and Chapter 2, Purpose and Need for the Proposed Action, of the Draft EIS/EIR and Supplement to the
Draft EIS/EIR. In an effort to mitigate current noise impacts from LAX operations on adjacent
communities, LAWA and other jurisdictions affected by high noise levels (defined under FAR Part 150
and Title 21 as the 65 CNEL) prepare and administer their respective ANMPs. Residential properties
within the 65 CNEL are eligible for sound insulation under the ANMP as described in Topical Response
TR-LU-3. Priority for sound insulation is given to residential properties within the highest noise level
band above the 65 CNEL. As further described in Section 4.2, Land Use (subsection 4.2.3, page 4-4)
of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, as of June 2002 it is estimated that of the 33,099 residential
units within the current ANMP boundaries, 6,685 previously incompatible dwelling units are now
compatible with approximately 3,845 residential units having become compatible since publication of
the Draft EIS/EIR in January 2001. See also Response to Comment ALO0006-2 regarding current
measures underway to address existing high noise levels. As stated under Mitigation Measure MM-
LU-1 of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, LAWA would accelerate fulfillment of existing
commitments to owners wishing to participate within the current ANMP boundaries prior to proceeding
with newly eligible properties and would provide additional technical assistance to local jurisdictions to
support more rapid and efficient implementation of their respective ANMPs.
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SPCO00065-5

Comment:

Response:

The Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors has been on record for some time in support of a strong
regional airport system which focuses on outlying airports such as Ontario or Palmdale, airports which
are not surrounded by development . We expressed this position in our comments on the Draft EIS/EIR
in 2001. Although Mayor Hahn has voiced his support for a regional airport system, Alternative D
continues to reinforce LAX as the preeminent airport for the Southern California region. Consequently,
the concept of strengthening the role of outlying airports in order to avoid adversely impacting the lives
of tens of thousands, if riot millions, of people, is seriously undermined.

LAWA only controls the operations and potential improvements at LAX, Ontario, Palmdale, and Van
Nuys airports. Other jurisdictions are responsible for developing the other regional airports. LAWA is
developing plans for all three of its potential commercial service airports. Alternative D for LAX, as
detailed in the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, emphasizes safety and security improvements, rather
than capacity increases. By not increasing the capacity of LAX, it is incumbent on the other airports in
the region to serve a larger percentage of the regional demand. Master plan updates are currently
underway for both Ontario and Palmdale airports. The master plans will recommend improvements to
meet the projected demand. Expansion at Ontario, Palmdale, or any of the other regional airports will
not negate the need for modernization of LAX and necessary improvements to safety and security.

SPCO00065-6

Comment:

Response:

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE MAY NOT BE WELL SERVED BY THE EIS/EIR EVALUATION

The requirement to consider Environmental Justice has been in place for almost 10 years now,
originally signed into law by President Clinton in 1994. And yet, the original Draft EIS/EIR prepared by
LAWA in 2001 - 7 years after Executive Order 12898 -- lacked even the most elementary analyses of
this topic. Our preliminary review indicates that LAWA has not yet achieved a fair and complete
assessment of the critically important issue of Environmental Justice.

In my earlier remarks concerning noise, air quality and traffic, | noted that Alternative D appears to shift
the burden of airport improvements away from the wealthier communities on the north and south, and
toward the more economically disadvantaged communities east and northeast of LAX. | believe that this
Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR will not be adequate until it provides an honest assessment of the
trade-offs between environmental protection and environmental justice. In designing runway extensions
and facilities to the east, this plan appears to protect biological resources - particularly the EI Segundo
Blue Butterfly - - at the expense of residents - children and families - in the communities of Lennox,
Inglewood and Manchester. Can such a trade-off be justified,? | see no assessment that provides the
evidence. This EIS/EIR is the right time to take a hard look at the human costs that will be incurred in
order to protect a limited habitat area on the coast. We ask that the analysis be performed now, as part
of the Environmental Justice assessment, before the opportunity is lost.

Please see Response to Comment SPHF00003-5 regarding shifting of burdens to the east and trade-
offs between environmental protection and environmental justice. Considerable attention has been paid
to the topic of environmental justice. The Draft EIS/EIR and Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR
addressed environmental justice in Section 4.4.3, Environmental Justice, with supporting technical data
and analyses provided in Appendix F of the Draft EIS/EIR and Appendix S-D of the Supplement to the
Draft EIS/EIR. The analysis provided is extensive, with over 125 pages of narrative, maps, and tabular
data. The analysis followed relevant guidance for addressing environment justice and was prepared
after a comprehensive review of other analyses prepared for large projects across the country in order
to give the issue full and careful consideration. LAWA and the FAA's recognition of the importance of
the issue is also demonstrated by their having convened an Environmental Justice Task Force, and by
a community outreach program that involved among other efforts, seven workshops in surrounding
communities specifically focused on the issue. This program is further described in Topical Response
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TR-EJ-2. LAWA and the FAA have made a strong effort and believe that the assessment of
environmental justice presented in the Draft EIS/EIR and Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR is fair and
complete.

SPC00066 Knabe, Don County of Los Angeles 8/23/2003

SPC00066-1

Comment:

Thank you for the opportunity to speak this morning about the future of Los Angeles International Airport
and our regional air transportation needs.

| appreciate Supervisor Burke's comments and support her concerns about environmental justice
issues, eftc.

I'd like to begin by saying | agree with Mayor Hahn that something must be done to make LAX more
secure and more efficient in handling passengers while balancing the concerns of the local community
and the need to create additional jobs.

Alternative D indicates that it is designed to accommodate a passenger activity level of 78.9 million
annual passengers by reducing the number of existing gates and by foregoing the creation of the new
terminal facilities and runway extensions that had previously been considered.

| support the mayor's stated goal of providing for more manageable limits on the passenger volumes at
LAX given the well-documented impacts that the airport has had on the surrounding communities and
the surrounding infrastructure.

The County of Los Angeles is in the process of reviewing the LAX Master Plan materials to get a better
understanding of just how the mayor intends to assure the region that the 78.9 MAP capacity will not be
exceeded once Alternative D is implemented.

In May of this year our County Counsel provided us with their opinion that the City and Los Angeles
World Airports could legally place deed restrictions on the LAX property restricting the future
development of the airport in order to benefit nearby properties owned by other nearby public entities or
private parties.

| believe limiting development is a way to keep a passenger cap in place. | have submitted a motion for
consideration by the Board of Supervisors to call on the City of Los Angeles to deed restrict the land
until 2020 to ensure that LAX does not exceed 78 MAP

| encourage Mayor Hahn and LAWA to follow through on efforts to limit LAX growth to a manageable
level to the greatest extent possible through a commitment to place deed restrictions on certain portions
of the LAX property until 2020 to prevent those portions from being used to expand facilities to serve
passenger volumes beyond the intended 78.9 MAP level.

Specifically, it would be appropriate for LAWA and the City to commit that the portion of LAX generally
located on the west side of the airport easterly of Pershing Drive between the north and south pairs of
runways and westerly of the proposed Redeveloped Central Terminal Area (Area 1); and the portion
generally located on the northeast corner quadrant of the LAX property and currently used for parking
lot and rental car purposes depicted as the site of the proposed Consolidated Rental Car Facility (Area
2) would be deed restricted through 2020.

The deed restrictions should provide that those two areas will not be developed with airport passenger
terminal, airport runways, or other improvements intended to increase airport passenger capacities
beyond Mayor Hahn's stated 78.9 MAP activity target levels.

Such a firm commitment may be crucial in obtaining the support of Mayor Hahn's Alternative D from at
least some of the significant interested agencies and groups who will so directly be affected by the
development at LAX.
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Response:

This comment does not raise any specific environmental issues related to the proposed LAX Master
Plan alternatives. LAWA is unable to address the opinion received by Supervisor Knabe because the
opinion was not included with the comment.

LAWA has concluded that the proposed deed restrictions, without approval from the Secretary of
Transportation, would violate its existing grant assurances. The proposed deed restriction could
potentially cause difficulty in bond financing.

Furthermore, deed restrictions, though a possible means of restricting development, may be difficult to
draft to accomplish the precise goal of limiting capacity at LAX. For example, they may prevent needed
development that enhances efficiency but does not increase capacity. Alternatively, capacity increases
may be required to maintain a competitive edge in 2015 for reasons not foreseen today. Deed
restrictions would prevent such a change in policy from taking effect.

Deed restrictions are disfavored in California. Therefore, accurate, pointed language is required to
maintain their enforceability.

SPCO00066-2

Comment:

Response:

While I've have spoken this morning about limiting growth, | do want to say that the security aspect of
this plan is a major concern of mine. While the County is reviewing the security aspects of this plan and
will comment on it in a written report as part of your official record, | still have strong security concerns
with the Manchester Square passenger check in facility. | want to make sure that we give the same
safety concerns to the passengers as we do the infrastructure of the airport.

This comment does not raise or pertain to any environmental issues that are subject to NEPA or CEQA
review requirements. Notwithstanding, please see Topical Response TR-SEC-1, which addresses the
most frequently raised security-related issues pertaining to the design and ability of Alternative D to
enhance existing safety and security at LAX.

SPCO00066-3

Comment:

Response:

Again, thank you for the opportunity to speak with you today and | hope that we can move forward in a
productive way at achieving our common goals for the redevelopment of LAX; Limiting growth and
protecting people through viable safety enhancements.

Comment noted. Please see Responses to Comments above.

SPC00067 McDowell, Kelly City of El Segundo 8/23/2003

SPCO00067-1

Comment:

* Given the length and complexity of the Master Plan and its environmental documents, our full
comments on technical issues will not be ready for some time. Therefore my City's comments today are
preliminary.

* El Segundo continues to oppose Alternatives A, B, and C for the many reasons we expressed orally
and in writing during the public review and comment period for the initial Draft EIS/EIR in 2002.

* El Segundo has not endorsed Alternative D -- but we feel its stated objectives are consistent with a
regional aviation approach.
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Response:

* Specifically, the City of El Segundo supports a regional approach alternative that makes proper use of
Inland Empire airports.

* We support an alternative with fewer environmental impacts. And we would like to see the adverse
impacts of the airport minimized and mitigated to the greatest extent feasible.

* El Segundo supports enhanced safety and security at LAX.

*And my City supports an alternative that by design will accommodate passenger and cargo levels no
greater than the physical capcity of the airport as it exists today.

* Limiting LAX to its current capacity has always been our number one goal -- and we believe that
limiting LAX's capacity will:

** allow other airports in the region to develop and handle a fair share of future regional aviation
demand;

** result in fewer environmental impacts; and

** improve safety and security at the airport.

Comment noted.

SPC00067-2

Comment:

Response:

* But my City is greatly concerned about the impacts of proposed southside airfield changes that would
move the southernmost runway 50 feet closer to El Segundo.

* LAWA has stated that it believes these changes are necessary to improve runway safety.

* However, we are currently studying the impacts of the proposed reconfiguration, and the options for
the southern runway complex.

* In particular, we urge full public consideration of end-around taxiways as an alternative that could
provide greater safety at lower cost and with fewer added burdens on nearby communities.

* Safety at LAX must be a priority for all of us.

* El Segundo is prepared to support measures necessary to enhance safety -- even if those measures
increase our burden -- but only if we are assured, by an independent expert, that other alternatives
would not be equally effective.

Please see Response to Comment SPHF00038-3 regarding the potential noise impacts of moving the
southernmost runway approximately 55 feet south and discussion on runway incursion at LAX and an
analysis conducted by NASA Ames Research Center comparing the costs and benefits of a center
parallel taxiway and "end-around" taxiway on the south airfield complex. The NASA study concluded
that the end-around taxiway greatly increased taxi time and delays for arriving aircraft and thereby
increased the operational costs of this option and did not give any increased safety margin. Air traffic
controllers also found the center parallel taxiway which increased their flexibility while controlling
arriving aircraft on the south airfield complex. In a separate LAWA study of these two optional taxiway
improvements, the end-around taxiway was found to increase noise impacts on El Segundo residential
land uses from taxiing aircraft.
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SPCO00067-3

Comment:

* In conclusion, we are grateful for Mayor Hahn's responsive leadership and his continuing pledge to
constrain growth at LAX and foster a regional approach to meet future aviation demand.

* It is our hope that the ultimate outcome of this Master Plan process will be a truly regional airport
approach that ensures that LAX does not exceed its current capacity.

Response:
Comment noted.
SPC00068 Bauer, Sandra County of Los Angeles 8/23/2003
SPCO00068-1
Comment:
In allotted 3 minutes, | will touch briefly on just a few key points:
- Use of Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR
- Baseline Data Assessment
- Security Analysis for Alternative D
Response:
Please see Responses to Comments below.
SPC00068-2
Comment:

USE OF A SUPPLEMENT TO THE DRAFT EIS/EIR

CEQA Gdins state that a SUPPLMNT to and EIR may be prepared IF CHANGES IN A PROJ ARE NOT
SIG. Where MAJOR REVISIONS have occurred ... the proper type of document is a SUBSEQNT EIR
that presents ALL info ... instead of only the CHANGD info. BOTH types of review are intended for use
in conjnctn w/ prevsly certified docs.

In present case, THERE IS NO PREVIOUSLY CERTIFIED or approved document. And
FURTHERMORE, the changes to this project are MAJOR - an entirely NEW ALT has been introduced
as the preferred project!

Thus EVEN AN ADAPTATION of CEQA -- to encompass a document that HASN'T BEEN CERTIFIED -
would indicate the project should have been addressed through preparation of a comprehensive revised
Draft EIS/EIR.

In this context, WHY DID LAWA NOT PREPARE A COMPRHENSV REV. DR EIS/EIR THAT
PRESENTED a FULL SET OF INFO for REVIEW w/ THE NEW ALT D?

We have a 2nd SERIOUS CONCERN w/ this process: In 2001, Co. of L.A. devoted cnsiderable time,
FUNDS & effort to review & submit comments on extnsive documntn released by LAWA at that time. |
am CERTAIN a similar effort was spent by MANY OTHERS HERE TODAY.

There is NO QUESTION that a resp to the earlier comments would have served to ADVANCE PUBLIC
DISCOURSE, strengthen the opportunity for ENV. PROECTN, and facilitated current review & provided
insight into an UNDERSTANDING OF THE LEAD AGENCY'S THINKING on a wide range of KEY
ISSUES...
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Response:

- WHY, THEN, did LAWA not take this opportunity to present ... or EVEN SUMMARIZE .. COMMENTS
OFFERED during the 2001 EIS/EIR review?

ADVANCE PUB DISCLOSURE
FACILITATE CURRENT REVIEW
STRENGTHEN ENV. PROT.

PROVIDE INSIGHT INT LD. AG. Thinking

The essence of the comment is the same as Comment SAL00013-31; please see Response to
Comment SAL00013-31.

SPCO00068-3

Comment:

Response:

INCONSISTENT AND OUTDATED BASELINE DATA

The 2003 Supplmt makes cont'd widespread use of 1996 baseline data -- that was outdated even in
2001. Instead of actually UPDATING the baseline, individual Sectns offer BRIEF discns comparing '96
data w/ data from 2000 (also 3 yrs out of date).

What we DO NOT SEE is an ANAL of the SIG. baseline SHIFT that occurred following 9/11, and how
that SHIFT CHANGED the BENCHMARK for understndg proj imps.

GIVEN that condns at LAX have changed dramatically since 2000 (much less '96) ... and ... GIVEN that
LAWA developed an ENTIRELY NEW ALT D in resp. to the MAGNITUDE of those very changes, and
designated ALT D as their PREFERRED ALT ...

- WHY did LAWA NOT CONSIDER IT WORTHWHILE TO PROVIDE THE PUBLIC - & its own
DECISION MAKERS - w/ a BASELINE REFLCTNG CONDNS AT LAX AS OF 20037?

THAT ALSO

In the summer of 2001, LAWA initiated the development of a new alternative (Alternative D) at the
direction of Mayor James Hahn. In the summer of 2002, preparation of the Supplement to the Draft
EIS/EIR began. The Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR was published in July, 2003. Providing 2003
data in a document published in that same year was not possible, and would subject the EIS/EIR to an
indefinite number of updates, which would defeat the public disclosure purposes of NEPA and CEQA.
Year 2002 conditions were not included because the analysis began midway through that year, and
Year 2001 conditions were substantially skewed by the short-term impacts of the events of September
11, 2001. Instead, Year 2000 conditions were evaluated in the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. In
instances where the environmental setting under Year 2000 conditions is materially different from that of
1996 baseline conditions, such differences were described, as were any material differences in the
impacts that would result by using the Year 2000 conditions instead of 1996 baseline conditions.
Disciplines where impacts are materially different depending upon the baseline year of comparison
include noise, air quality, human health risk, employment/socioeconomics, environmental justice, and
others. It should be noted, however, that in accordance with the State CEQA Guidelines, conclusions
regarding the significance of impacts under CEQA for all the build alternatives are based on the 1996
baseline or, for certain environmental disciplines, the adjusted environmental baseline. Please also see
Topical Response TR-GEN-1 for additional discussion of baseline issues.

SPCO00068-4

Comment:

SECURITY
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The Suppl EIS/EIR presnts Alt D as the "Enhanced Safety & Security Plan." However, our review of
Appdx | (Comp of NA/NP Plan w/ Alt D), indicates that LAWA has relied on a theoretical assmt that falls
SGNFCNTLY SHORT on detail.

cnsidrable adv media attn has already focused on LAWA's proposed use of UNPROVEN SECURITY
TEHCNOLOGIES. I'd like to offer JUST 1 EXAMPLE to illustrate why this is a valid concern

Appdx | mentns possible use of 'face-in-the-crowd' technology. On Aug 20, '03 -- just this past week --
the Tampa, FLA Police Dept. announcd it has DISCONTINUED use of facial-recognitn surveillance after
2 yrs. This software product failed to make a SINGLE positive indntificatn from a database of more than
24,000 'mugshots.’

our anal also indicates this plan FOCUSES on 'hardening' security for gateway elements of LAX while
largly IGNORING perimeter, cargo areas, maintnce & fuel farm fac.. We've found NO DISCN in Apdx |
that specifically addresses backside security.

We undrstnd that MANY SECURITY FEATURES are TOO sensitive for public disclosure. However, the
lack of sound analysis & ABSENCE OF CLARITY - these flaws suggest that Alt. D is fundamentally
flawed - and in the very area of security that it was created to address.

Thank you for opportunity to share these comments on BEHALF of Co of LA.

Response:
Comment noted. This comment does not raise or pertain to any environmental issues that are subject
to NEPA or CEQA review requirements. Notwithstanding, please see Topical Response TR-SEC-1,
which addresses the most frequently raised security-related issues pertaining to the design and ability
of Alternative D to enhance existing safety and security at LAX.

SPC00069 Correa, Freddy None Provided 8/23/2003

SPCO00069-1

Comment:
I'm a Mechanical Engineer also a member of Local 250 The Steam Fitter Local.
My point of view is this, | feel it is imperative that LAX be renovated. Due to all the grid lock, congestion,
and the unnecessary problems that this airport is affected. olso I'll stimulate this stagnant local economy
and I'll put LAX on the TOP AIRPORT'S in the world.

Response:
Comment noted.

SPCO00070 Acosta, Jose None Provided 8/23/2003

SPCO00070-1

Comment:

| have lived in Lennox for 23 years, in the flight path of LAX. Together my wife and | have raised 2
children in Lennox. My sons are 13 and 17 years old I've worked in tourism for 17 years as a Bartender
in the Manhattan Beach Marriott.

It is not easy to live in Lennox and raise children here. Our community is poor. We have traffic. Our
schools are crowded and noisy from the planes flying overhead. But one thing that makes it worthwhile
for me to raise my family here is that | have a good, stable job in the tourism industry.

Modernization will effect us in Lennox. It can hurt us, or it can help us. Modernization could cause more
traffic, more noise, more pollution, without giving anything in return. Or, the city can do everything
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possible to make sure that modernization benefits our community and provides good jobs with living
wages and health care. If modernization can benefits our community, then we are willing to support it.

Response:
Comment noted. The Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR addresses traffic, noise, and air quality impacts
associated with Alternative D in Section 4.3, Surface Transportation, Section 4.1, Noise, Section 4.2,
Land Use, and Section 4.6, Air Quality, respectively. Supporting technical data and analyses are
provided in Appendices S-C and S-E and Technical Reports S-1, S-2a, S-2b, and S-4 of the
Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. Please see Topical Response TR-EJ-2 regarding environmental
justice-related mitigation and benefits.

SPC00071 Worthington, Emma None Provided 8/23/2003

SPC00071-1

Comment:

Like myself many people who work at the airport live in the surrounding communities. We live in
Inglewood, Lennox, Hawthore, El Segundo and Westchester. We understand the connection between
good quality jobs and a quality life. We need more new jobs but we don't minimum wage jobs. What we
need is jobs that provide a livable wage and affordable family health coverage. The companies at the
airport provide those types of jobs and that is how as a single mom | have been able to raise my family
and not be on welfare. We need to insure that this modernization plan provides good employment
opportunities for our communities, we encourage the mayor to include in his plan a local hiring program
so that others in my communities can also raise their families and our youths can strive to immulate
their parents. When we talk about modernization we say we are bringing the airport and Los Angeles
into the 21st Century. Well we the workers would like to be able to bring our communities into the 21st
Century along with the airport and the rest of Los Angeles. That is why we urge the mayor to ensure
that his plan provides good paying jobs with good benefits and a community packet that will ensure we
are along for the ride. NOT LEFT BEHIND.

Response:
Comment noted. Please see Response to Comment SPHF00032-1.

SPCO00072 Crawford, Victor None Provided 8/23/2003

SPC00072-1

Comment:
| wanted to give my support to the proposal for Alternative D of the Airport Master Plan.

With Alternative D providing facilities for 78 million annual passengers and 3.1 million tons of cargo a
year it supports the idea of Regional Airports. In past plans LAX was expected to have to handle as
many as 98 million passengers a year and this was totally unexceptable to residents of the surrounding
cities. Mayor Hahn has lived up to the commitment that he made before he was elected, that the
modernization plan would limit airport usage.

Alternative D, according to the Environmental Impact Report, will provide the best design, including
safety and security concerns, with the lest impact on area residents and | support that ideal.

Thank you for listening to my statement.

Response:
Comment noted.
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SPCO00073 Norton, Kevin None Provided 8/23/2003

SPC00073-1

Comment:
| came today to let you know that | support the modernization of LAX. Mayor Hahn's design with
Alternative D will fulfill the concerns that many area residents have had, especially in regard to the
number of passengers that will be able to use the airport.

Mayor Hahn signed a letter that he would not support any airport design that allowed more than 78
million passengers a year to fly into or out of LAX. Alternative D, by design caps the number of
passengers and cargo as well. This will push other airport sites to build airport facilities and redirect
flights there.

A regional approach to air travel and cargo handling will be required when Alternative D is constructed
and other area residents will realize that they should provide airport sites. This as a great plan and it
should move forward as soon as possible.

Response:
Comment noted.
SPC00074 Verduzco-Smith, None Provided 8/23/2003
Maria
SPCO00074-1
Comment:
The Community of Lennox is severely impacted by airport operations but we feel we are mainly
neglected. We have schools that jets fly directly over on their approach to the airport and most homes
have not been sound proofed to protect against jet noise, as part of the sound mitigation program.
Response:

Environmental conditions on adjacent communities (including the community of Lennox) from airport
operations under 1996 baseline and Year 2000 conditions were presented in Chapter 4 of the Draft
EIS/EIR and Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. As shown on Figure 4.2-5 of the Draft EIS/EIR and on
Figure S1 in Technical Report S-1, Supplemental Land Use Technical Report, of the Supplement to the
Draft EIS/EIR, the majority of Lennox is eligible for sound insulation under the current ANMP.
Implementation of the ANMP has been slowed in some areas, such as Lennox, due to the existence of
substandard or non-code compliant housing stock in heavily noise-impacted areas. These existing
code violations require correction prior to the issuance of a building permit by the County of Los
Angeles for sound insulation, as further described in Response to Comment SAL00013-109. As stated
in Section 4.2, Land Use (subsection 4.2.8), of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, mitigation measure
MM-LU-1 would provide for the following: accelerate fulfilment of existing commitments to owners
wishing to participate within the current ANMP boundaries prior to proceeding with newly eligible
properties; reduce or eliminate, to the extent feasible, structural and building code compliance
constraints to soundproofing; and additional technical assistance from LAWA to local jurisdictions to
support more rapid and efficient implementation of their land use mitigation programs.

See Topical Response TR-LU-3 regarding how eligibility for soundproofing is determined and for a
description of how approval of the LAX Master Plan would affect the ANMP. See also Response to
Comment AL0O0006-2 regarding current measures underway to address existing high aircraft noise
levels and existing aircraft noise effects on the Lennox School District, and Response to Comment
AL00034-38 regarding the potential for impacts on the Lennox School District.
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SPCO00074-2

Comment:

Response:

Many of our residents can feel the oil and see the soot from the jets.

Please see Topical Response TR-AQ-1 regarding deposition, soot and fuel dumping.

SPCO00074-3

Comment:

Response:

Our children lose hours of education time yearly due to interruptions caused, each time a plane is
landing.

The content of this comment is identical to comment SPHF00040-3; please refer to Response to
Comment SPHF00040-3.

SPC00074-4

Comment:

Response:

There are many things to be taken into consideration when a community is located as close to an
airport as Lennox: There is the health of the children, the quality of life for the residents and the impact
of noise and traffic the airport causes. If the airport is going to modernize, then it is time for our
community to modernize also. This plan must have some real community benefits in it so that future
health problems can be alleviated, our schools can be safer, our community can be protected and
measures are put in place to ensure that the people of Lennox are treated fairly.

Community benefits means that our community is not forgotten in the modernization process. It means
that with $9 billion being spent for airport modernization, there is money actually being spent in our
community to make those infra-structural changes needed to accommodate the expected increase of
noise and traffic. While there is a push for modernization, we also want to push for increased and visible
benefits in our community of Lennox.

The Draft EIS/EIR and Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR addressed human health and safety in Section
4.24, Human Health and Safety, noise in Section 4.1, Noise, and Section 4.2, Land Use, and traffic in
Section 4.3, Surface Transportation. Supporting technical data and analyses are provided in Appendix
D and Technical Reports 1, 2, 3, 14a, and 14c of the Draft EIS/EIR and Appendix S-C1 and Technical
Reports S-1, S-2, S-9a, and S-9b of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR.

Community benefits were described in Section 4.4.3, Environmental Justice (subsection 4.4.3.7), of the
Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. These benefits, a component of the Environmental Justice Program,
have been refined and expanded, as presented in Section 4.4.3, Environmental Justice (subsection
4.4.3.7), of this Final EIS/EIR, based on written comments and input received at environmental justice
workshops and public hearings during the circulation period for the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR,
and through briefings held in 2003 with civic, business, and religious leaders within affected
communities.
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SPCO00075 Watson, Robert None Provided 8/23/2003

SPC00075-1

Comment:

Thank you for the opportunity to speak about the proposed LAX Modernization Plan.

Mayor Hahn has provided an excellent proposal for LAX and with his commitment to cap the airport
passengers at 78 million a year, | think that he has satisfied many of the concerns of the residents who
live and work near the airport. The idea that other areas, like Palmdale and Orange County will need to
take some of the future airline passenger burden is a good one. Mayor Hahn's support for a Regional
Approach should be commended as well.

We absolutely need to modernize LAX, not only for the economic and safety concerns that we have, but
also so that the area residents will find solutions to their quality of live issues. | think that Alternative D
provides many of these solutions, especially with the expanded use of the Green Line Light Rail system
that will have a stop a the airport.

Thank you for holding these hearings.

Response:
Comment noted.
SPCO00076 Walter, Marvin None Provided 8/23/2003
SPC00076-1
Comment:

In prior hearings such as this and numerous news paper articles regarding Alternative D, many factors
as passenger caps, traffic, noise, jobs and security have been raised. Yet the major impetus behind
alternative D continues to be security so I'd like to address that particular issue. And frankly, it's not
easy to assess the value of Alternative D in that light by reviewing the EIR document.

| offer these direct quotes from various sections of that document.

1. From the comparative analysis section of D vs No Action Page 34

"Vehicular traffic in the Central Terminal area results in crowded terminal areas that create attractive
targets for terrorists allows baggage containing potentially significant explosive devices into passenger
congregation areas." AND "People approach all facilities with unsecured baggage until they reach the
TSA checks."

2. "Security screening stations at the Ground Transportation Center and the Intermodal Transportation
Center will protect the Central Terminal area from attack by persons armed with weapons."

By moving arrival & departure passengers rapidly through the entry point, only a small number of
people would be clustered as a potential terrorist target.

3. From the Development & Refinement Section ....paragraph 2.2.8

"First level screening at the Ground Transportation Center will be random baggage and passenger
checking and use of video surveillance und sniffing dogs."

4. Same Sect 2.2.8

"The architectural design intent for the GTC is to create a partially climate controlled open-air structures
to help diffuse potential blast impacts at the curb front by eliminating glass curtain walls."
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5. Again, from the comparative analysis section:

"The people mover presents a problem as it is unsecured and subject to attack - but, this can be
partially mitigated by use of technology"

6. Again from Development &, Refinement Section .... Paragraph 2.2.81

"Passengers not using skycap services may carry baggage on the Automated People Mover to the
Central Terminal area where screening will be made by the appropriate airline."

So=

1). If unsecured baggage in the Central Terminal is a current problem it doesn't appear this multi-
BILLION dollar Alternative D solves that.

2). All passengers spread out through 8 terminals currently & you've seen lines all out down the
sidewalk - Here all passengers must do through this one entry point but they will move rapidly so as not
to present but a small number as a potential terrorist target?

3). The 6 car people mover really sounds like an exciting entry to the "world class" LAX with baggage
carts being rolled in & out among the travelers as well as the meeters and greeters, who are able to ride
to the central terminal area.

4). Of course, in a curbside blast, one would want nothing but "partially climate controlled air" between
them & the explosion.

A security solution?

NO - A JOKE!

Response:
Comment noted.

SPC00077 Gonzalez, Romeo None Provided 8/23/2003

SPC00077-1

Comment:
| would like to show my support for the LAX Master Plan and Alternative D. After almost 8 years of
planning and dozens of hearings and testimony Mayor Hahn has introduced a plan that takes into
account all of the concerns that have been raised.
With the heightened awareness of the possibility for airport disaster, either by accident or by human
hand this plan will reduce and consequences. With the remote passenger and baggage handling facility,
the flying public should have much more confidence in LAX security. This design, with the early
scanning of passengers, carry-ons and baggage, makes the Central Terminal area and airline gates
much safer.
| also like the use of people movers and trams in the design. Moving around LAX today is very difficult.
The only way to get from airline to airline or different terminals is to walk or wait for a bus. Alternative
D's transportation system saves time and confusion.
| hope Alternative D is adopted, and soon.
Thank you for taking my comments.

Response:

Comment noted.
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SPCO00078 Anderson, Homer None Provided 8/23/2003

SPC00078-1

Comment:

All of us here today use airports at some time or another and if you have been at LAX lately, you know
how difficult it can be to get through the check in procedures or even to pick-up someone.

That's why | support the new proposal for the Master Plan. As it is indicated on the boards that are set
up outside, there will be new passenger ticketing and baggage handling building built away from the
central terminals and gates. With the larger area for passenger drop-off and pick-up and the baggage
checking facilities being expanded, passengers should be processed much faster.

Getting the people in and out of the drop-off area faster will also give us a safer and more secure
airport. The chances that someone will be injured in any disaster will be greatly reduced with the new
design.

Response:
Comment noted.

SPC00079 Rose, Harry OSAGE Neighbors Association 8/23/2003

SPC00079-1

Comment:
| come before you today on behalf of Osage Neighbors Association, representing approximately 3600
homes in Osage Park and Westport Heights.
Because it would seem that none of our City officials have noticed, we would like to point out that most
modern airports operate on a much larger footprint than LAX and are not located in densely populated
urban areas. Denver had the vision to build a world-class airport on 53 square miles in a rural area and
actually close their old airport. Total cost? Less than half the price of Alternative D. Los Angeles, where
is the vision?

Response:
The content of this comment is identical to comment SPHF00046-1; please see Response to Comment
SPHF00046-1.

SPC00079-2

Comment:
While we love a good Public Works boondoggle just as much as anyone else, this one is ill conceived
and a violation of Mayor Hahn's election pledge to our community. Airport use of residential property
violates his pledge to operate the airport within its current boundaries. The capacity of 78.9 MAP stated
in the EIS violates the Mayor's election pledge to us by nearly 1 million passengers a year.

Response:

It is assumed that the commentor's reference to the airport use of residential property pertains to the
proposed development of the Ground Transportation Center, under Alternative D, at Manchester
Square. As was indicated in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR,
Los Angeles World Airport is, and has been, implementing a voluntary acquisition program for
residential properties in Manchester Square separate from the proposed Master Plan. Use of this area
for airport-related activity would not be in violation of the Mayor's pledge.
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Alternative D is designed to serve a future (2015) airport activity level of 78.9 million annual passengers
(MAP), which is comparable to the 78.7 MAP projected to occur under the No Action/No Project
Alternative. Alternative D is consistent with the Mayor's commitment to no expansion of LAX (i.e.,
Alternative D provides for the same level of future activity that would be reasonably expected to occur at
LAX if the project were not approved.

SPC00079-3

Comment:
Alternative D would dramatically enhance flight field throughput and lay the groundwork for vastly
increased ground transportation infrastructure setting the stage for future expansion of LAX operations.
We have heard that the FAA is currently studying the feasibility of simultaneous landings on three
runways under the new configuration. Do LAWA and FAA plan to visit this practice upon us in the

future?

Response:
Alternative D does not increase runway capacity. Neither LAWA nor FAA are currently studying the
feasibility of triple simultaneous approaches at LAX in IFR conditions either now or in the future with
implementation of the Proposed Alternative D airfield improvements. Please see Response to
Comment SPHF00046-3.

SPC00079-4

Comment:
Alternative D would move airport bound traffic two miles to the east subjecting East Westchester,
Lennox and Inglewood to increased vehicular air pollution and noise. How does this even begin to
comply with the environmental justice provisions of CEQUA?

Response:
The Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR addressed environmental justice in Section 4.4.3, Environmental
Justice, with supporting technical data and analyses provided in Appendix S-D. Please see Response
to Comment SAL00010-9 regarding expansion to the east and Response to Comment SAL00004-5
regarding environmental justice issues.

SPCO00079-5

Comment:
Alternative D locates a Ground Transportation Center in a tract of land currently zoned R1. The EIS
clearly states that no residential property is to be acquired for the project. This leads us to assume that
LAWA plans to use property acquired through an ongoing and supposedly Voluntary Noise Mitigation
Acquisition program. This method of residential property acquisition for airport use ignores FAA
guidelines in Order 5100.37A, Chapter 3, Section 9 implementing the Uniform Act of 1970. We would
like a complete explanation as to how LAWA's acquisition and conversion of this property to airport use
approaches any semblance of legality.

Response:
Please see Response to Comment SPHF00046-5.

SPC00080 Joseph, Malcolm None Provided 8/23/2003

SPC00080-1

Comment:

LAX has been a very large factor in the daily lives of all of us in Los Angeles County. Those who live
near the airport have special concerns, even though the airport is an economic boon to us all.
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Obviously, traffic and noise have to be dealt with and | think that the LAX Master Plan with Alternative D
does that.

The ftraffic plan, with improvements being proposed for intersections, extra lanes on La Cienega
Boulevard and the improvement to the cargo delivery accesses roads will aid the flow of traffic in the
airport's immediate area. But, the greatest change to increased traffic will be the connection of the
Green Line Light Rail to the Transportation Center. Finally, a public transportation system will be
available from Fly Away Parking facilities or Stations where passengers and be dropped off at over 50
sites throughout Los Angeles County.

Alternative D is my choice and | hope that the FAA and the City will approve the plan

Response:
Comment noted. The Draft EIS/EIR and Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR addressed traffic impacts in
Section 4.3, Surface Transportation, and noise impacts in Section 4.1, Noise, and Section 4.2, Land
Use. Supporting technical data and analyses are provided in Appendix D and Technical Reports 1, 2,
and 3 of the Draft EIS/EIR and Appendix S-C and Technical Reports S-1, S-2a, and S-2b of the
Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR.

SPC00081 Kom, Tony None Provided 8/23/2003

SPC00081-1

Comment:
LAX MASTER PLAN - SPENDS $9 BILLION PLUS TO:
* Tear Down Airport Structures Possibly Not Yet Even Paid for

Response:
The content of this comment is identical to Comment SPC00149-1, please refer to Response to
Comment SPC00149-1.

SPCO00081-2

Comment:
* Concentrate Airport Congestion in Single Vulnerable Location

Response:
This comment does not raise or pertain to any environmental issues that are subject to NEPA or CEQA
review requirements. Notwithstanding, please see Topical Response TR-SEC-1, which addresses the
most frequently raised security-related issues pertaining to the design and ability of Alternative D to
enhance existing safety and security at LAX. In addition, the GTC will not concentrate people in one
spot but will spread them out more than the existing condition in the CTA.

SPC00081-3

Comment:
* Promote Traffic Gridlock around LAX While Providing No New Rail Transit Access to LAX

Response:

Comment noted. Please see Topical Response TR-ST-5 regarding the rail/transit plan.
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SPCO00081-4

Comment:

* Make LAX the Most Inconvenient Airport in the World

Response:
The content of this comment is identical to Comment SPHF00051-4; please refer to Response to
Comment SPHF00051-4.

SPCO00081-5

Comment:
Simply moves Airport Congestion & Likely Point of Terrorist Attack to another more congested site
without equal replacement parking and still further away from Green Line to Blue Line to Red Line and
Urban Destinations. Is it really convenient to go to Park and Ride Lots in Long Beach, Norwalk or
Inglewood and ride busses to Manchester Square Airport Security Center?

Response:
This comment is identical to comment SPC00149-5. Please see Response to Comment SPC00149-5.

SPC00081-6

Comment:

Our past leaders were visionary in buying a large airport site at Palmdale. Tokyo, Seoul, Hong Kong
and Washington D.C. all built new larger International Airports far from their cities. Most now use old
airports for Domestic Flights Only. Transit Links to other Airports and Cities.

HOW TO SPEND LESS AND GET MORE....a possible Alternative Plan

LOS ANGELES AIRPORTS AND RAIL TRANSIT SCHEME * *

As lllustrated with Detailed Map - Plans & Text shown on Large Display Boards. ( Prevented from
Showing at Airport Public Hearing. Want to See? Contact Me. )

* New Secure Los Angeles International Airport at Palmdale

With all passenger and baggage screening and check -in features now in LAX Master Plan Using only a
small portion of this vast site. Passenger Drop-Off at Tram-Transit Link.

Links Palmdale Metrolink Station (uc) with one-mile Elevated Airport Tram connecting to Security
Center for Passenger and Luggage Screening, Flight Check-In and Baggage Check.

Continuing Tram to Huge International Terminal and on to even larger Domestic Terminal for
Connecting Flights.

2.5 Mile Elevated Tram Loop from Terminals to Parking, Bus, Taxi and Car Rental Lots; to Security
Center; and Metrolink Station.

Vehicle Entry Security Check Points. 500 acres of Open Parking Lots with approximately 50 to 70
thousand Car Capacity. 180 acres for Bus and Taxi Terminals and Car Rental Lots.

Existing Metrolink Travel Time from Union Station to Lancaster is 1 hour and 40 minutes. Would be less
from Red Line/Metrolink Station to Palmdale Airport and even less by car on 14 Freeway.

Transit Travel Time to Airport could be greatly reduced by (1) Better Track Alignment (2) Improved Rail
Roadbed (3) Grade Separation (4) Double Tracking and (5) Electrification.
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Response:
Comment noted. Please see Topical Response TR-RC-5 regarding transferring LAX operations to
Palmdale.
SPC00081-7
Comment:
* Los Angeles Westchester Domestic Airport at LAX
Linked by Terminals Tram to Metro Rail Line. Passenger Drop Off and Security Check Point at Transit-
Tram Entry Station Security Check Stations at all Vehicle Entry Points.
Airport Conference Center & Corporate Jet parking at now Tom Bradley International Terminal.
Retain all LAX Terminals, Parking Structures and Runways as they now exist.
LAX Flights Actually Reduced. No Homes or Businesses Taken.
* Easy Rail Transit to ALL Los Angeles Airports.
Including Direct Metro Rail between LAX and Burbank Airports.
Only 15 miles of new Metro Rail lines could link Green Line and LAX to Burbank Airport and Metrolink
Rail Line to Palmdale Airport.
Two mile Red Line Valley Metro Rail Extension to Burbank Airport Terminal. Then one mile more to new
Antelope Valley Metrolink Station and Rail Transit Service to L.A. Int. Airport at Palmdale. Also
increases low income workers access to large nearby affordable housing stock.
Ebony Metro Rail Line from Union Station to Wilshire-Western Stub. Then 12 miles to LAX. Subway
down Crenshaw Blvd. and Elevated on MTA owned railroad right-of-way to Century/Aviation Station
Link with LAX Airport Terminals Tram. Ending at Green Line Light Rail Aviation Station. Bay Area BART
elevated everywhere except in Downtown City Areas.
Long Beach Airport Alternative Terminal Transit Links to Long Beach Blue Line Light Rail.
Now no direct rail access to Ontario Airport. Alternative Plan has new Ontario Airport Stations on
Riverside and San Bernardino Metrolink Lines with Transit Links to Airport Terminal.
Response:
Please see Topical Response TR-ST-5 regarding the rail/transit plan.
SPC00082 Davis, Andrea None Provided 8/23/2003
SPCO00082-1
Comment:

Creating jobs is a good thing, and keeping ALL of our U.S. airports modern and maintained is always a
good thing.

But | have to say NO, emphatically, to the mayor's Alternative "d". Mayor Hahn's PR machine keeps
repeating that the 9 billion dollar plus LAX "Alternative d" will be safer and more secure. Experts from
the Rand Corporation, in a study requested by Congresswoman Jane Harman, disagree. After studying
the plan they found that the airport would, in fact, be less safe and less secure than the existing LAX.

In fact, the study concluded, modernization could be accomplished at a much lower cost than
alternative d.
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Concentrating all the travelers into one check-in just creates an even more attractive target for any
terrorist activities. We all will be put at tremendous risk if we allow Mayor Hahn to create one giant
bull's-eye at what once was Manchester Square.

Not safer, nor more secure, certainly not more convenient. and unnecessarily expensive.

Alternative "d" is not good community planning, Mr. Mayor, and it's not good governance.

Response:
Please see Response to Comment SPC00159-1.

SPC00083 Cope, Danna None Provided 8/23/2003

SPC00083-1

Comment:
While Alt. D is a definite improvement over Alts A, B, and C, it does not achieve its stated purpose: to
provide safety and security.
Alt. D would cost over $9 billion, exacerbate the traffic and air pollution problems, expand the
boundaries of LAX, and provide very little in mitigation measures.

Response:
Comment noted. Please see Response to Comment SPHF00054-1.

SPCO00083-2

Comment:
By expanding LAX into the Manchester Square area, Alt. D would merely transfer the dangers from the
facilities in the Central Terminal Area out to the community, thereby leaving the traveling public and the
residents still at risk. Gathering a large number of people into one area would create a terrorist target -
and that is what a Ground Transportation Center in Manchester Square would be.
Concrete, metal and plastic would get protection; people would not.

Response:
The content of this comment is identical to comment SPHF00054-2; please refer to Response to
Comment SPHF00054-2.

SPCO00083-3

Comment:
Extending LAX boundaries into Manchester Square sends the message that LAWA intends to just keep
expanding LAX and it can handle all the Southern CA traffic - no regional approach is needed. Other
counties and communities should be taking on their share of the air traffic, not told they can rely on
LAX.

Response:

The content of this comment is identical to comment SPHF00054-3; please refer to Response to
Comment SPHF00054-3.

Los Angeles International Airport 3-6317 LAX Master Plan Final EIS/EIR Responses to Comments



3. Comments and Responses

SPC00083-4

Comment:
There have been very few Category A runway incursions at LAX - certainly not enough to warrant a $9
billion renovation which includes moving runways. Adequate safety precautions could be instituted with
the cooperation of FAA, LAWA, and the air lines.

Response:
Please see Response to Comment SPHF00054-4 regarding runway incursion at LAX and identified
strategies to help solve the problem.

SPC00083-5

Comment:
Air traffic has not rebounded to pre-9-11 levels. This gives us the luxury of taking time to reexamine the
assumptions previously made that air travel would return to and increase from those levels. There is no
reason to rush to prejudgment. There is time to explore more options on bringing other airports into
compliance with a regional approach to air traffic.

Response:
The content of this comment is identical to comment SPHF00054-5; please refer to Response to
Comment SPHF00054-5.

SPCO00083-6

Comment:
| will be making written comments on specifics of the proposal prior to the November deadline.

Response:
Comment noted.

SPC00084 Carpio, Sparky None Provided 8/23/2003

SPC00084-1

Comment:
Quoting from the supplement to the draft EIR/EIS --

"As of October 31, 2002, progress in acquiring properties under the Voluntary Residential
Acquisition/Relocation Program for Manchester Square and Belford indicates that 62 percent of the
property owners (351 properties and 1130 dwelling units) have volunteered to participate in the
acquisition program." What about the other 38 percent? What about the people who lived there for over
fifty years and DON'T want to move? | guess no one from LAWA or L.A. city really cares, but then why

should they?
Response:

Please see Response to Comment SPHF00058-1.
SPC00084-2
Comment:

Then, as | was randomly leafing through the EIR/EIS, | found an interesting report on the residences
which will be most impacted with the plans. Guess which city is impacted most -- Inglewood of course!
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Response:

At more than 120 "Newly Exposed Residential and Noise -Sensitive Uses Outside of the 1992 CNEL
Noise Contour" for the Alternative D, and over 2,000 listed under "Alternative D 2015 dBA SEL Noise
Contours Listing of Newly Exposed Residential Uses Outside of the 1992 65 CNEL Noise Contour", we
-- Inglewood -- are the most impacted area in the communities surrounding LAX.

But | guess that really doesn't matter. We -- Inglewood residents -- are just low income NIMBY's who
want to stop this "Modernization" -- or is it expansion? -- plan.

It is unclear where the commentor obtained the referenced information. As stated in Table S4.2-30 of
the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, under Alternative D 260 dwelling units, 810 residents, and 5
noise- sensitive uses that are located outside of the 1992 fourth quarter 65 CNEL noise contour that
establishes eligibility for soundproofing under the ANMP, would be newly exposed to high noise levels
in the City of Inglewood. As presented in Table S4.2-34 of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, under
Alternative D 4,140 dwelling units and 13,170 residents located outside the ANMP contour would be
newly exposed to 94 dBA SEL or greater noise levels. As stated under mitigation measures MM-LU-1
and MM-LU-2 of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, the ANMP would be revised and expanded to
include noise-sensitive uses newly exposed to these respective high noise levels. As stated in Section
4.2, Land Use (subsection 4.2.6) of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, under Alternative D the overall
number of residential and other noise-sensitive uses exposed to 65 CNEL or greater noise levels would
be reduced by 3,380 dwelling units, 6,020 residents, and 5 noise-sensitive uses compared to 1996
baseline conditions. Also under Alternative D compared to 1996 baseline conditions, the number of
residential uses exposed to 94 dBA SEL or greater noise levels would be reduced by 2,490 dwelling
units and 1,310 residents. Please see Topical Response TR-EJ-2 for a description of environment
justice-related mitigation and benefits to address impacts on minority and low-income communities
affected by Alternative D.

SPC00084-3

Comment:

Response:

Also in the Supplement to the Draft EIR/EIS was that wonderful interchange on Arbor Vitae ST. -- which
our beloved L.A. Co. Supervisor pushed for -- under the title:

"Model Update Information -- Regional Roadway Improvements." Our county supervisor had once
mentioned that the Arbor Vitae Interchange has nothing to do with Airport Related issues -- at least that
is what | remember.

Even worse though, a LAWA staff member had once said it was for our -- now nonexistent -- Kmart! |

don't think so!

The comment is identical to comment SPHF00058-3. Please see Response to Comment SPHF00058-
3.

SPC00085 McDowell, Kelly City of El Segundo 8/11/2003

SPC00085-1

Comment:

Given the length and complexity of the Master Plan and environmental documents, our full comments
on technical issues will not be ready for some time, therefore the City's comments tonight are
preliminary.

The City continues to oppose Alternatives A, B, and C for the many reasons the City expressed orally
and in writing during the public review and comment period for the initial Draft EIS/EIR in 2002.

ES has not endorsed Alt. D, but we feel its stated objectives support a regional aviation approach.
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My City supports an alternative with fewer environmental impacts. We would like to see the adverse
impacts of the airport minimized and mitigated to the greatest extent feasible.

ES supports enhanced safety and security at LAX.

And my City supports an alternative that by design will accommodate passenger and cargo levels no
greater than the physical capacity of the airport as it exists today.

Limiting LAX's capacity to its current capacity has always been our number one goal and we believe
limiting LAX's capacity will allow other airports in the region to develop and handle a fair share of future
regional aviation demand,

will result in fewer environmental impacts,

and will improve safety and security at the airport.

Response:

Comment noted.
SPC00085-2
Comment:

Response:

However, the City is greatly concerned about the impacts of southside airfield changes that would move
the southernmost runway 50 feet closer to El Segundo.

LAWA has stated that it believes these changes are necessary to improve runway safety.

However, we are currently studying the impacts of the reconfiguration, and the options for the southern
runway complex.

In particular, we urge a full public consideration of end-around taxiways as an alternative that could
provide greater safety at lower cost and with fewer new burdens on local communities.

Safety at LAX must be a priority for all of us.

The City is prepared to support measures necessary to enhance safety, even if those measures
increase our burden, but only if we are assured, through an independent expert, that other alternatives
are not equally effective.

Please see Response to Comment SPHF00038-3 regarding the potential noise impacts of moving the
southernmost runway approximately 55 feet south and discussion on runway incursion at LAX and an
analysis conducted by NASA Ames Research Center comparing the costs and benefits of a center
parallel taxiway and end-around taxiway on the south airfield complex.

SPCO00085-3

Comment:

Response:

In conclusion, we are grateful for Mayor Hahn's responsive leadership and his pledge to constrain
growth at LAX and foster a regional approach to meeting future aviation demand.

It is our hope that the ultimate outcome of this Master Plan process will be a regional airport approach
that ensures that LAX does not exceed its current capacity.

Comment noted.
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SPC00086 Reed, Bart None Provided 8/11/2003

SPC00086-1

Comment:

Response:

Subject: Talking points for LAX EIR hearings with respect to rail/airport connections
To All:

The following "talking points" below are the result of many meetings and discussions of rail advocates,
the latest of which was last Thursday evening's Friends of the Green Line (FoGL) Meeting in El
Segundo.

Key: Since the MTA has no money to pay for a Green Line extension to Westchester, the notion of a
such an extension should fall under traffic and/or environmental mitigation, with a final EIR of any
Alternative D including a specific design-preferably one that has the written blessing of the FAA.

More talking points:
1) Our goal is for the Green Line to connect to the GTC, wherever it ends up.

Manchester Square is being discussed as a site for the GTC solely because it's on the drawing board
as the current site-FoGL is neutral on where the actual location should be..

2) A Green Line Westchester extension would enhance the usefulness of the People Mover by
connecting it to local hotels and businesses.

FoGL supports the LAWA People Mover for airport transportation purposes, but not a People Mover
that would harm future regional transportation efforts.

3) FoGL recommends a direct connection of the Green Line to the GTC as an alternative to a
potentially-superfluous Intermodal Transit Center adjacent to the Aviation/Imperial Green Line station.

A direct Green Line/GTC connection would not interfere with the People Mover designed to connect
Parking Lots C and D with the GTC, but would instead separate rail- and car-bound LAX traffic.

4) Federal funding for both a rail connection from the south (along the MTA Harbor Subdivision Line to
the GTC), as well as funding for rail connections from the north and Downtown, might be a better
argument for LAX-related traffic mitigations than "a Green Line extension to Westchester".

The northern connection would be from the previously-planned Westchester extension, and from
Downtown and Inglewood via the MTA Harbor Subdivision Line to the GTC.

5) The Bay Area just established a rail/airport connection, and Orange County has just started has just
started looking into its own airport/rail connection via its Centerline-L.A. County should strive for nothing
less than its own rail connection(s).

It is impractical to connect the Green Line directly to the CTA, as discussed in Response to Comment
SPHOO00004-6. Also, please see Response to Comment SPHL00022-2 regarding the most feasible
alignment of the Green Line.

Please see Response to Comment PC02220-6 regarding funding.
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SPC00087 Collins, Michael Los Angeles Convention and 8/11/2003

Visitors Bureau

SPCO00087-1

Comment:

Response:

Notes Re LAX

Speak in support of the Masterplan that's before you.
Our organization represents an industry:

$ 10 billion

23 million visitors

240K jobs

LAX is the shelf from which our customers buy LA.
The MasterPlan, Option D has 100's pages of detail.
There is and will be lots of discussion of those details.

But, | am here to ask that the strategic perspective reflected in this plan not get lost the discussion of
details.

There are three parts to this strategic perspective:

1. Building a Safe and Secure facility: This is elemental to the future on a both practical and perceptual
dimension. Sadly.

2. Designing an airport that maintains LA's status as an international gateway: The international
customer is the most sought after in the world. Either we build a user-friendly facility for this customer or
they will go elsewhere.

3. Last, this plan recognizes a truth that Southern California's demand for air-travel cannot be built on

the backs of the citizens of single city. This plan addresses the truth that there must be a regional
solution to regional demand.

Comment noted.

SPC00088 Slawson, Richard Los Angeles Building & 8/11/2003

Construction Trades Council

SPCO00088-1

Comment:

Our Council represents over 130,000 Craftsmen and women who live and work throughout Los
Angeles. We enthusiastically support Mayor Hahn and his master plan alternative for LAX.

When this plan gets underway, besides moving forward the needed modernization of our airport, nearly
49,000 construction- related jobs will be directly generated during the entire construction phase.
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This is welcome news for our regional economy because putting 49,000 men and women to work, at
good wages, is a boost not only to those on the job but throughout Southern California. This many new
jobs will have a tremendous ripple effect that will in fact support 100,000 jobs around the region and $11
billion to total economic activity.

This region desperately needs the economic stimulus from this LAX Master Plan.

Our other concerns are also being met by the Alternative D Plan. As in the case of many other world
class airport, including Washington Dulles International Airport, Orlando International Airport and
Denver International Airport, their terminals are linked by the use of trams, people movers and trains.
Washington Dulles uses what they call movable lounges. Orlando uses trains and Denver uses a
combination of moving walkways and an underground train. All of these are similar to the Ground
Transportation Center and the Intermodal Transportation Center included in alternative D in the LAX
Master Plan. These then connect with the main or Central Terminal Area by the automated people
mover. With the heightened security measures that are needed today, this makes absolute sense.

| would also like to commend Mayor Hahn for the commitment that he made to hold LAX to 78 Million
Annual Passengers. We all know that LAX must be modernized, but it must also meet the needs and
concerns of the residents of Los Angeles and surrounding communities and especially those residents
who live near the airport. This plan addresses, traffic, security and noise in its design and regulations.
We support the LAX Master Plan and asked that you give it your approval.

Response:
Comment noted.
SPC00089 Hahn, James City of Los Angeles 8/11/2003
SPC00089-1
Comment:

| am here to voice support for the Enhanced Safety and Security Plan - Alternative D. | believe this
alternative that has evolved over the past year breaks new ground in airport design and planning for the
21st century and can serve as a model for airports throughout our nation and the world.

This plan designs the future LAX to accommodate approximately 78 million annual passengers and 3
million annual tons of cargo. Modernizing LAX in this way will help to secure LAX's role as the airport of
choice for long haul operations - both passengers and cargo.

78 million annual passengers is consistent with the goals established in the Southern California
Association of Governments Regional Transportation Plan. These goals promote growth of
underutilized airports in outlying areas and allow us to achieve a more decentralized distribution of
future air traffic around the region. It is also fair for the surrounding communities who will also have to
bear a burden with increased traffic. Previous proposals that called for up to 98 million annual
passengers were unrealistic.

| am pleased that support for my plan is growing. As people learn more about it, they come to
understand that my plan is the environmentally superior alternative of all the concepts and plans studied
over the past decade. They also realize that my plan incorporates leading-edge technology and design
standards to provide travelers and airport workers with unmatched safety and security at the world's
largest origination and destination airport.

LAX Master Plan means improved airport safety.

- Alternative D modernizes the airfield to improve safety for aircraft, traveling passengers, and airport
workers.

- Center taxiways will provide additional protection against runway incursions.
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- Parallel taxiways and full taxilane spacing improve aircraft movement and reduce taxiing times,
improves safety and reduces delays for passengers.

LAX Master Plan means improved airport security.

- Alternative D provides for multiple layers of security protection for the traveling public, airport workers
and the surrounding communities.

- Alternative D eliminates the high concentration of people as a potential terrorist target - it disperses the
passengers and moves them rapidly among four separate and secure entry portals.

- Alternative D eliminates roadway traffic in the Central Terminal Area and significantly reduces the
chance of an oversized vehicle explosive device being delivered to the Central Terminal Area.

- Alternative D permits early observation and assessment of passengers and baggage.
LAX Master Plan supports a regional transportation plan.

- Alternative D addresses community interests and concerns; Alternative D supports only LAX's fair
share of the total regional air service market.

- Alternative D allows other regional airports to accommodate a greater share of the air traffic demand.
LAX Master Plan means a modern airport.

- Alternative D offers a redeveloped Central Terminal Area that provides for increased security
screening and enhanced passenger conveniences.

- Alternative D will have new passenger terminals that provide for improved ticketing, baggage
processing, circulation and concessions

- An Automated People Mover offers convenient access from the new facilities to the Central Terminal
Area every two minutes

- The Automated People Mover trains will be modern, designed to easily accommodate rolling luggage
and baggage carts.

LAX Master Plan improves ground transportation.
- Alternative D provides key improvements to the ground transportation system in and around LAX.

- Alternative D reduces thousands of private vehicles and commercial shuttle buses from the roadways
and significantly reduces the impacts on surface streets and freeways.

- Alternative D designs convenient, easy access to the new facilities and proposes mitigation measures
that provide direct access to and from the I- 405 and |-105 Freeways to discourage residential street
use.

- Alternative D means a direct connection to the Metro Green Line and encourages the use of mass
transit.

- An expanded FlyAway Program encourages the use of high-occupancy vehicles and eliminates
thousands of vehicles from the region's roadways.

LAX Master Plan sustains a region's key economic engine.

- LAX Master Plan means jobs; 351,000 jobs in the region by 2015, 295,000 jobs in LA County and
nearly 139,000 jobs in the City of Los Angeles.

- LAX Master Plan means LAX will contribute $64 billion to the regional economy in 2015, $22 billion
annually to the City of Los Angeles.
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- Alternative D means nearly 49,000 construction-related jobs.

In conclusion, | want to emphasize that the goal of creating the Enhanced Safety and Security Master
Plan is to modernize LAX to protect one of Los Angeles' key economic engines. At the same time, the
plan addresses community interests and concerns by designing the facility to serve only LAX's fair
share of the total regional air service market.

| thank the staffs of the Federal Aviation Administration and Los Angeles World Airports for your
dedication and support of the master plan process. | look forward to the process continuing so that we
can begin the long-overdue modernization of LAX as soon as possible.

| am here to support the Enhanced Safety and Security Plan for LAX - also known as Alternative D. |
believe this alternative breaks new ground in airport design for the 21st century and can serve as a
model for airports throughout the world.

My staff and | have briefed thousands of stakeholders on this plan, including community residents,
airlines, labor, and local business leaders. | believe that this plan incorporates many of their suggestions
and addresses their concerns with the other alternatives.

Alternative D puts safety and security first. It includes modernization of the airfield, including the addition
of center taxiways, to improve safety for aircraft, traveling passengers, and airport workers.

It also provides for multiple layers of security for the passengers, airport workers and the surrounding
communities. It disperses travelers and moves them rapidly through four separate and secure entry
points. It also allows security screeners to make assessments of passengers and baggage before they
get into the Central Terminal Area.

Most importantly, this plan significantly reduces the opportunity for a vehicle with an explosive device to
get close to the Central Terminal Area by eliminating traffic through the area. Security experts believe
that the Central Terminal Area and its impact on our economy - not passengers - are the key targets
for terrorists.

Alternative D also supports my goal of creating a regional air transportation plan. It designs LAX to
accommodate approximately 3 million annual tons of cargo and 78 million annual passengers, which is
consistent with the goals established in the Southern California Association of Governments Regional
Transportation Plan. We are also working to promote use of our other regional airports to meet demand.

Alternative D also means a more modern and convenient LAX for our passengers. The plan includes
new passenger terminals with improved ticketing, baggage processing, circulation and concessions. An
Automated People Mover designed to easily accommodate rolling luggage and baggage carts will offer
convenient access to the Central Terminal Area every two minutes.

Alternative D also provides key improvements to the ground transportation around LAX to reduce
congestion and pollution. It will finally provide a direct connection from the Metro Green Line and direct
access to and from the 405 and 105 freeways. Approximately 36 new lane-miles and improved curb
access will improve passenger access and reduce traffic congestion on surface streets. An expanded
FlyAway Program will eliminate thousands of vehicles from the region's roadways.

Finally, Alternative D means jobs and is expected to contribute $64 billion to the regional economy.

As people learn more about Alternative D, | have found that they support the leading-edge technology
and design standards that will provide travelers and airport workers with unparalleled safety and
security. They also find that this plan is the environmentally superior alternative compared with the other
plans that have been studied over the past decade.

I want to thank all of the community leaders, business leaders, airline representatives, labor leaders,
and others who shaped Alternative D. | want to acknowledge Deputy Mayor Troy Edwards and Patricia
Torres of my staff. And | want to especially thank the Federal Aviation Administration and Los Angeles
World Airports staffs for your dedication and support of the master plan process. | look forward to the
process continuing so that we can begin the long-overdue modernization of LAX as soon as possible.
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Response:

Comment noted.

SPC00090 Walter, Mahala None Provided 8/11/2003

SPCO00090-1

Comment:

Response:

Today, the Los Angeles World Airports continues to celebrate 75 years of connecting Southern
California to the World. Commonly known as LAWA, the Los Angeles World Airports actually consists of
FOUR airports... VAN NUYS is the world's BUSIEST general aviation airport. ONTARIO
INTERNATIONAL serves the Inland Empire, the fasting growing region in Southern California. The
PALMDALE REGIONAL has its' 25 year Master Plan for residents in Antelope & Santa Clarita Valleys,
plus portions of San Bernardino/Inyo Counties. And the fourth one, LAX, where travelers throughout the
world think of LAX as not only an airport but an entire city, LOS ANGELES. True, LAWA has had a
spectacular past BUT now we must now prepare for a SAFE future.

Prior to 9/11, LAX contributed $60 BILLION per year in economic output, contributed 59,000 JOBS at or
near LAX, plus 408,000 JOBS in the southern California region. LAX security is of major importance to
not only our nation. Since California has the 5th largest economy in the world, we need better security
NOW; Please Mayor Hahn don't waste time on a Master Plan that will be out dated in 15 years, when
the war be over. The terrorists will have been hunted down. 15 years is just to long to wait for
Alternative D.

With TSA/Home Land Security, the walls came tumbling down in the terminals, moving in a 100 huge
million dollar explosive scanners with $1000,000 maintenance yearly fee. Unfortunately, these
monsters had far too many false positive readings with food being a problem.

This comment does not raise or pertain to any environmental issues that are subject to NEPA or CEQA
review requirements. Notwithstanding, please see Topical Response TR-SEC-1, which addresses the
most frequently raised security-related issues pertaining to the design and ability of Alternative D to
enhance existing safety and security at LAX.

SPC00090-2

Comment:

Response:

* WHO PAYS for Alternate D? We're told a major part will be passed on to airlines via landing fees, etc.
NOW that sounds like just what airlines need, especially those who are either in or fighting off
bankruptcy!! Besides, the small businesses & hotels around LAX will have a very difficult time for many
years and some may not survive. This plan was said to cost 9.1 BILLION, then 9.6. Honestly, How
many billions more will it be?

Comment noted. The proposed master plan improvements would be funded with a combination of FAA
Airport Improvement Fund grants, passenger facility charges, general airport revenue bonds, and other
state/federal grants. The general airport revenue bonds will be repaid from airport revenues, including
airline landing fees and other user and tenant fees.

SPC00090-3

Comment:

* Proponents like to couch this whole scenario around "security”" as cars and LAX facilities DON'T MIX!
Now how do they think people are going to get to this Ground Transportation Center?
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Response:
Please see Master Plan Addendum, Chapter 2.3, Ground Access and Parking - Alternative D, for a
further description of the GTC access plan. Also, please see Topical Response TR-ST-2 regarding
surface transportation analysis methodology.

SPC00090-4

Comment:
If you were a terrorist wanting to inflict major loss of life and damage, would you rather have the
passenger load widely distributed around 9 different terminals or where EVERYONE for ALL flights
congregated at 1 check in/drop off site?

Response:
This comment does not raise or pertain to any environmental issues that are subject to NEPA or CEQA
review requirements. Notwithstanding, please see Topical Response TR-SEC-1, which addresses the
most frequently raised security-related issues pertaining to the design and ability of Alternative D to
enhance existing safety and security at LAX.

SPC00091 Wayne, Alan United Airlines 8/11/2003

SPCO00091-1

Comment:
| AM APPEARING TONIGHT ON BEHALF OF NOT ONLY UNITED, BUT ALSO TEN OTHER FELLOW
MEMBERS OF THE STAR ALLIANCE, THE LARGEST AIRLINE CONSORTIUM OPERATING AT LOS
ANGELES INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT. IN ADDITION TO UNITED, WHICH OPERATES A HUB AT
LAX, THE STAR MEMBERS INCLUDE AIR CANADA, AIR NEW ZEALAND, ALL NIPPON, ASIANA,
LUFTHANSA, MEXICANA, SINGAPORE, THAI, VARIG AND U.S. AIRWAYS.

THOSE ELEVEN CARRIERS, PLUS UNITED'S REGIONAL MARKETING PARTNER SKYWEST,
WHOSE 133 DAILY DEPARTURES ARE THE MOST OF ANY CARRIER AT LAX, WISH TONIGHT TO
UNDERSCORE OUR COLLECTIVE SUPPORT FOR MAYOR HAHN'S ONGOING EFFORT TO
CRAFT A MASTER PLAN FOR LAX THAT WOULD ULTIMATELY IMPROVE AND MODERNIZE THIS
CRITICAL, BUT SADLY ANTIQUATED FACILITY.

UNITED AND THE STAR CARRIERS, PLUS SKYWEST, WHO ACCOUNT FOR 30 PERCENT OF
THE FLIGHT ACTIVITY HERE, ARE WORKING WITH THE CITY TO ADDRESS THE AIRFIELD
SAFETY, AIRPORT SECURITY, GROUND ACCESS, AND PASSENGER TERMINAL
ENHANCEMENTS THAT MUST BE ACHIEVED IF THIS AIRPORT, WHICH IS SO IMPORTANT TO
THE REGION'S ECONOMIC COMPETITIVENESS, AND THE THOUSANDS OF JOBS THAT
DEPEND ON IT, IS TO REMAIN IN THE FOREFRONT OF COMMERCIAL AVIATION.

TO DO NOTHING, OR TO NOT DO THIS PROJECT REALISTICALLY, IS NOT ACCEPTABLE. THIS
PROJECT IS OVERDUE AND MUST GET UNDERWAY. OTHER AIRPORTS -  SEATTLE,
PORTLAND, SAN FRANCISCO, LAS VEGAS, DENVER, PHOENIX - TO NAME A FEW, HAVE
MODERNIZED OR ARE ADVANCING PROGRAMS TO DRAW BUSINESS AWAY FROM LAX.

UNITED AND THE STAR CARRIERS BELIEVE THAT THIS PLAN FOCUSES ON THE ISSUES AND
ELEMENTS THAT WILL MOVE LAX FORWARD, AND WE PLAN TO CONTINUE OUR
COLLABORATION WITH THE CITY AND THE AIRPORT TO MEET THESE FUTURE
REQUIREMENTS. THANK YOU.

Response:
Comment noted.
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SPC00092 Brown, Salvador None Provided 8/11/2003

SPC00092-1

Comment:

Response:

It seems to me that too much is being concentrated in one area. This project, as proposed would
increase traffic conjestion in that one small area. There is no room for another Freeway, and increased
traffic in the immediate area will overwhelm the surface streets with people getting off the freeway
looking for alternate ways to by pass the freeway conjestion.

What about the mittigation studies done to address the traffic? Well, complex studies have been done
for the 405 Fwy expansion, yet, after the expence and long years of constuction, it is just as conjested
as if no work were done to reduce the conjestion.

| believe the same results will be likely for the current traffic mittigation plan for Alternative Plan D.

Please see Response to Comment SPC00147-1 regarding traffic mitigation, and Topical Response TR-
ST-2 regarding surface transportation analysis methodology.

SPC00092-2

Comment:

Response:

To mittigate traffic and improve security for people parking and returning to their cars, | think the parking
should be spread out in smaller lots through out the region. From those parking areas have shuttles
transport the passengers to the people movers.

As people buy their air line tickets, they can be assigned to the various parking facilities. This would be
an effective means by which to spread the traffic through out that area and prevent large concentrations
of traffic.

This suggestion is largely provided via the expanded FlyAway system included as part of Alternative D.
Although people would not be forced to use a remote FlyAway lot, as suggested by the commentor, this
voluntary method is much more feasible than requiring airlines, travel agencies, etc., to be involved in
assigning people a parking location. No precedent exists for such assigned parking in comparable
airports, and its implementation in this context could be predicted with some degree of certainty to be
perceived as an unreasonable restriction on free movement and to run contrary to the project objective
to continue LAX's premier status in the international and national community.

SPC00092-3

Comment:

Response:

Many are concerned with a car bomb going off in the terminal area, but a giant parking structure full of
thousands of travelers is just as juicy a target for terrorist's car bombs.

By creating smaller, more numerous parking structures, the attractiveness of such a target is reduced,
and even if such an attack occurred at one structure the loss of life and injuries would be reduced.

It would also be easier to distribute the loss of one or two lost structures among the remaining parking

structures, than if one giant structure were lost.

This comment does not raise or pertain to any environmental issues that are subject to NEPA or CEQA
review requirements. Notwithstanding, please see Topical Response TR-SEC-1, which addresses the
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most frequently raised security-related issues pertaining to the design and ability of Alternative D to
enhance existing safety and security at LAX.

SPCO00093 Velasco, Valeria Alliance for Regional Solution to

Airport Congestion

SPC00093-1

Comment:

ARSAC is a community grass roots organization representing members from Playa del Rey to Whittier,
and Van Nuys to Redondo Beach. We played an integral role in the last Mayoral election by getting
every Mayoral candidate to sign the "ARSAC Pledge" committing to a regional approach to air
commerce for Los Angeles and Southern California.

We acknowledge Mayor Hahn's attempt to abide by the ARSAC pledge he signed to constrain capacity
at LAX while establishing a regional approach to support air transport in Southern California.

We thank Mayor Hahn for eliminating Alternative C concepts from Alterative D that were especially
troublesome such as: A western terminal; the ring road incorporating Imperial Highway, Pershing Drive,
Westchester Parkway and Lincoln and Sepulveda Boulevards for exclusive use as airport ingress and
egress; and 98 MAP.

Response:
Comment noted.

SPC00093-2

Comment:
First, the 45 day public comment period is much too short for public review of some 5,000 pages of the
Draft EIR/EIS of the Master Plan. We ask that the FAA confirm extension of the comment period to 120
days. Can we count on you to support extension of the public comment period? We are still in the
process of reviewing all 5,000 pages of Alternative D.

Response:
Comment noted. LAWA and FAA extended the public comment period on the Supplement to the Draft
EIS/EIR to a total of 120 days closing on November 7, 2003. In addition to nine public hearings held in
August, three public hearings were held in October, 2003.

SPC00093-3

Comment:
Will FAA and the City of Los Angeles' responses to public comment and inquiry will be canned
responses or actually address specific issues addressed by members of the public?

Response:
In accordance with the provisions of NEPA and CEQA, FAA and LAWA have prepared written individual
responses to all comments received on the Draft EIS/EIR and Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. These
responses are provided herein as part of this Final EIS/EIR.

SPCO00093-4

Comment:

Mayor Hahn touts Alternative D as a "safety and security plan." | had the opportunity to participate on a
"Blue Ribbon" panel appointed by Mayor Hahn to review Alternative D (without having been given
anything in writing while on that panel). During those months, panel members asked pointed questions

Los Angeles International Airport 3-6329 LAX Master Plan Final EIS/EIR Responses to Comments



3. Comments and Responses

Response:

about safety and security issues. Representatives of LAX and LAX's consultants did not have answers
for many basic concerns, many of which had not even been considered when asked by panel members
and which remain unanswered by the EIR/EIS. | urge you to consider the following:

This comment does not raise or pertain to any environmental issues that are subject to NEPA or CEQA
review requirements. Notwithstanding, please see Topical Response TR-SEC-1, which addresses the
most frequently raised security-related issues pertaining to the design and ability of Alternative D to
enhance existing safety and security at LAX.

SPC00093-5

Comment:

Response:

1. We appreciate the fact that Mayor Hahn limits capacity to "78.9" MAP (the MAP agreed to was
actually 78 MAP) by limiting the number of gates at LAX. However, Mayor Hahn fails to live up to the
ARSAC pledge he signed on March 26, 2001 which states that "LAX should be constrained to operate
safely within the capacity of its existing facilities."

Mayor Hahn has violated the ARSAC pledge by attempting to expand the footprint of the airport to
incorporate the area of Manchester Square into Alternative D as the Ground Transportation
Center(GTC). LAX is in the process of purchasing lots piece by piece from homeowners in Manchester
Square. How is it possible that Alternative D cites Manchester Square for usage in Alterative D when it
only owns about 40% of Manchester Square as of this date?

2. Our Community Plan designates Manchester Square as residential; doesn't LAX have to obtain a
zone change before they could even use Manchester Square for airport use?

The proposed GTC in the Manchester Square area under Alternative D, Enhanced Safety and Security
Plan, is designed to provide a conventional airport landside environment for air passengers at a
separate location from the CTA. The purpose of locating the GTC at Manchester Square is to improve
the safety and security of LAX, not increase activity levels beyond the level of activity projected for the
No Action/No Project Alternative. Please see Subtopical Response TR-MP-3.4 regarding the purpose
of the GTC in Manchester Square under Alternative D, and Response to Comment SPHSP00016-2
regarding the level of future airport capacity under Alternative D and Mayor's pledge.

The acquisition of Manchester Square is independent of the residential acquisition necessary for Master
Plan implementation. The Manchester Square area is being acquired through the existing Voluntary
Residential Acquisition/Relocation Program, in support of LAWA's ANMP. Please see Response to
Comment SPHF00001-4 regarding the validity of the acquisition of Manchester Square, and Subtopical
Response TR-MP-3.6 regarding zoning change.

SPCO00093-6

Comment:

Response:

3. Remarkedly, Alternative D does not provide for screening at the Ground Transportation Center
(GTC). Removing parking and check-in from the Central Terminal to the GTC appears to protect
buildings, not passengers and other people in the GTC. To prevent terrorists from targeting the GTC,
since remote check-in and parking are located in one area, if this is truly a safety and security plan,
shouldn't there be baggage screening (as well as screening of all cars entering the GTC) at the GTC
before people and their baggage get on the people mover to go to the terminals?

As stated in Section 2.2.8, Ground Transportation Center (GTC), of the Draft LAX Master Plan
Addendum, a first level passenger security screening would be conducted at the GTC. Please see
Topical Response TR-SEC-1 regarding security issues.
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SPCO00093-7

Comment:

4. The studies and information used to prepare this EIR/EIS is old information, some of it dating back to
at least 1996. Wouldn't it be a more reliable study if the information compiled relied on current
information incorporating data relating to current environmental conditions rather than outdated
information?

Response:
Please see Topical Response TR-GEN-1 regarding baseline issues. As indicated in the topical
response, the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR includes a description of the most current environmental
conditions that are meaningful and relevant to the analysis of the LAX Master Plan, although 1996
continues to be used as the baseline for the CEQA analysis.

SPCO00093-8

Comment:
5. The plan fails to specifically identify which airports will be used to meet regional demand. Shouldn't
the plan address ways of directing air travelers and traffic to regional airports to encourage regional use
of other airports?

Response:
The purpose and need of the LAX Master Plan and the associated EIS/EIR is to address improvements
at LAX. It is beyond the scope of these documents to develop improvement plans for other airports,
particularly airports that are owned and operated by other jurisdictions. Master plan updates are
currently underway for both Ontario and Palmdale airports. The master plans will recommend
improvements to meet the projected demand.

SPCO00093-9

Comment:
6. Shouldn't Alt D address noise and health risk mitigation recommendations?

Response:

The Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR addressed noise and human health and safety impacts associated
with Alternative D and recommended mitigation measures to reduce these impacts in Section 4.1,
Noise, Section 4.2, Land Use, and Section 4.24, Human Health and Safety, respectively. Supporting
technical data and analyses are provided in Appendix S-C and Technical Reports S-1 and S-9 of the
Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. The above-referenced measures provided the basis for the mitigation
measures presented in this Final EIS/EIR.

SPC00093-10

Comment:

Response:

7. Proponents of Alt D, mainly labor unions, support Alt D as it will create jobs. No matter where air
commerce is supported, jobs will be created. The creation of jobs is not particular just to the
development of LAX.

Comment noted. For clarification, although incremental job growth would occur under Alternative D
through 2005, a net decline in airport-related jobs would occur by 2015. As discussed in Section 4.4.1,
Employment/Socio-Economics, of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, the decline in total jobs over the
planning period results from productivity increases (i.e., producing more economic output per worker)
that overwhelm net additional jobs associated with the limited growth in annual passengers and cargo
tons in this alternative. Nonetheless, similar to the other build alternatives, Alternative D would provide
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a wide range of long-term employment opportunities within 17 different manufacturing sectors related to
air cargo and a variety of airline industry, government, and tourism-related sectors related to air
passengers. Furthermore, given that Alternative D is generally consistent with SCAG's forecast for LAX
in the Regional Aviation Plan, any reductions in employment resulting from implementation of
Alternative D are not of consequence to the extent that development occurs at other regional airports.
Substantial regional job growth would nonetheless occur over the course of the planning period, and
cumulative employment effects would be beneficial.

SPCO00093-11

Comment:
We all want LAX to be safe and secure for our family, friends, tourists flying in and out of LAX as well as
safe for our surrounding community. But Alterative D does not achieve safety or security. Therefore, for
these and many other reasons, we do not support Alterative D and ask that you send LAWA back to
the drawing board to devise a truly safe and secure plan that establishes a regional approach to air
transport.

Response:
Comment noted. Alternative D, Enhanced Safety and Security Plan, has been designed to serve a level
of future (2015) airport activity comparable to that of the No Action/No Project Alternative, and will make
the airport safer and more secure, convenient and efficient. Alternative D is consistent with the policy
framework of the SCAG 2001 RTP and Draft 2004 RTP, which call for no expansion of LAX and,
instead, shifting the accommodation of future aviation demand to other airports in the region. In
addition, please see Topical Response TR-SEC-1 regarding security-related aspect of the comment.

SPC00094 None Provided None Provided 2/18/2003

SPCO00094-1

Comment:
IF LAX REMAINS THE PREPONDERANCE OF AIR COMMERCE CAPACITY IN SOUTHERN
CALIFORNIA THE ECONOMY WILL BE CONSTRAINED AND HURT

Response:
Comment noted. Please see Responses to Comments below. Please also see Topical Response TR-
RC-1 regarding the LAX Master Plan role in the regional approach to meeting demand.

SPC00094-2

Comment:
- Aircraft passenger and cargo needs are increasing. Currently all eggs are in one basket - LAX. A
natural or terrorist catastrophe can devastate the Southern California economy if LAX has a major
incident. We need a regional solution.

Response:

Comment noted. Alternative D, Enhanced Safety and Security Plan, has been designed to serve a level
of future (2015) airport activity comparable to that of the No Action/No Project Alternative, and will make
the airport safer and more secure, convenient and efficient. Alternative D is consistent with the policy
framework of the SCAG 2001 RTP and Draft 2004 RTP, which call for no expansion of LAX and,
instead, shifting the accommodation of future aviation demand to other airports in the region.
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SPCO00094-3

Comment:

- Two of the prime runways at LAX (including the longest which is used for fully loaded cargo flights)
have a major highway running beneath. One truck bomb can close both.

Response:
This comment does not raise or pertain to any environmental issues that are subject to NEPA or CEQA
review requirements. Notwithstanding, please see Topical Response TR-SEC-1, which addresses the
most frequently raised security-related issues pertaining to the design and ability of Alternative D to
enhance existing safety and security at LAX.

SPC00094-4

Comment:
- LAXis the third busiest airport. Even since 9/11 cargo demand continues to grow and be concentrated
at LAX. It has one of the smallest land masses of any large airport. The corresponding sky above it is
also limited and can become a severe safety risk.

Response:
Comment noted. The basic size of the airport does not inhibit the FAA's ability to ensure the safe and
efficient use of navigable airspace by aircraft using LAX. As stated in Section, 2.1, The Purpose and
Objectives of the Proposed Project, of the Draft EIS/EIR, the purpose and objectives of the Master Plan
are to provide, in an environmentally sound manner that is compatible with surrounding land uses,
sufficient airport capacity for passengers and freight in the Los Angeles region to sustain and advance
the economic growth and vitality of the Los Angeles region. Thus, minimizing impacts to the
surrounding communities is one of the goals established for Master Plan.
Please see Response to Comment PC01790-3 for a discussion of how the size of an airport relates to
activity levels. Please also see Response to Comment PC00656-2 regarding airspace capacity.

SPC00094-5

Comment:
- LAX is situated in the inner city where the population is highly concentrated. It thereby impacts many
more people than airports situated in outlying areas.

Response:
Comment noted.

SPC00094-6

Comment:

Response:

- Transportation infrastructure around LAX is already over stressed. People travel two or three hours to
use LAX. This traffic gridlock wastes large amounts of energy and creates pollution in addition to one of
the largest polluters, LAX.

Comment noted.
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SPCO00094-7

Comment:

- It takes about 10 years to expand an airport. If capacity remains concentrated at LAX the next time
more capacity is needed there will be no alternatives but to constrain the economy. Slack capacity in
outlying airports is currently available but will disappear if action is not taken soon. Further, population
(incompatible land uses) will grow around the other airports if not addressed now.

- Los Angeles World Airports, a Department of the City of Los Angeles, owns four airports including
outlying ones. It is only now starting to address building their capacity because the City derives taxes
from the businesses surrounding LAX.

CONTACT YOUR STATE AND FEDERAL GOVERNMENT OFFICIALS. WE NEED A COALITION IN
CONGRESS TO PROTECT OUR COMMERCE. DEMAND A REGIONAL SOLUTION TO PROTECT
THE ECONOMY AND TO ENSURE FUTURE GROWTH IS UNHAMPERED.

Response:
Comment noted. For information regarding the role of the LAX Master Plan in a regional approach to
meeting demand, please see Topical Response TR-RC-1. Also, please see Topical Responses TR-
RC-1 and TR-RC-5 regarding other airports in the region generally, and the airports at Ontario and
Palmdale specifically.

SPC00094-8

Comment:

Alternative E

- World events reduces the urgency for increasing capacities and allows the opportunity for extended
time to review this proposal.

- It will be a far less expensive alternative to implement and have less negative impacts on surrounding
communities.

- Two areas are designated for passenger security and check in at Century/Airport to Aviation and Lot C
- both within or adjacent to the LAX perimeter (more conducive to safely operating under red alert).

- Baggage to be inspected at check in and transported along secure routes without digging a $1 billion
tunnel.

- Supports Green Line access and improves bus access at Century location.

Plan is based on the Westchester-Playa del Rey Community Plan Update that is in the approval
process.
- It creates park areas in Manchester Square to help fight pollution.

Creates a convention center and associated green belt and encompasses ideas derived from the
Gateway to LA Business Improvement District. Enhances business area, mobility access, and
beautifies the area.

Alternative E (2)

- The consolidated rental car area has been moved to the Continental City area right off the freeway so
that navigation is simplified and the traffic is not directed through a residential community.

- Additional dedicated roadways to reduce neighborhood traffic to encourage airport entrance via the
freeway.

- Many roadway improvements and people mover ideas of Alternative D are retained to benefit from the
work done on Alternative D.

- Runway 25L remains unchanged; 25R (inboard) moved north to accommodate new centerline
taxiway.

- Northern runway complex and terminals remain intact as is thereby saving substantial, unwarranted
expense for restructuring north complex terminals.
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Comparing Alternatives

Alternative C Alternative D Alternative E
Creates Ring Road Eliminates Ring Road  Eliminates Ring Road
disturbing community
Adds Western Adds smaller complex;  Gates unchanged in
Terminal Complex eliminates some gates  CTA; remotes removed
Auto access to Central Manchester Square Redundancy-Check in
terminal areas check in & security on Century
&LotC
Adds traffic & External people mover Check in Adjacent to LAX;
Congestion and baggage handling [increase] security control
Lengthens runways Lengthens runways &  Lengthens runways &
adds taxiways; adds taxiways; moves taxiways on exist
expands north & south  south position South; No N.
Increases Capacity for Potential increase; Maintains current
passengers & adds states passenger status
cargo up to 405 fwy limits; some cargo
Response:
Please see Response to Comment SPC00035-4 regarding the residents' concept, Alternative E.
SPC00094-9
Comment:
Summary of Alternative D Deficiencies
Response:

Please see Responses to Comments below.

SPC00094-10

Comment:
- Continues consolidation of air passenger and cargo in one location for all of Southern California.

Response:
Comment noted. Alternative D for LAX, as detailed in the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, emphasizes
safety and security improvements, rather than capacity increases. By not increasing the capacity of
LAX, it is incumbent on the other airports in the region to serve a larger percentage of the regional
demand.

SPC00094-11

Comment:
- Manchester Square GTC potential single point failure.
- Difficult for safety equipment to access off LAX site areas.

Response:
This comment does not raise or pertain to any environmental issues that are subject to NEPA or CEQA
review requirements. Notwithstanding, please see Topical Response TR-SEC-1, which addresses the
most frequently raised security-related issues pertaining to the design and ability of Alternative D to
enhance existing safety and security at LAX.
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SPC00094-12

Comment:

Response:

- Manchester Square GTC in place of the City Council promised park.

Former Councilwoman Galanter made a promise to make Manchester Square a park, however, there
was no action taken by the Los Angeles City Council to make that happen.

SPC00094-13

Comment:

Response:

- Increases runway capacity while plan is purported to limit growth.

Alternative D would not increase runway capacity at LAX. The improvements to the existing airfield at
LAX proposed as part of Alternative D would improve airport safety and security. Please see Response
to Comment SPHF00021-3 regarding aircraft runway operations of Alternative D.

SPC00094-14

Comment:

Response:

- Doesn't resolve safety for passengers or community.

Please see Topical Response TR-SEC-1, which addresses the most frequently raised security-related
issues pertaining to the design and ability of Alternative D to enhance existing safety and security at
LAX. In addition, please see Section 4.24, Human Health and Safety (CEQA), of the Supplement to the
Draft EIS/EIR regarding human health and safety, and Topical Response TR-SAF-1 regarding aviation
safety.

SPC00094-15

Comment:

Response:

- Fails to mitigate traffic and adds more pollution in a concentrated area near residential areas.

The traffic mitigation plan is provided in Chapter 4.3.1 and 4.3.2 of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR.

SPC00094-16

Comment:

Response:

- Doesn't resolve alternate transportation interface issues.

Comment noted. Alternative D was designed to provide excellent interface between all modes of
private and commercial transportation, including rental cars, buses, taxis, courtesy shuttles, regional
buses, and light rail/Green Line service. The APM would provide direct access to all public access
points on airport and no mode of transportation would require a transfer.
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SPC00094-17

Comment:
- While the North complex would be modified to accommodate new larger aircraft, only the south
runway meets the takeoff length requirements of a loaded A380 per the Airbus website.

Response:
Airbus has now publicly stated that the A380 would need no more than 8,000 feet for arrival operations
and 10,000 feet for departure operations at its maximum takeoff weight (MTOW) at LAX. The extended
Runway 6L/24R in the north airfield complex would be approximately 10,420 feet and is capable of
accommodating A380 departure operations with MTOW.

SPC00094-18

Comment:
- Realigns and widens spacing of runways prior to finalization of Group VI requirements.

Response:

The runway to center taxiway separation proposed for the north airfield complex in Alternative D is
based on the modified Federal Aviation Administration Group VI aircraft design standards. As
discussed in Chapter IV Section 3.2, New Large Aircraft Airport Design Requirements (subsection
3.2.6), of the LAX Draft Master Plan (January 2001), a set of modified Group VI aircraft design
standards was developed and recommended for airport master planning due to the land constraints of
the LAX facility. These modified standards are based on the quantitative risk assessment on centerline
tracking deviations and the potential for improved taxiway tracking with the implementation of new
technologies.

SPC00094-19

Comment:
- Unwarranted expenditure of public funds.

Response:
Comment noted.

SPC00095 Cerdos, Maria None Provided

SPCO00095-1

Comment:
| am a resident of the community of Lennox. Every day | and thousands of other Lennox residents are
subject to a tremendous amount of air and noise pollution because of the planes landing at LAX. Right
now over 50 million passengers go through LAX every year - this number under the modernization plan
is set to expand up to 78 million passengers per year. Undoubtedly the problems being faced by the
Lennox community as a result of its proximity to the airport will only get worse.

Response:

Comment noted. Air quality and noise exposure under 1996 and Year 2000 conditions were presented
in Section in Section 4.6, Air Quality, Section 4.1, Noise, and Section 4.2, Land Use, of the Draft
EIS/EIR and Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. Air quality and noise impacts associated with Alternative
D were analyzed in Section 4.6, Air Quality, Section 4.1, Noise, and Section 4.2, Land Use, of the
Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. Supporting technical data and analyses are provided in Appendices
S-C and S-E and Technical Reports S-1 and S-4 of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. In addition,
Section 4.4.3, Environmental Justice in the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR analyzed impacts on
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minority and low-income communities to the east of LAX and the [-405 (including the Lennox
community) and provide supporting technical data in Appendix S-D of the Supplement to the Draft
EIS/EIR.

As presented in Sections 4.4.3.5.2.2 and 4.6.6.3 of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, Alternative D
would result in significant air quality effects for certain pollutants in areas that include the Lennox
community compared to 1996 and Year 2000 conditions. However, emissions would generally be
reduced compared to the No Action/No Project Alternative. While the mitigation measures presented in
Section 4.6, Air Quality, would substantially reduce emissions, most of these effects would remain
adverse following implementation of proposed mitigation measures.

As stated in Sections 4.4.3.5.1.2 and 4.2.6 of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, portions the Lennox
community would be newly exposed to high noise levels and high single event noise levels under
Alternative D. However, due to a shift in the noise contours, the overall area and number of residents
within Los Angeles County, including the Lennox community, exposed to high noise levels and high
single event noise levels would decrease compared to 1996 and Year 2000 conditions.

It is acknowledged that the Lennox community would continue to be impacted by the operation of LAX.
As further described in Section 4.4.3, Environmental Justice, of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, an
Environmental Justice Program is proposed to provide mitigation measures or benefits to those minority
and low-income communities most impacted by LAX. Please see Topical Response TR-EJ-2 regarding
environmental justice-related mitigation and benefits.

Regarding current passenger levels, as stated in Section 3.2.1 of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR,
passenger activity level for the Year 2000 was 67.3 million passengers, rather than 50 million as
referenced by the commentor. Passenger activity levels under Alternative D, LAWA Staff's preferred
Alternative, would be similar to what would occur if the LAX Master Plan were not approved, as
reflected under the No Action/No Project Alternative.

SPC00095-2

Comment:

Response:

Lennox and Inglewood, unfortunately, have to bear the brunt of the problems associated with LAX, as
most planes fly over these two communities when landing. Right now a plane can be heard over Lennox
every 45 - 90 seconds - this will increase under the modernization plan. The noise generated by the
night time flights will also get worse because after its modernization LAX will be able to handle more
planes and bigger planes. Already many of these cargo planes take off heading east during the night.
The noise generated during take-off, as you know, is tremendous. Lennox residents, every night, are
subject to this noise - many are jostled from their sleep every night because of these planes taking off
directly over the community. Despite our efforts to reduce this practice LAWA has made it clear that
they cannot compel these cargo planes to take-of westward like other passenger planes. The carriers
flying these cargo planes use the excuse that taking off westward would impose a significant extra cost
as they would have to circle around to go eastward. This practice cannot be allowed to increase - - it
must either be stopped or used only in extenuating circumstances.

The commentor is correct in identifying that communities east of LAX are impacted by LAX arrivals and
departures and that future aircraft operations and future operations with heavy aircraft will increase
even with the imposition of all feasible mitigation measures. This is as a result of normal growth as
identified in the No Project/No Action alternative and secondly through the proposed build alternatives
(A-D). The No Action/No Project Alternative for 2015 forecasts 2,119 proposed daily aircraft operations.
All proposed build alternatives for 2015 show an increase in aircraft operations with Alternative D
showing the smallest increase with 2,119 proposed daily aircraft operations when compared to 1996
Baseline (2,075 operations). However, when compared to Year 2000 Conditions (2,147 daily
operations) Alternative C and D show fewer daily operations due to an increase in larger aircraft
operations and a reduction of smaller aircraft operations. The No Action/No Project Alternative for 2015
forecasts 706 proposed daily heavy aircraft operations. All proposed build alternatives for 2015 show
an increase in heavy aircraft operations with Alternative D showing the smallest increase with 643
proposed daily heavy aircraft operations when compared to 1996 Baseline (352 operations) and Year
2000 Conditions (353 operations).
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Regarding night noise, aircraft operators are not avoiding westerly departures during nighttime hours to
avoid extra costs but to take advantage of a downward slope on the runway going eastbound. Please
see Subtopical Response TR-N-5.4 regarding relationship of air cargo flights and night noise impacts.
Additionally, please see Subtopical Response TR-N-6.2 regarding relationship between traffic levels
and noise levels, Subtopical Response TR-N-6.3 regarding relationship between aircraft size and noise
levels, and Topical Response TR-N-5 regarding nighttime aircraft operations. For a detailed explanation
on sleep disturbance, please see Section 4.1, Noise, and Section 4.2, Land Use with supporting
technical data and analyses in Appendix S-C and Technical Report S-1 of the Supplement to the Draft
EIS/EIR. LAWA has recently initiated an RFQ to Prepare a FAR Part 161 Study for Los Angeles
International Airport. LAWA is seeking to establish a partial curfew at LAX that would prohibit the
easterly departure of all aircraft, with certain exemptions, between the hours of 12:00 Midnight to 6:30
a.m. when LAX is in Over-Ocean Operations. The commentor is correct, without FAA approval of the
Part 161 Study, LAWA cannot compel aircraft to operate in a westerly direction during nighttime hours.
For additional information on the use of a CFR Part 161 Study as a mitigation measure, please see
Topical Response TR-N-4.1 regarding additional mitigation actions suggested for flight activity.

SPC00095-3

Comment:

Response:

Despite the problems engendered by the airport the community does realize that LAX is a vital
component of the region's economy. However, LAWA has not taken minimal measures to ensure that
airport related damage to Lennox is minimized. LAWA's attempts to address airport related problems in
the community have been perfunctory at best. Also, there has been no dialogue with the community to
explore ways for LAX to become a better neighbor; or to discuss what LAWA can do to compensate the
Lennox community for bearing a disproportionate share of the burden associated with LAX.

Comment noted. LAWA acknowledges the concern of the commentor and is working to address noise
and other complaints from LAX operations. Please see Response to Comment AL00006-2 regarding
current measures underway to address existing high aircraft noise levels. See also Topical Response
TR-LU-3 regarding residential sound insulation under the ANMP.

With regard to the statement that there has been no dialogue with the community to discuss ways for
LAX to become a better neighbor, or to discuss what LAWA can do to compensate for disproportionate
impacts on the community of Lennox, as discussed on pages 4-336 and 4-337, in Section 4.4.3,
Environmental Justice, of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, LAWA has undertaken an extensive
outreach effort as part of its Environmental Justice Program to understand issues in communities
surrounding LAX, to help address existing concerns, and to formulate mitigation measures and benefits
to address potential disproportionate effects associated with the LAX Master Plan. This input formed
the basis for the Environmental Justice Program mitigation measures and benefits presented in the
Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR and this Final EIS/EIR. Of the seven environmental justice workshops
held to received public input, two were held in the community of Lennox. Please see Topical Response
TR-EJ-2 regarding community outreach efforts and environmental justice-related mitigation and
benefits.

SPC00095-4

Comment:

We have come up with a list of steps that LAWA can take to become a better neighbor and to address
the negative externalities associated with LAX.

LIVING

- Meaningful Soundproofing: Lessening of the code stipulations, free inspections; no signing of
easements.

- Moratorium on Flights between 11:00pm and 5:30am (part 161 of the EIR)
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Response:

- Sound Wall along the 405 Freeway
- Ongoing funding for Healthy Start
- Air conditioners and purifiers for homes and school classrooms

- Special Emergency Response Unit (make community aware of disaster plan)

Please note, as further described in Section 4.2, Land Use, of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, that
mitigation measures (see MM-LU-1) are proposed that address soundproofing, including lessening of
code stipulations and evaluation of eliminating avigation easement requirements. The current Aircraft
Noise Mitigation Program (ANMP) also provides air circulation systems or air conditioning systems for
homes located within the ANMP boundaries. Air filtration systems for schools are proposed as a benefit
under the Environmental Justice Program presented in Section 4.4.3, Environmental Justice
(subsection 4.4.3.7) of this Final EIS/EIR.

Section 4.1, Noise, of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR included a mitigation measure for conducting
a Part 161 Study (see MM-N-5). This section also indicated that road traffic noise impacts along the I-
405 would not be significant under Alternative D, LAWA Staff's preferred alternative, therefore a
soundwall along the |-405 is not proposed as mitigation. If Alternatives A, B and C, were to be
implemented, the LAX Expressway proposal would require soundwalls along the 1-405 as mitigation to
address significant noise impacts. All of the build alternatives would however require a soundwall along
the 1-105, as described in Section 4.1, Noise of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR.

Funding for a mobile health clinic is proposed as a benefit under LAWA's Environmental Justice
Program, as described in Section 4.4.3, Environmental Justice (subsection 4.4.3.7) of this Final
EIS/EIR.

Regarding provisions for special emergency response, Sections 4.26.1, Fire Protection and 4.26.2, Law
Enforcement, of the Draft EIS/EIR and Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR indicated that impacts on
emergency response would be less than significant and therefore no mitigation is proposed.
Furthermore, emergency response plans are in place at LAX and in surrounding jurisdictions to address
circumstances in the event of a disaster.

As stated on page 4-337, in Section 4.4.3, Environmental Justice, of the Supplement to the Draft
EIS/EIR, LAWA received a substantial number of recommendations for mitigation measures and other
benefits relating to environmental justice concerns from environmental justice workshops, comments
received on the Draft EIS/EIR, and subsequent community outreach. All recommendations were
thoroughly evaluated with consideration of benefit provided relative to cost, whether the
recommendation had a nexus or connection with the environmental effects of the proposed LAX Master
Plan, or whether it would be feasible for the FAA and/or LAWA to fund and implement. Those
recommendations that best met the criteria were instrumental in defining the Environmental Justice
Program included in Section 4.4.3, Environmental Justice (subsection 4.4.3.7), of the Supplement to the
Draft EIS/EIR. As further described in Topical Response TR-EJ-2, public input was also received in
association with public circulation of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, through additional
environmental justice workshops, public hearings, and comments on the EIS/EIR. Furthermore,
environmental justice outreach was conducted more recently through meetings with local organizations,
environmental groups, and civic, religious, and business leaders in adjacent communities. This
additional input was considered and evaluated through a process similar to that undertaken prior to
circulation of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. While all recommendations were considered as
possible additional components of the Environmental Justice Program, there was a practical limit to the
number of benefits that could be selected to help off-set disproportionately high and adverse
environmental effects on minority and low-income communities. Furthermore, while LAWA will
investigate and pursue environmental justice benefits as feasible and allowable by law, implementation
of any programs or measures is dependent upon LAWA's ability to utilize airport revenue funding, or
other state or federal funding sources for such implementation. The final Environmental Justice
Program is presented in Section 4.4.3, Environmental Justice (subsection 4.4.3.7), of this Final EIS/EIR,
with supporting information provided in Appendix F-A, of this Final EIS/EIR.
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SPC00095-5

Comment:
RECREATION

- Enclose Lennox Pool. Provide for Staff and Life Guard presence throughout the year

- Youth Activity League (YAL) - funding to help with the conversion of the Sheriff's Station
- Skate Park that is covered by insurance

BEAUTIFICATION

- Road and sidewalk improvements. Reconstruct 104th, 111th, Inglewood, and Lennox Blvd.
JOBS

- Training or apprenticeship program with on-site job placement

- Airport employers must show evidence of community outreach

- New hires from the community are tracked for promotion

- Shuttle/Van Pool to and from LAX for new hires

- Land for St. Margaret's Center.

SCHOOL DISTRICT

- Land to build a High School for Lennox Students

- Permanent indoor PE facility.

- Support School District's lobbying efforts for placement of billboards on Schools adjacent to 405
freeway

- Periodic school painting (maybe every 10 years)
- Finance School District Emergency AID kit
- Tours of LAX for kids, a career day at LAX

Response:

While certain of these recommendations, such as tours for kids, career days, training, apprenticeship or
internship programs, and road improvements, are already offered by LAWA or are proposed as part of
the Environmental Justice Program, the other suggestions were considered for incorporation into the
Environmental Justice Program. Please see Section 4.4.3, Environmental Justice of the Final EIS/EIR
with supporting information in Appendix F-A, which includes a matrix (Attachment 1), listing the various
benefits and measures suggested by agencies and the public that were evaluated as part of the
Environmental Justice Program along with an indication of which benefits or measures were adopted
and why certain measures were not adopted. Also note, that adoption of benefits may be influenced by
funding constraints, such as legal limitations placed on the use of airport revenue, however, LAWA will
investigate, pursue, and implement environmental justice benefits as feasible and allowable by law.
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SPCO00096 Wills, Yvonne None Provided 8/23/2003

SPC00096-1

Comment:

Response:

| challenge Mayor Hahn's claim that moving the southern runway 50 feet closer to EI Segundo homes
improves safety or security. Safer for whom? | now experience daily near overflights at my home of 48
years. Living in fear is not living! My quality of life has been destroyed by the fear of "what if", noise and
air pollution. The black contaminants falling from above demands undue property maintenance plus the
unknown of what we are breathing. | cannot plant anything that could be edible. A new environmental
impact report needs to be made.

Comment noted. The relocation of the runway 50-feet to the south is to accommodate an additional
taxiway which will reduce the potential for runway incursions. The Draft EIS/EIR and Supplement to the
Draft EIS/EIR addressed safety impacts in Section 4.24.3, Safety, noise impacts in Section 4.1, Noise,
and Section 4.2, Land Use, and air quality in Section 4.6, Air Quality. Supporting technical data and
analyses are provided in Appendix D, Appendix G, and Technical Reports 1, 4, and 14c of the Draft
EIS/EIR and Appendix S-C, Appendix S-E and Technical Reports S-1, S-4, and S-9b of the Supplement
to the Draft EIS/EIR. In addition, please see Topical Response TR-SAF-1 regarding aviation safety,
Topical Response TR-LU-1 regarding quality of life, and Topical Response TR-AQ-1 regarding air
pollutant deposition.

SPCO00096-2

Comment:

Response:

The old lumbering cargo airplane pilots (FEDX is the most blatant) and the larger capacity airplane
foreign carriers are the cause of my fear. The airplanes MUST stay north of Imperial Highway. "DRIFT"
is NOT an excuse!

And specifically, the 1:30 AM to 4:00 AM cargo flights over our homes are also my concern.

El Segundo residents have an intolerable airplane problem currently--moving the runway 50 feet closer
to our homes will exacerbate the NOW occurring safety issue.

PLEASE, DO NOT COMPOUND THIS PROBLEM.

The commentor's concern with Fed Ex flights and foreign carrier flights is noted. Early turns over El
Segundo have been a focus of public complaint for years. The airport has attempted to deal with the
issue for years through the posting of signs at the end of each runway calling for flight to the coastline
prior to turns (as defined in Section 1, Operational Procedures and Section 4, Traffic and Flight
Procedures of LAWA's Aircraft Noise Abatement Operating Procedures and Restrictions), but
occasional deviations from the procedure continue to occur. A part of the reason for the impression for
early-turns is the alignment of the runways relative to the community. The west ends of the runways
nearest El Segundo are closer to the community than the east ends (the runways are aimed more
toward the community's west end), while the north runways are both farther away (except in Alternative
A) and aimed away from the community. The 747 is the largest US built aircraft and due to its size
gives the impression of being much closer to the observer than it is.

Aircraft operate in a complex environment and are regulated by a series of rules and regulations and
weather conditions of which LAWA has no control over. The pilot is in command of the aircraft and that
aircraft is under the control of the FAA. Failure to comply with LAWA's noise abatement procedures is
not a violation of the Federal Aviation Regulations. However, it may result in correspondence from
LAWA's Environmental Management Bureau staff advising the aircraft operator of the early turn. As
stated in LAWA's Aircraft Noise Abatement Operating Procedures and Restrictions; It is not intended
that any of the traffic or flight procedures contained herein shall, in any manner, abrogate the authority
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and responsibility of the pilot in command to assure the safe operation of the aircraft. For further
information regarding early turns over areas north and south of LAX, please see Subtopical Response
TR-N-3.2. Please see Topical Response TR-N-7 regarding noise abatement measures/enforcement
and particularly Subtopical Response TR-N-7.1, regarding enforcement of noise rules (over-ocean,
early turns, Stage 2 cockpit procedure), Subtopical Response TR-N-7.2, regarding responsibility for
enforcement of noise abatement rules, Subtopical Response TR-N-7.3, regarding compliance with
instrument departure procedures, Subtopical Response TR-N-7.4, regarding exceptions to the noise
rules and Subtopical Response TR-N-7.5, regarding fines for violations of noise abatement procedures.
Additionally, noise abatement measures associated with early turn are addressed in Section 4.1.5,
Master Plan Commitments and Section 4.1.8, Mitigation Measures, of Section 4.1, Noise, of the
Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR.

For a detailed explanation on sleep disturbance please see Section 4.1, Noise, and Section 4.2, Land
Use with supporting technical data and analyses in Appendix S-C and Technical Report S-1 of the
Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. There is no curfew at LAX, however, LAWA has recently initiated a
Request For Qualifications to Prepare a 14 CFR Part 161 Study for Los Angeles International Airport.
LAWA is seeking to establish a partial curfew at LAX that would prohibit the easterly departure of all
aircraft, with certain exemptions, between the hours of 12:00 Midnight to 6:30 a.m. when LAX is in
Over-Ocean Operations. Over-Ocean procedures have been in place since the 1970's and under
appropriate weather conditions arrivals and departures will occur over-ocean on the inboard (6R/24L
and 7L/25R) runways between the hours of 12:00 Midnight and 6:30 a.m. For additional information on
the use of a Part 161 Study as a mitigation measure, please see Topical Response TR-N-4 regarding
noise mitigation, Topical Response TR-N-5 regarding nighttime aircraft operations.

The commentor is partially correct in identifying that Runway 7R/25L would be relocated 50 feet to the
south. This will happen under Alternatives C & D. Whereas, under Alternative A, Runway 7R/25L
would be relocated 156 feet south. Additionally, please see Topical Response TR-SAF-1, regarding
aviation safety regarding runway incursions and aviation incidents and accidents.

SPCO00096-3

Comment:

Response:

And one last comment--it is obvious that those of us who are detrimentally impacted, El Segundo, were
not given a forum convenient to our area--why? | respectfully request the courtesy of your reply.

In compliance with State and Federal regulations regarding the facilitation of public involvement in
decisions which affect the quality of the human environment, FAA and LAWA conducted three
environmental justice workshops and twelve public hearings for the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR at
locations throughout Greater Los Angeles, in order to provide the most convenient access for all
affected and interested parties. The following public hearings for the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR
were conducted on three separate days, at locations within approximately five miles or less from the
City of El Segundo:

1. 8/18/03 Hollywood Park Pavilion, Inglewood.

2. 8/20/03 Joslyn Community Center, Manhattan Beach.

3. 8/23/03 Furama Hotel, Los Angeles.

A total of four environmental justice workshops and nine public hearings were also held for the Draft
EIS/EIR. The following public hearings for the Draft EIS/EIR were conducted at locations within
approximately five miles or less from the City of El Segundo:

1. 6/9/01 Hollywood Park Pavilion, Inglewood.

2. 6/9/01 Joslyn Community Center, Manhattan Beach.

3. 6/9/01 Furama Hotel, Los Angeles.
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For additional information, please see Response to Comment AL00033-255 regarding availability of the
Draft EIS/EIR and Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR for public review.

SPCO00097 Scott, lan None Provided

SPC00097-1

Comment:
| am in Support of Alternative D

LAX is in desperatte Need of Modernization Los Angeles is A World Class City With A Third World
Airport.

Considerations To Surrounding Communities Must Be Taken Into Consideration But The Airport Must
Keep Pace With The Rest Of The World if The City is To Maintain is Economic and Social Standing

Globally.
Response:
Comment noted.
SPC00098 None Provided None Provided
SPCO00098-1
Comment:
Support The Hahn Plan.
Response:
Comment noted.
SPC00099 Abbott, Dwight None Provided 8/14/2003
SPCO00099-1
Comment:
COMMENTS ON LAX MASTER PLAN
Name: Dwight Abbott, 1825 Via Estudillo, Palos Verdes Estates, CA
Background includes: ASEB, Univ degree in Aero Engr, licensed pilot, freq user of LAX & other major
airports.
My review finds deficiencies in three important areas: 1) passenger convenience, 2) safety and security,
and 3) costs.
Response:
Comment noted. Please see Responses to Comments SPC00099-2 through SPC00099-6 below.
SPCO00099-2
Comment:

Passenger Convenience

This master plan imposes great inconvenience on the passengers that will use it.
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The FAA now recognizes passenger convenience as an important airport design factor and defines it in
terms of time to move the passenger from the parking lot of the departure airport to the parking lot of the
arrival airport - not simply airline gate to airline gate as previously defined. The LAX Master Plan will
greatly increase the parking lot to parking lot time required over that of the current LAX configuration.

The proposed Ground Transportation Center (GTC) and Intermodal Transportation Center (ITC) are
nearly a mile removed from the terminal area. They are connected via a train (people mover) that
passengers must ride to the terminal. The passengers must carry any carry-on baggage and packages
on the train. The current LAX configuration imposes no such inconvenience.

Response:

Please see Response to Comment SPHSP00036-2 regarding the components of Alternative D.
SPCO00099-3
Comment:

Response:

Safety & Security

Aircraft collisions during taxi, takeoff and landing can result in more casualties than any terrorist attack. |
believe that the proposed reconfigured runways are an improvement, however, | believe that the
proposal to move the runway 25L only 50 feet to the south is short sighted. Moving it farther south
would provide greater aircraft separation, less wake turbulence interference between runways, and
improve safety.

Please see Response to Comment SPHSPO00003-3 regarding the proposed runway and taxiway
configuration in the south airfield complex.

SPCO00099-4

Comment:

The location of the new Rental Car Facility very near the end of the newly positioned runway 24L is
unsafe. An aircraft landing short of the runway or not successfully taking off when the runways are
operating in an easterly departure pattern will risk impacting with the proposed Rental Car Facility.

Response:

Please see Response to Comment SPC00036-4.
SPC00099-5
Comment:

The master plan puts high importance on security as it should, but it includes several factors that
appear to reduce security. Centralizing passenger check-in at the proposed Ground Transportation
Center provides a single location that if incapacitated will shut down the entire airport operations.
Incapacitation could come from earthquake, fire, electrical outage, and other factors as well as from
terrorist activity. The current multi-terminal, decentralized check-in configuration does not have this
weakness.

The proposed train (people mover) is another single point failure that can shut down airport operations.
A small bomb, bomb scare, mechanical failure, or even protestors on the tracks could bring the entire
airport operations to a halt.

An independent RAND Corporation study of the security afforded by the proposed LAX Master Plan
found that the proposed changes would not increase security compared to the current LAX
configuration.
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Response:
Please see Response to Comment SAR00006-6 regarding concerns related to the GTC and the APM.
Please see Topical Response TR-SEC-1 regarding the RAND Corporation issue paper.
SPCO00099-6
Comment:
Cost
The proposed cost of about $10 billion is simply too high. My written statement explains this conclusion.
Response:
Comment noted. There has been no major investment in the facilities at LAX for many years. The
modernization of LAX will improve the safety and security of the airport, reduce traffic congestion,
change the airfield and terminal airside to accommodate new aircraft and reduce runway incursions,
improve the efficiency of terminal operations, and eliminate the remote aircraft parking.
SPC00099-7
Comment:
Summary
The proposed LAX Master Plan is unacceptable.
Los Angeles County Supervisor Don Knabe has called the LAX Master Plan unacceptable.
Congresswoman Jane Harmon also does not support the plan. Media reports state that the airlines
don't favor it. The communities near the airport do not favor it. Certainly the user passengers can not
favor it due to the high costs it will impose on them, the lengthened parking lot to parking lot time, the
greater inconvenience, and the dubious added security.
A new plan is needed. That plan should have 4 features:
1) minimize parking lot to parking lot time for travelers
2) improve aircraft safety
3) not include centralized facilities that when incapacitated can cause shutdown of the entire airport
4) reduce development costs to a level half or less of those proposed.
Response:
Please see Response to Comment SPC00036-7.
SPCO00100 Clark, Bheala None Provided 8/20/2003
SPCO00100-1
Comment:
Noise/Fairness
Do the right thing. For Thirty years We've had to put up with the noise from the planes and the
vibrations. Extend the coverage of the homes in the area 9400 & 9500 We wake up to planes. The
same noise thats heard in the house 4 doors from me. | hear it.
Response:

Comment noted. FAA and LAWA acknowledge the concern of the commentor and are working to
address noise complaints from LAX operations. The commentor appears to be referring to the 9400
and 9500 block of South Hobart Boulevard in the City of Los Angeles. As shown on Figure S1 in
Technical Report S-1, Supplemental Land Use Technical Report, of the Supplement to the Draft
EIS/EIR, this portion of Hobart Boulevard is located outside the boundary of residential properties
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eligible for soundproofing. The noise impact area which determines residential uses eligible for sound
insulation under the ANMP and monitoring methods used to validate the current 65 CNEL contour are
described in Topical Response TR-LU-3. The 65 CNEL is the applicable standard for high noise levels
as defined by FAR Part 150 and Title 21 (see Section 4.1, Noise (subsection 4.1.4) of the Draft
EIS/EIR). Priority for sound insulation is given to residential properties within the highest noise level
band above the 65 CNEL contour. Although this is a comment on existing noise levels and conditions,
the general focus of the document, pursuant to NEPA and CEQA, is to evaluate the potential future
environmental effects of the project and to provide feasible mitigation measures to address significant
impacts.

See Topical Response TR-LU-3 regarding how eligibility for soundproofing is determined and for a
description of how approval of the LAX Master Plan would affect the ANMP. See also Response to
Comment AL0O0006-2 regarding current measures underway to address existing high aircraft noise
levels. See Topical Response TR-N-2 regarding single event noise and CNEL differences and Topical
Response TR-N-8 regarding noise-based vibration.

SPC00101 Valenti, Frank None Provided 8/21/2003

SPCO00101-1

Comment:
| AM FOR THE PROJECT.

Response:
Comment noted.

SPCO00102 Brands, Thomas None Provided 8/21/2003

SPC00102-1

Comment:
The new plan for LAX upgrading, is still faulty for much the same reasons as the old one is:

Response:
Comment noted. Please see Responses to Comments below.

SPC00102-2

Comment:
1. SAFETY
Even though safety has acquired a new dimension since Sept 11, 2001, the safety hazards that existed
prior to that time have yet to be addressed.
The air space around LAX is already over saturated. Witness the Cerritos accident of a few years ago
and various near misses of midair collisions over the Los Angeles area. LAX should be limited to the
traffic for which it was designed, about 48 MAP, not the 78 MAP that currently exists and is being used
for the security plan, even though this number is a rollback from the 98 MAP that was proposed
previously. Development of the Palmdale facility would alleviate the currently existing safety hazard.
The safety problem is not just an LAX problem, it is a Los Angeles and vicinity problem. Airplane
crashes are equal opportunity killers, both for passengers and those on the ground, regardless of which
part of town gets devastated. These have nothing to do with terrorism, but could be just as devastating.

Response:

Comment noted. Please see Topical Response TR-SAF-1 regarding aviation safety.
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SPC00102-3

Comment:

2. GROUND TRANSPORTATION

The existing ground transportation congestion has the potential for real gridlock. | have recently been
driving to Claremont from Westchester about once per week in the early morning and each time that |
see the traffic crawling West on the 1105 and the 1210 | am thankful that | am headed East. Expansion
of various venues around LAX such as Playa Vista can only make these traffic jams worse, all over
town, not just in the vicinity of LAX, and not just on those particular freeways. The proposed traffic
mitigation plans do not address these situations.

Response:
This comment is similar to comment SPHF00030-2. Please see Response to Comment SPHF00030-2.
SPC00102-4
Comment:
3. BUSINESS
How many businesses will get displaced by LAX acquiring additional real estate for the planned security
improvement? That's job loss. However, at Palmdale, jobs are just as important as they are around
LAX, and the potential for growth is much greater.
Response:
The content of this comment is similar to comment PC00171-6; please see Response to Comment
PC00171-6.
SPC00102-5
Comment:
4. AIRPORT ACCESS
A significant percentage of the population, and business, in Los Angeles is North of the Santa Monica
mountains, and recent projections show that the fastest growth in the near future will be North of that, in
the Santa Clarita valley. People in these areas can get to Palmdale just as easily; if not easier than to
LAX. This will get even more true as traffic congestion increases and Palmdale access improves.
Response:
Comment noted.
SPC00102-6
Comment:
5. AIR QUALITY
Los Angeles already can not meet federal air quality standards. Pollution is a problem for the entire city
of Los Angeles since the prevailing wind tends to send Westside pollution to other parts of town.
Development of Palmdale should decrease overall pollution by reducing traffic congestion both on the
ground and in the air.
Response:

This comment is essentially the same as Comment PC00171-8; please see Response to Comment
PC00171-8. Also, please see Topical Response TR-RC-5 regarding transferring LAX operations to
Palmdale.
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SPC00102-7

Comment:

Response:

6. COST

The proposed security plans | hear are estimated at about $9.5 billion. The new facility at Palmdale
could be designed from the ground up for maximum safety and still save money over any existing LAX
upgrade proposal.

Besides, when we hear an estimate as high as 9.5 billion dollars, based on virtually all previous
experience, that number is just for starters. It will inevitably go up from there. How much more money
will then be required to alleviate the problems caused by additional traffic jams and pollution?

Expansion at Ontario, Palmdale, or any of the other regional airports will not negate the need for
modernization of LAX. Master plan updates are currently underway for both Ontario and Palmdale
airports in order for these airports to address their part of the projected regional demand.

SPC00102-8

Comment:

Response:

7. CONSTRUCTION

During the construction phase, the current LAX capacity will be reduced as existing runways and
terminals are razed. What kind of safety and other problems will that situation engender? Development
of Palmdale obviates this concern.

Please see Response to Comment SPHF00047-5 regarding safety measures during construction.
Please also see Topical Response TR-RC-5 regarding transferring LAX operations to Palmdale.

SPC00103 Trousdale, Roberta None Provided 8/22/2003

SPC00103-1

Comment:

Response:

| am totally opposed to further expansion to the airport based on security and safety measures as
referenced in Mayor Hahn's Alternative D proposal. The Regional Solution needs to be fully explored
before any further expansion for security and safety measures are determined.

Comment noted. LAWA only controls the operations and potential improvements at LAX, Ontario,
Palmdale, and Van Nuys airports. Other jurisdictions are responsible for developing the other regional
airports. LAWA is developing plans for all three of its potential commercial service airports. Alternative
D for LAX, as detailed in the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, emphasizes safety and security
improvements, rather than capacity increases. By not increasing the capacity of LAX, it is incumbent on
the other airports in the region to serve a larger percentage of the regional demand. Master plan
updates are currently underway for both Ontario and Palmdale airports. The master plans will
recommend improvements to meet the projected demand. Expansion at Ontario, Palmdale, or any of
the other regional airports will not negate the need for modernization of LAX. For further information
regarding the role of the LAX Master Plan in a regional approach to meeting demand, please see
Topical Response TR-RC-1. Also, please see Topical Responses TR-RC-1 and TR-RC-5 regarding
other airports in the region generally, and the airports at Ontario and Palmdale specifically.
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SPC00103-2

Comment:

Response:

Right now Alternative D plans are to relocate 6,000 homeowners and renters where the check in
terminal is planned. This would be a true dismantling of Westchester, a viable active community.

As stated in Section 2.8, Relocation - Alternative D (subsection 2.8.1.1) of the Draft LAX Master Plan
Addendum, no residential properties would be acquired under Alternative D. The acquisition of
Manchester Square is independent of the residential acquisition necessary for Master Plan
implementation. The Manchester Square area is being acquired through the existing Voluntary
Residential Acquisition/Relocation Program, in support of LAWA's ANMP. Please see Response to
Comment SPHF00001-4 regarding the validity of the acquisition of Manchester Square.

SPC00103-3

Comment:

Response:

This recommendation is for LAX to create jobs, so people can travel, perhaps, 20 to 100 miles from
their homes and further congest the freeway. Why, because there is no place affordable to live.

Our freeways are already jammed specifically at the airport juncture, and there are no current plans to
easily change this problem which will only be magnified in the near future. The proposed interchanges
would be a present time bottleneck that cannot be considered, as we have overloaded freeways and
this construction will only hamper travelers with time delays, accidents and more frustration of driving on
the 405 freeway. This would also cause greater noise, traffic and air pollution with further deterioration
to an already over-whelmed Westchester/Playa Del Rey/Inglewood community.

Surface transportation impacts and mitigation measures were addressed in Section 4.3, Surface
Transportation, of the Draft EIS/EIR and Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, with supporting technical
data and analyses provided in Technical Reports 2 and 3 of the Draft EIS/EIR and Technical Reports S-
2a and S-2b of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR.

SPC00103-4

Comment:

Response:

Existing property tax revenues would be lost from removing homes and rental properties as well as
commercial properties and existing parking lots, just to increase the size of the project. This planning
process has already cost the tax payers multi-millions of dollars, while the airport looks horrible with
filthy and dilapidated bathrooms, functionally obsolete and dirty terminals with poor signage. It is a
passenger's worst nightmare instead of what is expected from a world class city. What a shame our
money has not been spent to make the existing interiors and passage ways more comfortable, safe,
clean and inviting.

The effects of residential and business acquisition/relocation on property and business tax revenues
were addressed in Section 4.4.2, Relocation of Residences or Businesses, of the Draft EIS/EIR and
Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. As discussed therein, the long-term economic benefits occurring over
the life of the Master Plan (through 2015) would include increases in employment opportunities, annual
property taxes, and business tax revenues. More specifically, under Alternative D as with the other
build alternatives, new property and business tax revenues generated by LAWA-owned properties
through 2015 would outweigh any initial loss of tax revenue immediately following acquisition. In
contrast to the other build alternatives, no residential acquisition is proposed for Alternative D.

Relative to suggestions regarding the types of improvements to be implemented at LAX, the Master
Plan has been developed in response to increasing local, regional, and international demand for air
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transportation, in an effort to sustain and promote economic growth within the Los Angeles region. As
was discussed in Chapter 3, Alternatives, of the Draft EIS/EIR and Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR,
each of the build alternatives would involve passenger terminal improvements and/or new terminal
facilities that would be designed to increase efficiency and safety.

SPC00103-5

Comment:

Response:

The airport is responsible for the surrounding vacant land by LAX all along the Eastern part of Vista Del
Mar and Pershing. It has become an eyesore with trash, graffiti marked toilets in a "park" area with
decaying streets left in total abandon. There should be a fine to the airport for its active neglect of a
once pristine area that has caused surrounding property values to be reduced because this vacant LAX
owned area has been left in decline.

The comment does not pertain to the contents of the Draft EIS/EIR or the Supplement to the Draft
EIS/EIR.

SPC00103-6

Comment:

Response:

No mitigation fees have been anticipated in the report for removing natural habitat which again will
increase the budget and dismantle an established eco system.

The cost of mitigation for the LAX Master Plan will vary depending upon which alternative is chosen for
implementation by the City of Los Angeles. Mitigation measures differ among Master Plan alternatives,
especially in the number of habitat units required for restoration. The amount of restoration, as well as
the type of restoration (e.g. valley needlegrass grassland; occupied habitat by the EI Segundo blue
butterfly), can result in substantial variation in the cost of mitigation. With regard to the latter part of the
comment, it is important to note that the biotic communities present within the Air Operations Area are
characterized as disturbed bare ground, non-native grassland/ruderal, and ornamental landscaping.
These areas are continuously maintained (e.g. disced and mowed) for aircraft safety purposes to
prevent or discourage their usage by wildlife species (i.e. avoid establishment of potential attractants
that draw birds to the airfield area and result in a bird strike hazard for operating aircraft). These areas
are not considered natural or established ecosystems because of the extent of habitat conversion that
occurs as a result of routine operations and maintenance undertaken at LAX.

SPC00103-7

Comment:

Response:

The temporary security measures that has been in effect could have been improved instead of spending
money for additional new plans for the airport. The "barricades" on Pershing and on Westchester
Parkway are totally useless, and could be removed easily, by terrorists or those seeking to harm
people. There is a North Outfall abandoned access point Project on airport grounds on Vista Del Mar.
That is a prime target which should be removed. Instead it is left totally unsecured, instead of being
removed. This access point could do untold damage to the underground sewer system and the
surrounding area by a terrorist. | do not feel my security has been enhanced. What has been done is
merely a band aid, and a poor one at that.

All security measures to date, could have been enhanced, but, Mayor Hahn decided to spend more
money on new designs to enlarge the airport venue, instead of keeping the existing footprint and truly
working to enhance security, comfort and safety of passengers and neighbors.

This comment does not raise or pertain to any environmental issues that are subject to NEPA or CEQA
review requirements. Notwithstanding, please see Topical Response TR-SEC-1, which addresses the
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most frequently raised security-related issues pertaining to the design and ability of Alternative D to
enhance existing safety and security at LAX.

SPC00103-8

Comment:

Response:

My sense is that we can keep the airport with its present footprint, remove cargo and have it relocated
at the Palmdale Airport, and let the airport facilities expand south, where existing cargo facilities are
located. This would make the necessary improvements in an existing open area, with accessible
buildings making it more functional, less expensive and fully utilizing the area.

Please see Topical Response TR-RC-5 for a discussion of issues associated with relocating air cargo
service to other airports, including geographic access to demand, splitting airline passenger and air
cargo services, and airline economics. LAWA is working with the all-cargo airlines and LAX freight
forwarders to encourage the use of Palmdale, Ontario, and the other regional airports for cargo destined
for originating near the other airports. LAWA cannot force these companies to use Palmdale. Topical
Response TR-RC-5 also includes a discussion on LAWA's efforts to encourage operations at Palmdale,
planned improvements at the airport and nearby by LAWA and Caltrans, and the master plan update
that is currently underway.

SPC00103-9

Comment:

Response:

Airlines do not want to spend anymore money than is necessary now, with their own future in abeyance,
and enlarging the airport at this time is not good for the Los Angeles residents and neighbors. LAX
neighbors have long been besieged with building of Playa Vista, Loyola Marymount, airport parking
facilities, the 105 offramp, Howard Hughes Center and other building which has caused its own
increased traffic, pollution and noise.

Comment noted. Please see Response to Comment AL00018-19 regarding the evaluation of
cumulative impacts in the Draft EIS/EIR and Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR.

SPC00103-10

Comment:

Response:

All other counties, particularly Orange County residents should be charged an access fee to use this
airport, as this will promote the desire to have their own airport facility in the south counties which need
more access. By charging an access fee, they may choose to fully utilize John Wayne, Ontario and
Long Beach airports. These LAX access fees should be completely audited and used directly to
improve the existing LAX interior space like Vancouver Airport, which is truly a world class facility.

Comment noted. LAX is a public facility and is supported by grants from the FAA. It is illegal to charge
different fees to users of the same facility and thus discriminate among users.

SPC00103-11

Comment:

| am opposed to the present proposed Mayor Hahn Alternative D proposal, and do not feel that the
basis for this project, security and safety, for its neighbors and passengers has been addressed. It is
simply an expansion project under this false label.
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Response:
Comment noted. As described in Chapter 3 of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR Alternative D would
enhance LAX safety and security while providing improved passenger facilities that would
accommodate a comparable passenger level as the No Action/No Project Alternative. It would also
maintain the pre-eminent position of Los Angeles in the economy of the Pacific Rim and other
international markets. The facility constraints designed as part of Alternative D are described on Page
3-16 of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR.

SPC00104 Karnes, Jeff New World Travel 8/22/2003

SPC00104-1

Comment:
Unfortunately, | will not be able to attend the public hearing at the Furama Hotel on August 23 to voice
my opinion on the LAX Masterplan, but am thankful that I may submit my opinion in writing.

New World Travel is a receptive operator, handling contracting, and group arrangements and
representation for international clients traveling to the United States. Our clientele stems from Europe,
including Germany, Holland, ltaly, France, Switzerland, Austria and the United Kingdom as well as
Brazil, Mexico, Tahiti, Australia and New Zealand. We currently bring over 75,000 passengers annually
to the United States through LAX.

Los Angeles serves as one of three major gateways into the United States for our passengers, the other
2 being Miami and New York. When our clients package and sell US travel products to their
passengers, the gateway city and airport experience is important to them and is the first impression that
the passenger has of the city. It must be perceived as safe, well organized and efficient.

The tenets of the LAX Masterplan assure that LAX is and is perceived as safe, well organized and
efficient for our arriving passengers and maintains LAX's status and reputation as a modern and
relevant airport for the international passenger.

Please consider our opinion

Response:
Comment noted.

SPC00105 Mellody, Peggy None Provided 8/22/2003

SPC00105-1

Comment:
Against proposals.

| am a frequent business travel out of a LAX traveling on a flight a minimum of 2-3 days/wk.
I will no longer use LAX if the proposed separate passenger section is put into place.

Response:
Comment noted.

SPC00105-2

Comment:
Additionally, the proposed plan will adversely effect the environment & traffic, & property values in the
communities surrounding LAX.
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Response:

The Draft EIS/EIR and Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR provided comprehensive analysis of the
environmental effects of each Master Plan alternative. Please see the text, tables, and figures
throughout Chapter 4, Affected Environment, Consequences, and Mitigation Measures. Surface
transportation impacts were addressed in Section 4.3, Surface Transportation, of the Draft EIS/EIR and
Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, with supporting technical data and analyses provided in Technical
Reports 2 and 3 of the Draft EIS/EIR and Technical Reports S-2a and S-2b of the Supplement to the
Draft EIS/EIR. In addition, please see Topical Response TR-ES-1 regarding impacts to property values
and Topical Response TR-ST-6 regarding neighborhood traffic impacts.

SPC00106 Nimrod, Dr Self-Esteem and World Peace 8/23/2003

Association

SPC00106-1

Comment:

Response:

Last year at this time and for the two years | have been living in Marina Del Rey there was no plane
noise. None. Nothing. Now it seems as if | am living on an LAX runway! My left ear was hurt by an
insane overflight bang on the night of July 16, 2003. To whom do | send my doctor bills? Since June 21,
2003 | have been attacked by noise from LAX but | am told by the FAA that nothing has changed!?

| received a letter from Mr. Swanson, the FAA Operations Unit Supervisor which said that pilots of
aircraft must operate their aircraft in accordance to Title 14, Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Part
91.119 of the General Operating and Flight Rules in airspace controlled by the FAA. He wrote that
these rules state that:

"such aircraft, except for take off and landing, cannot fly over congested areas at an altitude of less than
1,000 feet above the highest obstacle within a 2,000 foot radius of the aircraft except over open water or
sparsely populated areas. In those cases, aircraft may not operate closer than 500 feet to a person,
vessel, vehicle or structure."

He also wrote that "These regulations address safety of aircraft operation and not noise abatement. Our
investigation was unable to substantiate any violation of the Federal Aviation Regulations."

My questions are: (1). is this Marina Del Rey area and the adjacent areas considered "sparsely
populated areas? Is the water encompassing Marina Del Rey and Playa Del Rey still considered "open
water?" In "sparsely populated areas" and "open water" aircraft can legally operate within 500 feet of a
person, vessel, vehicle or structure. The Regulations are probably antiquated and out of date.

Concerning "take off and landings" which are exempt from the above rules, my major problem is with
departures as | presently see it.

(2). Has LAX and/or the FAA moved the "landings and take offs" to a runway(s) closer to me or
changed the flight patterns of "take offs and landings" so that the aircraft fly lower and/or come closer to
me, especially since June 2003? As | comprehend it, there are no boundaries for "take offs and
landings." Aircraft can fly within less than 500 feet of a building or person.

The noise has thankfully subsided somewhat. (3). | am wondering was the big change at LAX since
June 21, 2003 a security measure to secure air space for Air force 1, for the President's visit which just
took place? Are things returning to normal?

Comment noted. Part 91 of 14 C.F.R. does not explicitly define "Sparsely populated” or "Open water",
however Marina del Rey is within the congested area of the greater Los Angeles basin as depicted on
Los Angeles Class B airspace chart published by the National Oceanographic service. Since it is
located within congested airspace as defined in 14 C.F.R., Part 91.119 of the General Operating Rules
apply requiring a minimum of 1,000 feet above the highest obstacle applies. The term "Open water"
can generally be assumed to mean large bodies of water such as a lake or ocean, thus the Pacific
Ocean west of Marina del Rey might be considered open water, while, the marina itself would not.

Los Angeles International Airport 3-6354 LAX Master Plan Final EIS/EIR Responses to Comments



3. Comments and Responses

The FAA has not modified operational usage of the runways at LAX since June, 2003. Departures from
the northern runways (Runway 24L/R) proceed westbound to the shoreline before commending any
turn in compliance with LAWA's noise abatement procedures. During presidential operations the
airspace surrounding Air Force 1 is carefully monitored by the FAA, United States Secret Service, and
local law enforcement agencies, but the normal arrival and departure procedures remain in use. Please
also see Topical Response TR-N-4 regarding measures/enforcement.

SPC00106-2

Comment:

Response:

But now a problem has arisen that has overshadowed the noise problem!

Since the trees where | am living were just pruned back drastically on August 1, 2003, | taste, smell and
feel the immense pollution from LAX. Talk about Hell! | don't know whether to close my windows and
suffer indoor pollution or keep my windows open! My skin is irritated from the pollution. | gargle
constantly! Looking at the AirportMonitor Internet Flight Tracking System is depressing. It shows how
the planes converge on the Marina and have really polluted the whole coast line from nearly Hunting
Beach to nearly Malibu.

| moved to the Marina for the quiet and fresh air. | now realize that | was in a "fool's paradise" all along
living this close to LAX. The pruned trees have really brought the message home now that there is no
barrier to abate the cancer causing pollution. | have not slept in my apartment for nearly two weeks! It is
costing me a lot of money to have nightly lodgings. | need help to move from my apartment. | need help
from the agencies within the city of L.A., the FAA and the LAWA.

The Draft EIS/EIR and Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR address air quality in Section 4.6, Air Quality,
and noise impacts in Section 4.1, Noise, and Section 4.2, Land Use. Supporting technical data and
analyses are provided in Appendix D, Appendix G, and Technical Reports 1 and 4 of the Draft EIS/EIR
and Appendix S-C, Appendix S-E, and Technical Reports S-1 and S-4 of the Supplement to the Draft
EIS/EIR.

Please also see Topical Response TR-AQ-2 regarding toxic air pollutants, Topical Response TR-AQ-3
regarding air pollution increase, and Topical Response TR-HHRA-2 regarding airport emissions and link
with adverse health effects.

SPC00106-3

Comment:

Response:

The FAA does not care about the subsequent noise, because noise abatement is not their concern.
Well noise abatement should be their concern and added to the updated Regulations that are sorely
needed.

The concern of the commentor is noted, and LAWA and the FAA are working to address noise
complaints from LAX operations. As described in Topical Response TR-LU-3, noise abatement is
currently provided under the Aircraft Noise Mitigation Program (ANMP) and is based on the 1992 fourth
quarter 65 CNEL contour. As shown on Figure S1 in Technical Report S-1, Supplemental Land Use
Technical Report, of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR the commentor's property (located at 14002
Palawan Way, Marina del Rey) is outside the boundary of residential properties eligible for
soundproofing.

FAA regulations do exist to address noise abatement. As described in Section 4.2 (subsection 4.2.3) of
the Draft EIS/EIR, land use incompatibility as a result of aircraft noise is defined by Title 14, Code of
Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 150, FAA Order 5050.4A consistent with Appendix 6 of Order 1015.D,
and Title 21 of the California Code of Regulations. The Draft EIS/EIR and Supplement to the Draft
EIS/EIR address noise impacts, pursuant to FAA and State regulations, in Section 4.1, Noise, and
Section 4.2, Land Use. Supporting technical data and analyses are provided in Appendix D and
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Technical Report 1 of the Draft EIS/EIR and Appendix S-C1 and Technical Reports S-1 of the
Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR.

Mitigation measures under the LAX Master Plan that would reduce exposure of noise sensitive uses to
high noise levels are presented in Section 4.1, Noise (subsection 4.1.8.1) and Section 4.2, Land Use
(subsection 4.2.8) of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. These include making over-ocean
procedures mandatory; revising the ANMP to encompass noise-sensitive uses newly exposed to high
noise levels, residential uses newly high single event noise levels that result in nighttime awakening,
and eligible schools newly exposed to high single event noise levels that result in classroom disruption.
See also Topical Responses TR-N-4 regarding noise mitigation and TR-LU-5 for a summary of land use
and noise mitigation and significant noise thresholds presented in the Draft EIS/EIR and Supplement to
the Draft EIS/EIR.

SPC00106-4

Comment:

Response:

(4). Is aircraft exhaust pollution the responsibility of the FAA or is that left to the city of Los Angeles just
like the aircraft noise pollution is left to the city?

(5). Is the FAA required to have less loud and filthy engines, like automobiles? When?

The Draft EIS/EIR and Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR address air quality in Section 4.6, Air Quality,
and noise impacts in Section 4.1, Noise, and Section 4.2, Land Use. Supporting technical data and
analyses are provided in Appendix D, Appendix G, and Technical Reports 1 and 4 of the Draft EIS/EIR
and Appendix S-C, Appendix S-E, and Technical Reports S-1 and S-4 of the Supplement to the Draft
EIS/EIR.

Aircraft engine pollutant limits are governed by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and the International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO).

The FAA, EPA, and ICAO require engines to meet their standards for safety, noise, and emissions.
Airlines are continuously updating their fleets with newer, quieter, less polluting engines. However,
since aircraft engines have life expectancies of 20 years or more, fleet turnover is slow and older
engines are typically "grandfathered" should new more stringent standards be implemented.

Please also see Topical Response TR-AQ-2 regarding toxic air pollutants, Topical Response TR-AQ-3
regarding air pollution increase, and Topical Response TR-HHRA-2 regarding airport emissions and link
with adverse health effects.

SPC00106-5

Comment:

Response:

(6). Are there agencies in the city of L. A., the FAA and the LAWA that assist people to move if they are
affected by the noise and pollution from LAX? | need that assistance now!

Comment noted. As described in Section 4.2, Land Use (subsection 4.2.3) of the Draft EIS/EIR,
relocation is one mitigation strategy for incompatible uses located within the ANMP boundary (as
defined by the 1992 fourth quarter 65 CNEL contour). However, the method preferred by the City and
County of Los Angeles to achieve mitigation within the ANMP boundary is through residential sound
insulation. As shown on Figure S1 in Technical Report S-1, Supplemental Land Use Technical Report,
of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, the commentor's property (located at 14002 Palawan Way,
Marina del Rey) is outside the boundary of residential properties eligible for soundproofing. Please see
Topical Response TR-LU-3 regarding eligibility under the ANMP and for a list of contacts to obtain
additional information or express concerns about the ANMP and relocation for qualifying residents.

Under a separate program from the LAX Master Plan, LAWA is currently moving ahead with a voluntary
acquisition and relocation program for the Manchester Square and Belford area. This program was
initiated due to a high level of interest from residents and property owners who requested that LAWA
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purchase their property in lieu of soundproofing. See Topical Response TR-MP-3 regarding the use of
Manchester Square in Alternative D and how property acquisition within Manchester Square was
initiated, and will continue to occur, separate from the LAX Master Plan.

The Draft EIS/EIR and Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR addressed air quality in Section 4.6, Air Quality,
and human health and safety in Section 4.24, Human Health and Safety. Supporting technical data and
analyses are provided in Appendix G, and Technical Reports 4, and 14a of the Draft EIS/EIR and
Appendix S-E, and Technical Reports S-4, and S-9a of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. Mitigation
measures and Master Plan commitments that address air quality and human health and safety impacts
under the LAX Master Plan alternatives do not include relocation and no significant air quality and
human health and safety impacts were identified for the Marina del Rey community.

SPC00106-6

Comment:

Response:

| continue to fight the GOOD fight of FAITH. Please respond quickly. | am suffering physically and
monetarily.

Comment noted. Please see Responses to Comments above.

SPC00107 O'Brien, Mary Kim Santa Monica Convention and 8/23/2003

Visitors Bureau

SPC00107-1

Comment:

Santa Monica Convention & Visitors Bureau recognizes that in order to increase travelers to the Los
Angeles Connty area, we need to support the moderization of LAX. We may not agree with every detalil
of the Masterplan, however, we do agree with the value of two, mutually supporting segments of LA's
visitor economy; the transcontinental domestic market and it's linkage with the international travel
customer. In order to maintain its standing as a viable international gateway, LAX must be able to
provide passengers with direct connections to the primary domestic carriers. This plan understands that
to be a gateway LAX, we will need to protect its access to the primary USA markets.

Response:
Comment noted.
SPC00108 Harada, Will Jalpak International America 8/23/2003
SPCO00108-1
Comment:

An Improvement Long Overdue
1 Present facility is outdated & crowded.
2. Needs Newer Customs, Immigration, Quarentine facilities.

3. Incoming International guests are unecessarily held for longer times because of lack of proper
screening Customs/Immigration facilities

4. The conjestion created from transiting guests & L.A. incoming guests should be controlled with more
& better facilities to lessen International passenger arrival wait times.

Conclusion:
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New Mayor proposal will solve the above & we believe and hope it will allow smoother more efficient
and quicker International guest arrivals & departures.

Response:
Comment noted.

SPC00109 Staffelbach, Myron United Association 8/23/2003

SPC00109-1

Comment:
| have attended several of the LAX community meetings - none had the Pledge of Allegiance. Should
not any public meeting of this type include the pledge of allegiance & the American flag? Please correct
this oversight at any other of your public meetings

Response:
Comment noted. There is no federal law or regulation that requires the stating of the Pledge of

Allegiance at a federal public hearing. Reciting the Pledge of Allegiance at other types of public
meetings such as City Council meetings is a local custom and not a requirement.

SPCO00110 Otten, Elece None Provided 8/23/2003

SPCO00110-1

Comment:
Support Alternative D

- LAX is a global airport designed/enhanced approximately 25 yeas ago.

- We need to improve LAX as the other regional airports, ie: Burbank, John Wanye, Ontario, Long
Beach, are not global airports and cannot support a global system.

This will:

- create high paying jobs.

- improve & streamline traffic, creating efficiency.
- We must continue to improve LAX!

Response:
Comment noted.

SPC00111 Williams, Douglas Ironworkers Local 433 8/23/2003

SPC00111-1

Comment:
| would like to comment on my Support for Plan D. It is time we made the airport safer for the
passengers and employees. The new runway configuration will accomadate the large planes which is
drasticlly needed. The security system will address the modern world situation making it more secure.

Response:
Comment noted.
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SPC00112 Ingham, Russell Ironworkers Local 433 8/23/2003

SPC00112-1

Comment:
I would like to say that the Lax Modernization Plan D is a very good plan and should be implemented as
soon as possible We need to get LAX updated for better security, safety and the plethora of jobs it will
open up. We must get on board and get this modernization going. It will greatly help the economy of
L.A. & surrounding area; we need the jobs and of course the revenue

Response:
Comment noted.

SPC00113 Yang, Joy None Provided 8/23/2003

SPC00113-1

Comment:
| have concerns about Plan D. It seems it would be very inefficient for residents of the LAX area who
drop off people or want to wait with people who are departing from LAX. Right now it takes me 5
minutes (driving time) to drop off someone at the curb from my home - With Plan D, it would take 5 -10
minutes to get to the parking area, and an additional 8 minutes to get to the terminal on the people
mover. If it's inefficient for one who lives only 5 min. away, it will likely be more time-consuming for
others, who are coming from further away.
Plan C seems to be a more reasonable & efficient plan - maintaining people movers w/in the airport.
I'm concerned that Plan D as drafted to primarily satisfy special interests (union, contractors) instead of
the public interest of Los Angelinos, particularly airport area residents.

Response:
Comment noted. Each plan has unique advantages and disadvantages. Although Alternative D would
require an additional people mover ride that many people using Alternative C would not have, the
Alternative D parking system would be consolidated in the eastern portion of the airport, resulting in
easier access from the 1-405 and |-105 freeways. Both alternatives offer airport access improvements
compared to today or to the No Action/No Project Alternative.

SPCO00114 Smith, Edson None Provided 8/23/2003

SPCO00114-1

Comment:

General Comments:

I've been fortunate to be able to travel to many of the world's great cities: London, Paris, Rome, Tokyo,
& Amsterdam. The one thing these cities have in common is that they've located their international
airports far outside the urban area. Travel is fast and efficient, and there are plenty of airport related
jobs.

In light of this, it's just plain nutty that Los Angeles wants to refurbish its urdan airport rather than
migrate operations to Antelope Valley onto land it already owns. Expansion of LAX is contrary to both
trends and logic, and | am not in favor of it.
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Response:

Comment noted. Please see Topical Response TR-RC-5 regarding the role of Palmdale in a regional
solution.

SPC00115 Huth, Grace None Provided 8/23/2003

SPCO00115-1

Comment:

Response:

Your efforts for a new LAX Extension are not welcome by the Surrounding communities. Please, once
and for all try to find a Regional Solution -

And Mr. Hahn should remember all the promises he made and signed to be elected.

Subsequent to the publication of the Draft EIS/EIR, a new alternative, Alternative D - Enhanced Safety
and Security Plan, was added to the range of alternatives currently being considered for the LAX Master
Plan. That alternative was evaluated in the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. Alternative D, developed
pursuant to the direction of Mayor Hahn, provides an emphasis on safety and security improvements
and is designed to serve a future (2015) airport activity level comparable to that of the No Action/No
Project Alternative. The Alternative D approach of not expanding the capacity of LAX is consistent with
the SCAG Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) policy framework, which is intended to accommodate
future regional aviation demand at airports other than LAX. A description of Alternative D was provided
in Chapter 3, Alternatives, of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. For additional information, please
see Topical Response TR-MP-2 regarding the SCAG Regional Transportation Plan and Topical
Response TR-RC-1 regarding the LAX Master Plan role in the regional approach to meeting demand.
Please also see Topical Response TR-RC-1 regarding the LAX Master Plan role in the regional
approach to meeting aviation demand.

SPC00116 Young, Jeanne None Provided 8/23/2003

SPC00116-1

Comment:

Response:

| am against the Plan for changing LAX. | am definetely against building another structure 1 mile away
from the airport. | am for building & expanding Ontario, Orange County, and Lancaster.

If they build another structure near LAX | will fly out of Long Beach.
Comment noted. Please see Topical Response TR-RC-1 regarding the LAX Master Plan role in the

regional approach to meeting demand and Topical Response TR-RC-4 regarding Orange County air
transportation demand.

SPCO00117 Forture, Dora None Provided 8/23/2003

SPC00117-1

Comment:

Aircraft Noise Exposure

| live at 94th & Hobart Blvd. | am five houses off of 96th st. The plan for the program Aircraft noise
exposure stops at 96th & Hobart Blvd. there is no 95th on Hobart Blvd. | am asking for expansion of the
plan to include 94th & Hobart. | have lived here for thirty-six years. We get the same noise and the
same planes fly over our house as on 96th st. Every years it gets worse. You can't hear your T.V. or talk
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Response:

on the phone. Sometimes in bad weather they are much lower. | would like to see the expansion of the
program.

FAA and LAWA acknowledge the concern of the commentor and are working to address noise
complaints from LAX operations. As shown on Figure S1 in Technical Report S-1, Supplemental Land
Use Technical Report, of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR the commentor's property (located at
9456 South Hobart Boulevard) is outside the boundary of residential properties eligible for
soundproofing. The noise impact area which determines residential uses eligible for sound insulation
under the ANMP and monitoring methods used to validate the current 65 CNEL contour are described
in Subtopical Response TR-LU-3.4. The 65 CNEL is the applicable standard for high noise levels as
defined by FAR Part 150 and Title 21 (see Section 4.1, Noise (subsection 4.1.4) of the Draft EIS/EIR).
Priority for sound insulation is given to residential properties within the highest noise level band above
the 65 CNEL contour.

Regarding increase in noise levels over time, since the 1992 conditions the area within the 65 CNEL
contour has decreased primarily due to the phasing out of noisier (stage 2) aircraft. This decrease is
depicted on Figure 4.2-5 of the Draft EIS/EIR and Figure S4.2-3 of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR.

Due to the prevailing winds, aircraft at LAX normally approach and depart to the west (westerly
operations). When weather conditions require, operations are reversed, with aircraft arriving and
departing to the east (easterly operations). Because departure operations use more power than
arrivals, the easterly operations are louder for those residing east of the airport. LAWA will be pursuing
Federal approval of a restriction to alleviate that situation by making over-ocean procedures mandatory
when they are in effect between midnight and 6:30 a.m. During a recent 18 month period, 82 jets
departed to the east when over-ocean procedures were in effect, an average of about one per week.
When over-ocean procedures are not practicable for reasons of adverse weather or winds, aircraft will
continue do depart to the east between midnight and 6:30 a.m. For further information, see Topical
Response TR-N-5.

Although this is a comment on existing noise levels and conditions, the general focus of the document,
pursuant to NEPA and CEQA, is to evaluate the potential future environmental effects of the project and
to provide feasible mitigation measures to address significant impacts.

See Subtopical Responses TR-LU-3.4 regarding how eligibility for soundproofing is determined and TR-
LU-3.14 for a description of how approval of the LAX Master Plan would affect the ANMP. See also
Response to Comment AL00006-2 regarding current measures underway to address existing high
aircraft noise levels. See Topical Responses TR-N-2 regarding the difference between single event and
CNEL noise levels and TR-LU-4 regarding outdoor noise levels.

SPC00118 Hill, Irma None Provided 8/23/2003

SPC00118-1

Comment:

Response:

AIRCRAFT NOISE EXPOSURE

| live at 9441 So Hobart Bl I've been living in area for over 30 yrs The noise from the air planes are so
noisy you can't talk on phone without closing your door. There have been many times the noise is at
such level you need to go outside to see if the planes are going to fall. We need to be considered in the
expansion in our block for windows and what ever else thats needed in our area as the residents on
96th and Hobart.

FAA and LAWA acknowledge the concern of the commentor and are working to address noise
complaints. As shown on Figure S1 in Technical Report S-1, Supplemental Land Use Technical
Report, of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR the commentor's property is located outside the
boundary of residential properties eligible for soundproofing. The noise impact area which determines
residential uses eligible for sound insulation under the ANMP and monitoring methods used to validate
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the current 65 CNEL contour are described in Subtopical Response TR-LU-3.4. The 65 CNEL is the
applicable standard for high noise levels as defined by FAR Part 150 and Title 21 (see Section 4.1,
Noise (subsection 4.1.4) of the Draft EIS/EIR). Priority for sound insulation is given to residential
properties within the highest noise level band above the 65 CNEL contour. Although this is a comment
on existing noise levels and conditions, the general focus of the document, pursuant to NEPA and
CEQA, is to evaluate the potential future environmental effects of the project and to provide feasible
mitigation measures to address significant impacts.

The Draft EIS/EIR and Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR address aviation incidents and accidents in
Section 4.24.3, Human Health and Safety. Supporting technical data and analyses are provided in
Technical Report 14c of the Draft EIS/EIR and Technical Report S-9b of the Supplement to the Draft
EIS/EIR. As concluded in Section 4.24.3 of the Draft EIS/EIR and Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, no
impacts to aviation incidents and accidents would occur under the Master Plan alternatives.

See Subtopical Responses TR-LU-3.4 regarding how eligibility for soundproofing is determined and TR-
LU-3.14 for a description of how approval of the LAX Master Plan would affect the ANMP. See also
Response to Comment ALO0006-2 regarding current measures underway to address existing high
aircraft noise levels. See Topical Response TR-N-2 regarding the difference between single event and
CNEL noise levels and TR-LU-4 regarding outdoor noise levels.

SPC00119 Damle, Sudhir None Provided 8/23/2003

SPCO00119-1

Comment:
| am in support of the reconfiguration of LAX for reasons of safety. | also support the Mayor's plan for
regionalization of airports. In line with that | encourage the Mayor to surcharge 20% on ticket to all
Orange County residents who use LAX. This would force them to open up their airports fo expansion &
help the Mayor contain the capacity of LAX to 78.9 million.

Response:
Comment noted. LAX is a public facility and is supported by grants from the FAA. ltis illegal to charge
different fees to users of the same facility and thus discriminate among users.
SPCO00120 Parisi, Cheryl AFSCME Council 36 8/23/2003
SPC00120-1
Comment:
AFSCME Council 36 urges strong support for Plan D -
It's integrated approach to transit, enhancing the use of the Green Line & planned expansion of the
Flyaway Stystem will improve air quality & reduce individual auto trip, into the LAX surrounding
communities -
The Job Creation included in the plan will be the best form of assistance & improvement for the quality
of life in the surrounding communities of LAX.
Response:

Comment noted.
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SPC00121 Downing, Patricia None Provided 8/23/2003

SPC00121-1

Comment:
MY SUPPORT IS FOR ALTERNATIVE C PARTICULARLY BECAUSE OF LOCATING CAR RENTAL,
ETC. LOCATIONS TO THE WEST SIDE. THERE IS SO MUCH SPACE THERE, WHY NOT USE IT
INSTEAD OF TAKING RESIDENTIAL PROPERTY ON EAST SIDE? MANCHESTER SQ IS TOO

CENTRALIZED!

Response:
Comment noted. Like all alternatives, concept development of Alternative D was an iterative process
under which five initial concepts were developed and subsequently six new alternatives emerged.
Please see Appendix H of the Draft LAX Master Plan Addendum, which contains development sketches
and original concepts demonstrating the evolution of the Alternative D concept and discusses why the
Manchester Square area was chosen for the proposed GTC.

SPC00121-2

Comment:
| ALSO CONTINUE TO THINK WE NEED TO USE/IMPROVE PALMDALE MORE AND PROMOTE IT
FOR SF VALLEY FLYERS.

Response:
Comment noted. Please see Topical Response TR-RC-5 regarding the role of Palmdale in a regional
solution.

SPC00122 Barahona, Virginia None Provided 8/23/2003

SPC00122-1

Comment:
Please we need union in employments, companies that respect the employees, and that offer
reasonable salaries, as well as health and dental services. They are too expensive for us employees
that earn little. It's one way to help welfare, in order for them to save money for more important things.
Thank you for offering our children employment opportunities here in Los Angeles.

Response:
Comment noted. Employment and socio-economic issues were addressed in Section 4.4.1,
Employment/Socio-Economics, of the Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. As for
the types of new jobs and associated wages that will be generated with Master Plan implementation,
each of the alternatives would be directly associated with a wide range of long-term employment
opportunities within 17 different manufacturing sectors related to air cargo (none of which are minimum
wage) and a variety of airline industry, government, and tourism-related sectors related to air
passengers (only some of which may involve minimum wage jobs).

SPC00123 Casey, John None Provided 8/23/2003

SPC00123-1

Comment:

| am opposed to expansion of LAX. | believe congestion, noise and other impacts outweigh the
economic benefits.
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Response:

Comment noted. The Draft EIS/EIR and Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR addressed traffic impacts in
Section 4.3, Surface Transportation, noise impacts in Section 4.1, Noise, and Section 4.2, Land Use,
and economic impacts in Section 4.4.1, Employment/Socio-Economics. Supporting technical data and
analyses are provided in Appendix D and Technical Reports 1, 2, 3, and 5 of the Draft EIS/EIR and
Appendix S-C and Technical Reports S-1, S-2 and S-3 of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. It should
be noted that Alternative D provides a build alternative designed to serve a level of future (2015) airport
activity comparable to that of the No Action/No Project Alternative.

SPC00123-2

Comment:
Travelers can be served through the development of other facilities such as Ontario. This latter action
will also provide a more diverse economic base for the greater LA/So Cal area.

Response:
Comment noted. A master plan update is currently underway for Ontario. The master plan will
recommend improvements to meet the projected demand of 17.6 MAP in 2015. Also, please see
Topical Response TR-RC-1 regarding other airports in the region generally and Ontario specifically.
SPC00124 Zaman, Karim None Provided 8/23/2003
SPC00124-1
Comment:
As a local minority, small business owner and Board member of the Greater Los African American
Chamber of Commerce | give full support to LAX Master Plan as proposed by Mayor Jim Hahn.
Additionally, with the increased population growth of LA whether or not LAX is expanded Southern
California needs to increase its trade & commerce a major step in this direction is the modernization &
growth of LAX
Response:
Comment noted.
SPC00125 Carley, Mary None Provided 8/23/2003
SPC00125-1
Comment:
As a frequent traveler both nationally and internationally | support the efforts of the LAX Masterplan to
effect modernization and security of Los Angeles Intl. Airport.
The economic benefits of a modern and efficient LAX will have a long term effect on the city's fiscal
health. Without it LAX will no longer be the largest international gateway in the Western US which will
result in lost jobs and revenue.
Yes to the LAX Masterplan
Response:

Comment noted.
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SPC00126 Amigo-Arcware, None Provided 8/23/2003
Nestor

SPC00126-1

Comment:

| BELIEVE THAT THIS IS A GOOD PLAN. A VERY GOOD PLAN. NOW IS THE TIME TO MAKE
THESE CHANGES. LAX NEEDS THIS UPGRADE. NOT ONLY WILL IT EASE TRANSPORTATION
BUT IT WILL ALSO CREATE JOBS AND THIS IS THE BOTTOM LINE.

WITH THIS INCENTIVE, OTHER COMPANIES WILL SEE IMPROVEMENTS AND THEREFORE
THEY WILL NEED TO ALIGN THEMSELVES WITH THESE CHANGES AND THIS SPELLS JOB.

LAWA AND THE L.A. CITY MAY JUST BE THE LEADER IN BRINGING RECOVERY TO L.A.'S
ECONOMY IF NOT THE WHOLE OF CALIFORNIA. PLEASE - DO THIS.

Response:
Comment noted.

SPC00127 Jimenez, Trini Lennox School District 8/23/2003

SPC00127-1

Comment:
My name is Trini Jimenez. | am the School Board President in the Lennox School District. Lennox is a
small, mostly Latino community, located west of LAX and sandwiched between the 405 Fwy and the
105 Fwy. The Lennox School District serves over 7,000 children in this very densely populated area.
We have a paramount interest in the LAX Master Plan because of the direct impact on our community.
We have carefully analyzed the impacts of the new option in the Master Plan and found that mitigations
are crucial in our community because of the extreme proximity of the airport. The Lennox School District
has conveyed our community's impacts and specific concerns in September 2001. The Lennox School
District looks forward to working with Mayor Hahn, the Los Angeles City Council, The LAWA Board of
Airport Commissioners, and the Los Angeles World Airport Staff.
We are confident that with appropriate mitigation we can support the Mayor in his effort to improve
safety and security at Los Angeles International Airport.

Response:
Comment noted. Comments submitted by the Lennox School District in September 2001 are provided
in comment letter AL0O0034; please see responses to comment letter ALO0O034. Also, please see
Response to Comment AR00003-63 regarding proposed mitigation measures.

SPCO00128 Brown, Piedmont Ironworkers Local 433 8/23/2003

SPCO00128-1

Comment:
Ironworkers Local 433 support Alternative D 100% and the future of L.A.X.

Response:

Comment noted.
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SPC00129 Phillips, Greg None Provided 8/24/2003

SPC00129-1

Comment:

Response:

1 Concentrating passengers together for checkin will make them more vulnerable to terrorist bombings.

This comment does not raise or pertain to any environmental issues that are subject to NEPA or CEQA
review requirements. Notwithstanding, please see Topical Response TR-SEC-1, which addresses the
most frequently raised security-related issues pertaining to the design and ability of Alternative D to
enhance existing safety and security at LAX.

SPC00129-2

Comment:

Response:

2 The rail facility at the airport needs to be fully functional, to be able to sell tickets for all metro rail
trains. A foreign traveler, upon arriving at LAX should be able to understand how to get from LAX to
Union Station. There should be MTA people stationed at the airport to explain and answer how to
access commuter rail.

Comment noted. Please see Topical Response TR-ST-5 regarding the rail/transit plan.

SPC00129-3

Comment:

Response:

3 We need to expand the commuter capacity of LAX to support LA's growing population . . we cannot
just rely on regional airports.

Alternative D is designed to accommodate domestic, international and commuter passenger air
operations in addition to cargo, GA and others types of air traffic. Alternative D would not relegate all
commuter operations to other regional airports. In fact, Alternative D would maintain the role of LAX as
the primary hub for commuter air service in the region. The most likely type of service to be reduced at
LAX relative to the other alternatives is domestic narrow body air carrier service which can easily be
accommodated at the many other airports in the Los Angeles region.

SPC00129-4

Comment:

Response:

4 | live in manchester square. | don't appreciate being kicked out of my home. | want at least $10,000 as
compensation. Also, | work near the airport. | need to be able to live near the airport after I am
relocated! Since the airport area is very expensive, compensation for me should take that into account.

| believe the current relocation plan for residents of Manchester Square is inadequate and forces
unconstitutional restrictions on where a resident can live as a requirement of accepting the money offer.

In compliance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of
1970, as amended, the relocation payment for the residents of Manchester Square has provided
compensation at fair market value, taking into account moving expenses, mortgage interest rate
differentials or rent differentials, down payment assistance, and assorted incidental costs. Please see
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Subtopical Response TR-MP-3.2 regarding relocation compensation. Please see Subtopical Response
TR-MP-3.1.2 regarding legality of the relocation plan for residents of Manchester Square.

SPC00130 Murphy, Ronald None Provided 8/25/2003

SPC00130-1

Comment:

I am not in favor of the LAX Expansion Project.

Response:
Comment noted.

SPC00130-2

Comment:
The vibration from the air traffic has caused numerous amount of cracks in both bathroom and bedroom
located in the southern part of my property. Not only has it caused these cracks it has caused the
bathroom door to rattle when some flights are flying lower than others.

Response:
Comment noted. The commentor's residence is located outside the ANMP. Based on the research
conducted by the FAA and FICAN there is no indication that the noise levels on neighborhoods around
LAX would result in physical damage to residential structures. Please see Topical Response TR-N-8
regarding noise-based vibration.

SPC00130-3

Comment:
If this project is approved, | am convinced that there will be an increase not only in noise, but also an
increase in heath risk from fuel dumping as well. Also, these things will cause a huge decrease in
property value as well.

Response:
Comment noted. The Draft EIS/EIR and Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR addressed noise in Section
4.1, Noise, and 4.2, Land Use, and human health and safety in Section 4.24, Human Health and Safety.
Supporting technical data and analyses are provided in Appendix D and Technical Reports 1, 2, 3, 14a,
and 14c of the Draft EIS/EIR and Appendix S-C and Technical Reports S-1, S-2, S-9a, and S-9b of the
Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. In addition, please see Topical Response TR-AQ-1 regarding fuel
dumping, Topical Response TR-HRA-3 regarding human health impacts, Topical Response TR-N-6
regarding noise increase, and Topical Response TR-ES-1 regarding impacts to property values.

SPC00130-4

Comment:
It seems to me that minorities are always the victims of unwanted projects in their communities.

Response:

Comment noted.
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SPC00131 Schneider, Denny LAX Community Noise

Roundtable

SPCO00131-1

Comment:

Response:

Thank you for this opportunity to speak about the LAX Master Plan and EIS/EIR.

| come before you as Vice President of ARSAC, Alliance for a Regional Solution to Airport Congestion,
an active participant in many of the Westchester-Playa del Rey and Southern California area community
organizations.

EACH OF THE BUILD ALTERNATIVES ARE AN EXPANSION AND DO NOT MEET THE MAYORS
CAMPAIGN PLEDGE.

Comment noted. Alternative D is designed to serve a future (2015) airport activity level of 78.9 million
annual passengers (MAP), which is comparable to the 78.7 MAP projected to occur under the No
Action/No Project Alternative. As such, Alternative D is not considered to represent an expansion of
LAX. The other build alternatives (Alternatives A, B, and C) are designed to serve a future activity level
substantially more than the No Action/No Project Alternative and, therefore, represent an expansion of
LAX. Alternative D is consistent with the Mayor's commitment to no expansion of LAX.

SPCO00131-2

Comment:

| oppose Alternative D on several levels, but let me say IT IS NOT AS ONEROUS AS ALTERNATIVES
A, B,ORC.

It is too expensive - whatever the real costs turn out to be.

Response:
Comment noted.

SPCO00131-3

Comment:
It perpetuates the continued concentration of air commerce in one place by focusing on increasing LAX
NOW and other airports as afterthoughts. We CAN expand LAX again now, but there is a consequence.
When the next round of expansions are needed at the other airports their surrounding communities will
have built up and become highly concentrated populations just like we already have around LAX.

Response:
Comment noted. However, Alternative D does not increase the passenger or cargo capacity of LAX.
Master plan updates are currently underway for both Ontario and Palmdale airports. The master plans
will recommend improvements to meet the projected demand. For further information regarding the role
of the LAX Master Plan in a regional approach to meeting demand, please see Topical Response TR-
RC-1. Also, please see Topical Responses TR-RC-1 and TR-RC-5 regarding other airports in the
region generally, and the airports at Ontario and Palmdale specifically.

SPCO00131-4

Comment:

This Plan adds even more environmental impacts on areas already having more than their fair share.
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Response:

Comment noted. Environmental Justice was addressed in Section 4.4.3, Environmental Justice, of the
Draft EIS/EIR and Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, with supporting technical data and analyses
provided in Appendix F of the Draft EIS/EIR and Appendix S-D of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR.

SPCO00131-5

Comment:

Response:

The plan is to take all of Manchester Square as a check in facility whereas the LA City Council promised
us almost three years ago that it could be used as a much needed park - if the local residents chose to
be purchased by LAWA as sound mitigation. Unfortunately the remaining residents will in all likelihood
be forced out by the LAWA demolition of those homes purchased so their leaving will not be voluntary.

Former Councilwoman Galanter made a promise to make Manchester Square a park, however, there
was no action taken by the Los Angeles City Council to make that happen. The Manchester Square
area is being acquired through the existing Voluntary Residential Acquisition/Relocation Program, in
support of LAWA's ANMP. Please see Response to Comment SPHF00001-4 regarding the validity of
the acquisition of Manchester Square and relocation of homes in Manchester Square. Please see
Subtopical Response TR-MP-3.3 regarding the future of the residents who do not wish to move.

SPC00131-6

Comment:

Response:

Focusing on the EIS/EIR Documentation. The data is old, incomplete, and contradictory.

In the summer of 2001, LAWA initiated the development of a new alternative (Alternative D) at the
direction of Mayor James Hahn. In the summer of 2002, preparation of the Supplement to the Draft
EIS/EIR began. The Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR was published in July 2003. It is not possible to
include an analysis of Year 2003 conditions in a document that was published before the year was
completed. Moreover, given that the environmental analysis was initiated in mid-2002, it was not
possible to fully describe Year 2002 conditions.

Appendix S-B, Existing Baseline Comparison Issues - 1996 to 2000, of the Supplement to the Draft
EIS/EIR includes a discussion of the nature of and purpose for providing updated information pertaining
to the environmental setting in the Supplement. As was indicated in Section 1.2, Baseline Update, of
Appendix S-B, Year 2001 data would not be representative of the affected environment for comparative
purposes in an EIS/EIR. As indicated in that section, in the long-term, air traffic at LAX is projected to
fully recover from the effects of September 11, 2001. Instead, Year 2000 conditions were evaluated in
the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. In instances where the environmental setting under Year 2000
conditions is materially different from that of 1996 baseline conditions, such differences are described,
as are any material differences in the impacts that would result by using the Year 2000 conditions
instead of 1996 baseline conditions. Disciplines where impacts are materially difference depending
upon the baseline year of comparison include noise, air quality, human health risk,
employment/socioeconomics, environmental justice, and others. It should be noted, however, that, in
accordance with the State CEQA Guidelines, conclusions regarding the significance of impacts for all
build alternatives are based on the 1996 baseline or, for certain environmental disciplines, the adjusted
environmental baseline.

SPCO00131-7

Comment:

Even recognizing that this is a program level environmental document instead of a project, every facet
is covered by several options so we really can't do an evaluation of what will be the real impacts.
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Response:

Examples are the people mover. We don't know where it will stop and even the details of what it will
look like. Baggage handling includes building a billion dollar tunnel as well as making everyone carry
their own from Manchester Square. Runway "improvements" also state differences such as the northern
most runway 24R will be looking to be widened 50' at some time...north, south or some combination?
The other northern runway movement calls for various differences in movement too.

Comment noted.

LAX Master Plan - Alternative D includes a landside APM and an airside APM. The landside APM
would feature two routes. The first would connect the ITC with the CTA with one stop between at the
RAC. The second landside APM route would connect the GTC with the CTA. There would be six total
stops on the landside APM system including one at the ITC, two at the GTC, one at the RAC facility,
one between Terminals 1 and 4 in the CTA and one between Terminals 2 and 3 in the CTA. No
passenger would need to make more than two stops prior to reaching his or her destination. The
airside APM would have three stops including one at the CTA between Terminals 2 and 3, one at TBIT
and one at the proposed West Satellite Concourse. Figure 2.4-5 in the Draft Master Plan Addendum
illustrates both the interior and exterior of the proposed APM.

Skycap type baggage check facilities would be available at the GTC for those passengers that would
prefer not to carry their luggage aboard the APM linking the GTC to the CTA.

LAX Master Plan - Alternative D does not include plans to widen Runway 6L/24R. However, runway
and taxiway separation standards are always measured from centerline. Therefore, widening a runway
50 feet would result in the addition of 25 feet of pavement to each side.

As described in the Draft Master Plan Addendum - Chapter 2.1, Runway 6R/24L would be relocated as
part of LAX Master Plan - Alternative D. The Runway would be moved 340 feet south of its existing
location, widened from 150 feet to 200 feet and lengthened 1,280 feet east and 135 feet west. The
proposed runway would be 11,700 feet long and 200 feet wide.

SPC00131-8

Comment:

Response:

| have to also ask what safeguards we'd have that the next phase after this is done won't impact the
community even more with another round of expansion?

Comment noted. Alternative D serves to prepare LAX to meet the needs of the community through
2015. The Master Plan process is ongoing and will evolve over time. Changes to LAX beyond 2015
would be decided in the future and would be subject to additional environmental review.

SPCO00131-9

Comment:

Response:

In terms of fast tracking of this process, | have doubts that the State has formally supported this
activities and many surrounding cities and Counties have definitively opposed this action.

Comment noted.

SPCO00131-10

Comment:

Further, what happened to all of the answers to questions from two years ago? Nothing has been
released to us to see why ANYTHING is planned. What makes us believe that the new questions will be
adequately addressed?
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Response:

It is assumed that the commentor's reference to "all the answers to questions from two years ago"
pertains to responses to comments submitted on the Draft EIS/EIR. The Final EIS/EIR for the LAX
Master Plan includes all of the comments submitted during the 295 day public review period for the
Draft EIS/EIR and written responses to each of those comments, and, similarly, all the comments
submitted during the 120-day public review period for the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR and written
responses to those comments.

SPC00131-11

Comment:

Response:

| note that a community prepared alternative, we called it E, was not accepted for comments prior to
these hearings and that we are supposed to submit it simply as another comment.

Please see Response to Comment SPC00035-4 regarding the residents' concept, Alternative E.

SPCO00131-12

Comment:

Response:

Why should we trust this process to protect us from anything? The determination can be made that any
impact MITIGATED OR NOT, CAN BE ACCEPTED and the projects moved forward. Most every
mitigation is being done by an agency other than LAWA since it is not on airport properties. How can we
be assured that the other agencies will follow through? It hasn't happened in the past.

Comment noted. NEPA and CEQA require the presentation of mitigation measures for identified
significant impacts irrespective of whether the lead agency has control of implementation of those
measures. For mitigation measures presented in the Draft EIS/EIR and Supplement to the Draft
EIS/EIR for which control and responsibility of the mitigation measures lie outside of LAWA's and FAA's
jurisdiction, the lead agency shall participate in a fair-share manner to implement the measures, or
otherwise encourage or promote the responsible agency to implement the measures, as appropriate. In
addition, only those mitigation measures that are feasible were included in the Draft EIS/EIR and
Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. Pursuant to Section 21081.6(a) of CEQA, the public (lead) agency
shall adopt a monitoring or reporting program for mitigation measures when making the necessary
findings in conjunction with project approval. The mitigation monitoring and reporting program will
specify the timing of, and monitoring responsibility for, implementation of adopted mitigation measures.
The mitigation monitoring and reporting program is a means to ensure compliance with mitigation
measures during project implementation. Pursuant to Section 1505.2(c) of NEPA, the Record of
Decision (ROD) must include a monitoring and enforcement program for each mitigation measure.
Neither NEPA nor CEQA require or encourage the inclusion of the mitigation monitoring or reporting
program as part of a Draft EIS/EIR.

SPC00132 Ehret, John None Provided

The content of this comment letter is identical to comment letter SPC00022; please refer to the
Responses to Comment letter SPC00022.

SPC00133 Schneider, Denny None Provided

SPCO00133-1

Comment:

Background Summary for LAX Expansion
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LAX is operated by Los Angeles World Airports, LAWA, an independent department within the City of
Los Angeles. Prior to Sept 11 LAX was the world's third busiest passenger (67.8 million annual
passengers, MAP) and third busiest cargo facility (almost 2 million annual tons, MAT). LAX has slipped
to being the fifth busiest passenger facility having lost about 15-20 percent of its passenger base. It
continues to be number 3 in cargo with slightly over 2 MAT and increasing. LAX handles approximately
seventy five percent of all commercial air traffic in all of Southern California and is the only International
airport of consequence south of San Francisco. LAX land mass is one of the smallest major airports at
3500 acres compared to a typical of about 10,000 acres. LAX is located in the densely populated
Westside and is surrounded by a substantial amount of "non-compatible land uses" - people's
residences.

Response:
Comment noted.

SPC00133-2

Comment:
LAX is noted as a top terrorist target. The economic impact on Southern California would be devastating
if there were either a man-made or natural disaster at LAX.

Response:
This comment does not raise or pertain to any environmental issues that are subject to NEPA or CEQA
review requirements. Notwithstanding, please see Topical Response TR-SEC-1, which addresses the
most frequently raised security-related issues pertaining to the design and ability of Alternative D to
enhance existing safety and security at LAX.

SPC00133-3

Comment:
Attempts to truly diversify air traffic have stalled. Establishment of an airport at the former El Torro
military base in Orange County has been defeated by south Orange County interests. The Southern
California Regional Airport Authority has apparently died due to lack of support by Los Angeles City and
some other participants.

Response:
Comment noted.

SPC00133-4

Comment:
The last major expansion of LAX authorized by a Master Plan (and full environmental impact review)
was 1978-1982 which increased LAX to 40 MAP. This was promised to be the last. Past expansions
have removed one third of the local residences. Subsequent incremental project expansions (no
environmental impact study was required because each individual project was only a small percentage
increase) raised the stated potential capacity to 78 MAP with ground traffic access to LAX as the prime
constraint. BOAC President Ted Stein estimated that without this constraint LAX capacity is 83 MAP.

Response:

Please see Topical Response TR-GEN-3 regarding past and present activity levels at LAX. Chapter 3
of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR and Chapter 3 of the Draft Master Plan Addendum provide the
basis for how Alternative D was designed and determined to serve a future (2015) airport activity level
of 78.9 MAP.
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SPC00133-5

Comment:

Response:

The FAA no longer establishes airline routes or schedules. This responsibility ended with the 1980's
deregulation of the airline industry. Airlines establish their own frequency to any airport. The FAA states
that they will work to safely facilitate all desired flights based on the ability of an airport to safely handle
aircraft take offs, landings, and gate availability - even if it maximizes air traffic all 24 hours of the day.

Comment noted. The Airline Deregulation Act was passed by Congress in 1978.

SPC00133-6

Comment:

Response:

Mayor Hahn was elected in 2001 after signing a pledge by the Alliance for A Regional Solution to
Airport Congestion, ARSAC, that he would not increase LAX capacity. Subsequent to September 11
Mayor Hahn had a new Master Plan alternative, "the Safety and Security Alternative D," added to the
Riordan Master Plan. Reissue of the Riordan Master Plan with this new alternative is anticipated this
summer. More than $125 million has been spent preparing this plan. The $9-11 billion Alternative D
estimates capacity at 78 MAP. This pronouncement is NOT universally accepted. Alt. D safety and
security benefits are questioned by local "activists" and most recently by a RAND Corporation study.

This comment does not raise or pertain to any environmental issues that are subject to NEPA or CEQA
review requirements. Notwithstanding, please see Topical Response TR-SEC-1, which addresses the
most frequently raised security-related issues pertaining to the design and ability of Alternative D to
enhance existing safety and security at LAX.

SPC00133-7

Comment:

Response:

Southern California Association of Governments, SCAG, a four county coordinating body, projects an
increased air capacity need for Southern California. Their "allocation" of air capacity usage to various
airports (not an enforceable number) calls for a percentage reduction of overall So Cal flights at LAX
from three-fourths down to two-thirds by 2020. The Riordan expansion LAX Master Plan released (and
defeated) about two years ago called for increases in LAX capacity to between 94 MAP to 100 MAP
plus. SCAG estimated building equivalent capacity in areas other then LAX would cost $2 billion less.

Comment noted.

SPC00133-8

Comment:

Response:

More than twenty years ago it was anticipated that Southern California would need more airport
capacity. The LAWA Board of Airport Commissioners owns and operates Palmdale Airport and Ontario
Airports. There is currently no commercial air service from Palmdale and about 6.7 Million Annual
Passengers leave/return to Ontario Airport. Although LAWA has slack capacity at both Ontario and
Palmdale, LAX remains the preferred site. During portions of the day LAX operates at near maximum
capacity.

Comment noted. Please see Topical Responses TR-RC-1 and TR-RC-5 regarding other airports as a
regional solution.
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SPC00133-9

Comment:

Response:

The initial Riordan plan was 12,000 pages long and environmental impacts were justified using 1996
data. The Hahn alternative has been added to the Riordan Master Plan and will be reissued. This
approach allows continued use of the 1996 data rather than more current data.

Please see Topical Response TR-GEN-1 regarding baseline issues. As indicated in the topical
response, the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR includes a description of the most current environmental
conditions that are meaningful and relevant to the analysis of the LAX Master Plan, although 1996
continues to be used as the baseline for the CEQA analysis.

SPC00133-10

Comment:

Response:

Although thousands of comments were submitted and major flaws found within the Riordan plans and
support data, there have been no responses to the public comments. LAWA instead proceeded with
development of Alternative D "with the comments in mind." They removed some of the significantly
objectionable elements from the Riordan alternatives. Alternative D would have far less severe local
impacts than Alternatives A, B, or C. None-the-less significant undesirable local and Southern California
impacts remain.

Comment noted. The Final EIS/EIR for the LAX Master Plan includes all of the comments submitted
during the 295 day public review period for the Draft EIS/EIR and written responses to each of those
comments and, similarly, all the comments submitted during the 120-day public review period for the
Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR and written responses to those comments.

SPCO00133-11

Comment:

Response:

Alternative D Master Plan development has been largely uni-directional. Little criticism has been
tolerated and schedules appear to get all approvals before the next Mayoral election. Eleven months
have past, for instance, since the most impacted homeowners area was promised a meeting. The initial
Alternative D press announcement was by invitation only. The Plan has enjoyed much general
exposure by LAWA, but few details exposed. Virtually all meetings are of the "this is what it is" nature.

In July 2002, a press release outlining Alternative D was made by the Mayor of Los Angeles. This
press release made no announcement of any meetings; it simply introduced the alternative to the
public. The Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, published in July of 2003, provides details on the design
of Alternative D, as well as an analysis of potential environmental impacts of that alternative. Pursuant
to Section 509(b)(6) of the Airport and Airway Improvement Act of 1982, as amended [49 CFR Section
47106(c)(1)(A)], and the California Environmental Quality Act, as amended, the FAA and the City of Los
Angeles (LAWA) provided sufficient public notice of availability of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR.
Also in compliance with State and Federal regulations regarding the facilitation of public involvement
decisions which affect the quality of the human environment, FAA and LAWA conducted twelve public
hearings and three Environmental Justice Workshops at locations dispersed throughout Greater Los
Angeles, in order to provide the most convenient access for all affected and interested parties. For
example, public meetings regarding the LAX Master Plan alternatives, including Alternative D, were
held on 8/18/03 at Hollywood Park Pavilion, Inglewood, and 8/23/03 at Furama Hotel, Westchester, two
communities that would be most affected by project alternatives. In addition, a blue ribbon committee of
citizens of Westchester was formed to provide a specific venue for dialogue between LAWA and
Westchester citizens regarding the LAX Master Plan. LAWA provided briefings on project alternatives
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to this committee, answered questions, and received the committee's comments on Master Plan
alternatives throughout 2003.

Finally, please see Topical Response TR-PO-1 regarding the public hearing process.

SPC00133-12

Comment:

Response:

Only the Mayor's Blue Ribbon Committee on Manchester Square allowed some give-and-take, but was
convened with major assumptions such as expansion into Manchester Square residential area fixed as
a condition. Attendance was by invitation only in a secure location with no handouts or recording
allowed. The public and press were not given admittance. Manchester Square procurement by LAWA is
under GAO investigation for irregularities. If the area were to be procured, it was promised to remaining
local residents as a park by the City Council in March 2001.

The comment on the Mayor's Blue Ribbon Committee is not a comment on the contents of the Draft
EIS/EIR or the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. Former Councilwoman Galanter made a promise to
make Manchester Square a park, however, there was no action taken by the Los Angeles City Council
to make that happen.

SPC00133-13

Comment:

Response:

Local residents were told from the start that the general aspects of the plan are "not negotiable."
Numerous requests to address plan objections were consistently met with the phrase, "we thought
about it and decided against it." Alternative D continues to lack support from the Airlines, local
community, or surrounding governmental entities. Only LA City Council and Mayoral approval is
required to proceed.

Comment noted. In addition to approval by the Los Angeles City Council, the FAA must approve the
environmental impact statement and the Airport Layout Plan that is derived from the Master Plan.

SPC00133-14

Comment:

Response:

Local community leaders independently developed their own Alternative E without support from LAWA
consultants already being paid $1 million per month. Alternative E addresses Alt. D short comings. The
Mayor and LAWA remain unwilling to address this plan despite a Neighborhood Council request.

Please see Response to Comment SPC00035-4 regarding the residents' concept, Alternative E.

SPC00133-15

Comment:

Response:

The Riordan review period was more than a six months long. This time we will be required to inspect
the initial 12,000 page documentation for changes in addition to what we have been told will be 4,000-
8,000 additional pages covering Alternative D - all within 45 days! Numerous requests from all levels of
government and interest groups to extend the comment period have been rebuffed.

Comment noted. LAWA and FAA extended the public comment period on the Supplement to the Draft
EIS/EIR to a total of 120 days closing on November 7, 2003. In addition to nine public hearings held in
August, three public hearings were held in October, 2003.
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SPCO00133-16

Comment:

Response:

The enclosed CD contains numerous annotated named documents including a Powerpoint presentation
on the history of LAX development, Alternative D, and Alternative E.

There are many nuances to this dollar give-away.

Comment noted. The CD referenced in the comment was not submitted as part of this comment letter.
However, a CD with comments on the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR and Addendum to the Draft LAX
Master Plan was submitted by Mr. Schneider at the Public Hearing held on October 25, 2003 at the
EPIC Center/Olympic Swim Stadium. The comments presented in this CD are identified as comment
letter SPC00309. Responses to these comments are provided in the Response to Comment letter
SPCO00309.

SPC00134 Ho, Ping UCLA Collaborative Centers for  8/15/2003

Integrative Medicine

SPC00134-1

Comment:

Response:

Mayor Hahn's LAX Master Plan Proposal simply trades one security hazard for another. If safety is the
primary motivation for this proposal, then it falls seriously short of its promises.

A recent Rand Corp. study has indicated that congregating all commercial passengers in one location
increases the risk and harm to a greater number of people by a terrorist attack.

The proposal creates a major loophole. The added inconvenience of additional time required to be
screened and transported to the airline terminals encourages business and wealthy travelers to engage
private business jets, charters, and fractional share aircraft for transportation. These general aviation
options are not regulated as strictly as commercial aircraft nor are the aircraft or their passengers
screened for security purposes at LAX or any general aviation airport in the area.

| urge Los Angeles World Airports (LAWA) to thoughtfully consider the risks of this proposal and to
address the lack of security at the general aviation passenger access to LAX at the Imperial entrance.
In addition, encourage the FAA to increase security standards nationwide for access to all general
aviation areas and other airports with general aviation traffic.

Please see Response to Comment SPFA00001-1.

SPC00135 Hamilton, Patricia None Provided

SPC00135-1

Comment:

Response:

These are my thoughts as presented yesterday 8/23/03 at the public hearing in Westchester's Furama
Hotel on the modernization plan for Los Angeles International Airport.

See Attached writing

Please see Responses to Comments below.
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SPC00135-2

Comment:

Lax's Current Plan for Expansion

Technology for the future cannot be predicted at this time so the coast involved to build the new Airport
Plan cannot be estimated today - which is only a rough estimate -

Response:
Comment noted.

SPCO00135-3

Comment:
Our lives here in the United States changed on 9/11 Security and Time is of the Essence The Rand
Corporation and the Airlines have given some helpful information for modernization security at the
airport.

Response:
Comment noted.

SPCO00135-4

Comment:
Nine years and million of dollars have already been spent on un-practical plans without taking into
consideration -- The Big Picture -- A Regional Solution --
To enlarge LAX on the small and confined acreage including off-site check in facility in this metropolitan
area should not be an option.
For serious safety, security, efficiency and convenience the City of Los Angeles should follow the lead
of the major Cities in the United States, Europe and Asia by using larger acreages outside of
metropolitan areas. Los Angeles already owns larger acreages in Palmdale and Ontario. These Airfields
should be developed and enlarged with connecting Metro-Link-Rail Transportation Systems to
accommdate the new Jumbo Jets that will hold 500 passengers that are already in the planning stages.
More people's lives could be spared in the event of this type of catastrophe that has already occured on
9/11 in New York City.

Response:
The content of this comment is identical to comment SPHF00063-3; please refer to Response to
Comment SPHF00063-3.

SPC00136 Culjat, Martin None Provided 8/22/2003

SPC00136-1

Comment:

With the ITC in place, two of the greatest assets in the area are being overlooked: The Union - Station -
LAX train tracks, and the Green Line.

- Plans should be made to accomodate a Metrolink -type train station adjacnt to either the ITC or GTC.
Such a train line is inevitable as LA County's rail system continues to grow and quick transfers between
LAX and Union Station are increasingly desired.
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Response:

- Plans should also be made to accomodate a Green Line extension north through LAX to Westchester,
connecting westsiders to the rail system.

Comment noted. The Green Line Aviation station serves the purpose suggested by the commentor for
Union Station access, albeit more circuitous than a direct line through Westchester. Alternative D would
not preclude such a line in the future.

SPC00137 Larson, Cathy None Provided 8/21/2003

SPCO00137-1

Comment:

It is essential that Los Angeles World Airports review its current Master Plan Proposal.

Although, Mayor Hahn's LAX Master Plan Alternative was intended to focus on "safety and security"
issues, it has become apparent that there are very serious flaws in this proposal.

A recent Rand Corp. study, has indicated that congregating all commercial passengers in one location
increases the risk and harm to a greater number of people by a terrorist attack.

The added inconvenience of additional time required to be screened and transported to the airline
terminals encourages business and wealthy travelers to engage private business jets, charters, and
fractional share aircraft for transportation. These general aviation options are not regulated as strictly as
commercial aircraft nor are the aircraft or their passengers screened for security purposes at LAX or
any general aviation airport in the area.

Response:

Please see Response to Comment SPFA00001-1.
SPC00137-2
Comment:

Response:

This Plan would also drastically alter traffic patterns. As a resident of Santa Monica, | am well aware
that the majority of travelers who live in the North Western area including Santa Monica, Pacific
Palisades, Marina del Rey, Venice, Playa del Rey, Topanga, and Malibu access LAX via Lincoln Blvd
and other surface streets. | would imagine a similar situation exists from communities accessing LAX
from the South Western area.

Will all this traffic be routed through residential areas of Westchester? That probably doesn't sound very
appealing to that community. Or perhaps be forced to use the 405 Freeway which already doubles as
the largest parking lot in the world?

Alternative D traffic from the north would be directed on 1-405, although traffic could use arterial streets
such as La Cienega and Sepulveda Boulevards. Traffic will not be routed through residential areas.

Surface transportation impacts and mitigation measures were addressed in Section 4.3, Surface
Transportation, of the Draft EIS/EIR and Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, with supporting technical
data and analyses provided in Technical Reports 2 and 3 of the Draft EIS/EIR and Technical Reports S-
2a and S-2b of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR.
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SPC00137-3

Comment:

| urge Los Angeles World Airports (LAWA) to thoughtfully consider the risks of this proposal and to
address the lack of security at the general aviation passenger access to LAX at the Imperial entrance.
In addition, encourage the FAA to increase security standards nationwide for access to all general
aviation areas and other airports with general aviation traffic.

Response:
Comment noted. The FAA is working with airport operators across the country in conjunction with the
Transportation Security Administration to enhance the security of LAX and the other airports in the
United States.

SPCO00137-4

Comment:
Also, any future change in LAX design that alters auto access must include traffic mitigation measures
that don't exacerbate an already significant problem.

Response:
Comment noted. The analysis was conducted to ensure that mitigation measures do not exacerbate
existing problems.

SPCO00138 McCaw Jr, Fred None Provided 8/20/2003

SPC00138-1

Comment:
Attached you will find my letter to Antelope Valley Press regarding my opinion and concern in the
master plan proposal to expand LAX to meet aviation growth demand.
As a citizen of Antelope Valley, | would like to express my opinion and hoping that your good office
would provide the City of Los Angeles the best plan and recommendation to include Palmdale Regional
Airport. The success and failure of Mayor Hahn's master plan is in your good hands including the future
of Antelope Valley.
I will pray to our Greatest Architect of the Universe to keep you steadfast in your decisions.

Response:
Comment noted. Please see Topical Response TR-RC-5 regarding the role of Palmdale in a regional
solution.

SPCO00138-2

Comment:

Palmdale Regional Airport

Mayor James Hahn mega bucks proposal of 9 Billion Dollars to renovate LAX would be another blow to
Los Angeles taxpayers. However, for the sake of security and environmental impact to the City of Los
Angeles, the Palmdale Regional Airport should be considered as an alternative solution to solve over
congestion in LAX. Let us built an infrastructure, such as speed rail transportation from LAX to Palmdale
Regional Airport. We can move the Cargo Airlines from LAX to relieve some of the 3.1 million tons of
cargo and some of the 8 million passengers each year to Palmdale Regional Airport. Proper planning
can control traffic congestion and smog pollution.

Los Angeles International Airport 3-6379 LAX Master Plan Final EIS/EIR Responses to Comments



3. Comments and Responses

Response:

It's about time that a Mayor of Los Angeles and members of the City Council includes Palmdale
Regional Airport to meet the growth of aviation demand in Los Angeles. Thanks to Mayor Mike Gordon
of El Segundo for supporting the utilization of Palmdale Regional Airport. | also wish to thank our
County Supervisor Mr. Mike Antanovich for his long time support of using Palmdale Regional Airport.

May | suggest to Mr. David B. Kessler of AICP, US Department of Transportation, Federal Aviation
Administration and Jim Richie, City of Los Angeles, Los Angeles World Airports, LAX Master Plan Office
to use their professional and unbiased non-political decisions to include Palmdale Regional Airport in
the master plan expansion of LAX.

If the master plan to include Palmdale Regional Airport fails, it would be time for the citizens of Antelope
Valley to purchase Palmdale Regional Airport from Los Angeles. If this also failed, we should legally
claim this land, since LAX has no use for it. Then and only then, we would be free from the politicians of
Los Angeles City and would be able to determine the destiny of our airport.

Comment noted. No county or taxpayer monies will be used for on-airport improvements at LAX.
Please see Topical Response TR-RC-3 regarding planned high-speed rail in the region. Cargo cannot
be moved arbitrarily. LAWA is working with the all-cargo airlines and LAX freight forwarders to
encourage the use of Palmdale, Ontario, and the other regional airports for cargo destined for or
originating near the other airports. LAWA cannot force these companies to use Palmdale. Much of
LAX's existing competitive advantage is due to the foresight of the City thirty to forty years ago building
sufficient facility capacity to handle long-term growth in aviation demand. As the first jet facility in the
region, it was already well established by the time the region had grown enough to support a multiple
airport system. Many businesses in the region that depend on air transportation chose to locate near
LAX and made substantial investments in facilities and improvements. Airlines and other service
providers have supported LAX by making major commitments to this facility. The unamortized
investments in facilities at LAX and the cost of relocation will make wholesale movements of cargo
flights unlikely in the near-term. Please see Topical Response TR-RC-5 regarding LAWA's efforts to
encourage operations at Palmdale, planned improvements at the airport and nearby roadways by
LAWA and Caltrans, and the master plan update that is currently underway.

SPC00139 Border, Claudia None Provided 8/7/2003

SPCO00139-1

Comment:

Response:

Additional Comments: Do we need to have another attack to be more proactive for our citizens?

I'm also worried about the safety of Santa Monica Airport, they could start entering there and cause
trouble.

Comment noted.

SPC00139-2

The remainder of this comment letter is identical to form letter SPFA; please refer to the response to
form letter SPFA.
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SPC00140 Harewood, Adrian None Provided 8/21/2003

SPC00140-1

Comment:

Response:

Although, Mayor Hahn's recent proposed LAX Master Plan Alternative was intended to focus on "safety
and security" issues, it has become apparent that there are very serious flaws in this proposal.

A recent Rand Corp. study has indicated that congregating all commercial passengers in one location
increases the risk and harm to a greater number of people by a terrorist attack.

The added inconvenience of additional time required to be screened and transported to the airline
terminals encourages business and wealthy travelers to engage private business jets, charters, and
fractional share aircraft for transportation. This will detrimentally effect the increase of the already
overwhelming air traffic related noise and air pollution from jet fuel exhaust at smaller airports adjacent
to family oriented residential communities (such as Santa Monica Airport).

In addition, these general aviation options are not regulated as strictly as commercial aircraft nor are the
aircraft or their passengers screened for security purposes at LAX or any general aviation Airport in the
area. Based on media reports and our personal experience with Santa Monica airport, the increasingly
larger commercial jets are pushing the limits of utilizing the smaller and unregulated airports, which
leaves a dangerous and gaping hole in our nations aviation security apparatus.

We urge Los Angeles World Airports (LAWA) to thoughtfully consider the risks of this proposal and to
address the lack of security at the general aviation passenger access to LAX at the Imperial entrance.
In addition, encourage the FAA to increase security standards nationwide for access to all general
aviation areas and other airports with general aviation traffic.

The Draft EIS/EIR and Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR addressed noise impacts in Section 4.1, Noise,
and Section 4.2, Land Use, and air quality in Section 4.6, Air Quality. Supporting technical data and
analyses are provided in Appendix D, Appendix G, and Technical Reports 1 and 4 of the Draft EIS/EIR
and Appendix S-C, Appendix S-E and Technical Reports S-1 and S-4 of the Supplement to the Draft
EIS/EIR. In addition, please see Topical Response TR-SEC-1 regarding security-related aspects of the
comment.

General aviation security is maintained through the limited access of the general aviation facilities.
Fixed based operators, aircraft owners/operators and pilots work together to ensure safety of their
passengers. In the case of LAX, the general aviation facilities are physically separated from the
commercial passenger terminal areas to provide ease of operation by both and to limit security risks.
FAA and TSA are responsible for security standards related to general aviation and both agencies have
been addressing this issue in recent regulations that apply to the entire industry.

SPC00141 Lindstrom, Dean None Provided 9/8/2003

SPC00141-1

Comment:

1. One of the first things we should have learned from the terrorist attack of 9/11/01 is that enlarging
LAX will make it a more desirable target, Spreading the flights and passengers to other areas would
make an attack less likely.

2. Establishing a check-in facility in Manchester Square, makes that a good target for terrorists; adding
the 2 mile trams also adds inviting and easy targets.
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Response:

3. This does tend to make the buildings less vulnerable at the expense of increased vulnerability for the
people.

Comment noted.

SPC00141-2

Comment:

4. The traffic congestion on the 405 and 105 freeways and in the check-in area will be significantly
increased, causing many problems.

Response:

Please see Topical Response TR-ST-2 regarding traffic impacts of Alternative D.
SPCO00141-3
Comment:

Response:

5. The destruction of facilities and construction of new ones is a terrible waste of money with no
significant improvement in operations.

LAX Master Plan - Alternative D will enhance safety and security at The Airport. Please see Chapter 2
of the Final EIS/EIR for a discussion on Purpose and Need. Increased LAX airport safety is considered
to be an improvement. Airfield safety would be improved through the addition of center parallel
taxiways between the runways reducing the likelihood of runway incursions. This is one example of a
direct benefit to airfield safety provided by the LAX Master Plan. Demolishing the existing parking
garages in the CTA and replacing them with new, larger terminals will benefit passenger convenience
by improving the passenger processing efficiency. Alternative D would separate commercial and
private vehicle landside components from the passenger terminal facilities and gates in CTA
eliminating the threat of blast in close proximity to large congregations of queuing passengers at
functions such as ticketing and baggage claim. Overall increases in safety, security, efficiency and
convenience are all improvements to LAX operations.

SPC00141-4

Comment:

Response:

6. Expansion to the east will have a major impact on the citizens east of the airport.

The Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR addressed environmental justice in Section 4.4.3, Environmental
Justice, with supporting technical data and analyses provided in Appendix S-D. Please see Response
to Comment SAL00004-9 regarding expansion to the east.

SPC00141-5

Comment:

Response:

7. A very important factor making this such a terrible waste of time and money is the fact that population
growth in Southern California is north toward Palmdale and east to Riverside and San Bernardino. Long
before the LAX expansion is complete, airport expansion in those areas will be necessary, Where does
that money come from?

Comment noted. Alternative D for LAX, as detailed in the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, emphasizes
safety and security improvements, rather than capacity increases. By not increasing the capacity of
LAX, it is incumbent on the other airports in the region to serve a larger percentage of the regional
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demand. Master plan updates are currently underway for both Ontario and Palmdale airports. The
master plans will recommend improvements to address the projected demand. Expansion at Ontario,
Palmdale, or any of the other regional airports will not negate the need for modernization of LAX. The
proposed LAX Master Plan improvements will be funded with a combination of monies from FAA Airport
Improvement Fund grants, passenger facility charges, general airport revenue and airline fees. The
funding for the proposed LAX projects will not reduce the monies available for other regional airport
expansions.

Also, please see Topical Response TR-RC-5 regarding the role of Palmdale in a regional solution.

SPCO00141-6

Comment:

8. One of the biggest things lacking in this plan is Common Sense.

9. No other major airport is located in the middle of the city. Cities around the world have expanded and
built new airports, but not in the middle of the city. Check Hong Kong, Milan, ltaly, and Munich,
Germany for examples.

Response:
Comment noted.
SPC00141-7
Comment:
10. It is clear that this is a plan where special interests will make a lot of money, rather than a plan to
improve airport transportation and its impact on the surrounding community.
Response:
Comment noted.
SPC00142 Prestegui, Yaneth Lennox Academy School 9/13/2003
SPC00142-1
Comment:
| represent the Lennox Academy School
When airplanes pass, car alarms sound there is to much sand everywhere and the noice is so loud. So
fix this place and just make a useful time for airplanes to pass.
Response:

Comment noted. Lennox Math, Science & Technology High School Academy (located at 4125 West
105th Street) is a new school as of August 13, 2003 and is the former Whelan Elementary School as
identified in the Draft and Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. The impacts on the Lennox Math, Science &
Technology High School Academy as Whelan Elementary School (Grid Cell ID code PBS 123) were
addressed in Section 4.1, Noise, and Section 4.2, Land Use, of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR.
Supporting technical data and analyses are provided Appendix S-C1 and Technical Report S-1 of the
Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. Under the terms of the "Settlement Agreement," the City of Los
Angeles awarded approximately $2.5 million to the Lennox School District to use for sound insulation of
affected schools within the 65 CNEL and the Lennox School District agreed to allow an avigation
easement deeming their schools compatible with the airport under Title 21 provisions. Schools
significantly impacted by aircraft noise impacts that result in classroom disruption will receive sound
insulation to reduce interior noise levels to the applicable threshold noise level, unless the school is
subject to an existing avigation easement. Please see Topical Response TR-N-4 regarding noise
mitigation and Topical Response TR-N-7 regarding noise abatement measures/enforcement.
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SPC00142-2

Comment:
Also at night when airplanes pass they don't let us sleep. Make a useful time for airplanes to pass.

Response:

Comment noted. There is no curfew at LAX. However, since the early 1970's, between midnight and
6:30 a.m., and winds permitting, Air Traffic Control converts to an over-ocean operations mode whereby
both arrivals and departures fly over the ocean. Although this is a preferred method of operation during
the late nighttime window, there is no ban on flight operations to the east of the airport. Even during
over-ocean operations, individual pilots can and do request east takeoffs. LAWA has recently initiated a
Request For Qualifications to prepare a 14 CFR Part 161 Study for Los Angeles International Airport.
LAWA is seeking to establish a partial curfew at LAX that would prohibit the easterly departure of all
discretionary aircraft, with certain exemptions, between the hours of 12:00 Midnight to 6:30 a.m. when
LAX is in Over-Ocean Operations. During a recent 18-month period, 82 jets departed to the east when
over-ocean procedures were in effect, an average of about one per week. When over-ocean
procedures are not practicable for reasons of adverse weather or winds (as defined in Section 4, of
LAWA's Aircraft Noise Abatement Operating Restrictions), aircraft will continue to depart to the east
between midnight and 6:30.

For a detailed explanation on sleep disturbance please see Section 4.1, Noise, and Section 4.2, Land
Use with supporting technical data and analyses in Appendix S-C and Technical Report S-1 of the
Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. Please see Topical Response TR-N-4 regarding noise mitigation,
Topical Response TR-N-5 regarding nighttime aircraft operations and TR-N-8 regarding noise based
vibration. Additionally, please see Topical Response TR-N-7 regarding noise abatement
measures/enforcement and particularly Subtopical Response TR-N-7.1, regarding enforcement of noise
rules (over-ocean, early turns, Stage 2 cockpit procedure), Subtopical Response TR-N-7.2, regarding
responsibility for enforcement of noise abatement rules, Subtopical Response TR-N-7.3, regarding
compliance with instrument departure procedures, Subtopical Response TR-N-7.4, regarding
exceptions to the noise rules and Subtopical Response TR-N-7.5, regarding fines for violations of noise
abatement procedures.

SPC00143 Williams, Ryan None Provided 9/13/2003

SPC00143-1

Comment:
I live in Culver City and work in Lennox. Rand shows that we should restrict growth to lessen LAX as a
target.

Response:
Comment noted. Please see Topical Response TR-SEC-1 regarding security-related aspect of the
comment.

SPC00143-2

Comment:
How dare the business community continue to exploit people of color in Lennox. We all know that this
"investment" in security leaves the door wide open for continued growth at LAX. Why are we investing 9
billion in LAX when we need to be redistributing the sound, environmental and medical burden to the
greater community. Anyone who supports spending money at LAX is slitting the throats of the immigrant
community that is the backbone of this community.
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Response:
Comment noted. Please see Topical Response TR-RC-1 regarding the LAX Master Plan role in the
regional approach to meeting demand and Topical Response TR-EJ-3 regarding environmental justice
and regional context.

SPC00144 Hartman, Randall None Provided 8/20/2003

SPC00144-1

Comment:
| am a Quality Assurance Inspector of aircraft maintenance for American Airlines. | have worked at LAX
in this capacity for the last 20 yrs as both an aircraft inspector and mechanic. | intimately see everyday
the problems LAX has gone through over the years, and the current problems it faces in trying to
maintain safety and security, and in dealing with increasing air traffic.

| have studied Mayor Hahn's plan for LAX thoroughly and quite honestly find it laughable. Nothing about
it makes any common sense in trying to solve the current, and future problems facing LAX. The only
logic for this plan, is to "make work" (since | think it is a waste of labor and resources) for the
construction firm(s) that will be doing this job. | wouldn't doubt that these contractors gave Hahn a heap
of money in his campaign for mayor.

First and foremost lets talk about security. Hahn' plan claims this will improve security at LAX. His plan
calls for having everyone check in at one central location and then "people-move" them to their gates.
THIS PLAN IS A TERRORIST DREAM! Yea, lets gather the massive crowds of people that go through
LAX and put them all in one area. Even a moron should be able to see that this isn't a very bright idea.
A suicide bomber then could mix in with this crowd before they check in, and wipe out a hell of a lot of
people.

Response:
Please see Response to Comment SPC00288-2 which discusses dispersion of people at the GTC.

SPC00144-2

Comment:

Hahn's plan would severely hamper the efficiency and order of LAX for an estimated 11 yrs, and that's if
they do it on schedule which rarely happens. This is 11 yrs of inconvenience to the passengers, airlines,
and vendors. The airline industry is already severely hurting financially and this will impact operations
here at LAX for 11 yrs. On top of that the cost of this massive project that will do nothing to improve
anything. It will be financed by higher air fares, and this will hamper the airlines, and also any business
that relies on air travel, like tourism, business travel, airport vendors, etc.. What is Hahn and all those
that support this thinking!?

Response:
The construction of various components of the Draft LAX Master Plan would be phased in a manner
that would minimize passenger, vendor and airline inconvenience. Please see Figure S3-15 in Chapter
3 of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR for a description of a conceptual summary schedule of
construction of components of the proposed master plan.

SPC00144-3

Comment:
Stop this insanity! You don't need to mess up LAX. You need to develop a regional approach to handle
air traffic around Los Angeles. Most of the people that work for the airlines, and those that fly that live in
the LA area, don't live near LAX! They live elsewhere and would be better served by airports like
Ontario, San Bernardino, Orange County, Burbank, and Palmdale. That is where you should expand,
and you can make improvements to LAX if needed, but don't do anything stupid and major, like move
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Response:

runways, or terminals, and make a centrally located check-in area. Most of my co-workers here at
American Airlines feel the same way. We don't need your so called "improvements".

Comment noted. LAWA only controls the operations and potential improvements at LAX, Ontario,
Palmdale, and Van Nuys airports. Other jurisdictions are responsible for developing the other regional
airports. Master plan updates are currently underway for both Ontario and Palmdale airports. The
master plans will recommend improvements to meet the projected demand. LAWA estimates that these
four facilities will handle approximately 97 MAP in 2015. Regional demand in excess of this amount will
have to be met by the other airports in the region or some of the excess demand will be diverted to
airports outside of the region and the balance of the demand will go unserved. LAWA has planned
Alternative D to be in compliance with SCAG's 2001 and Draft 2004 RTP allocations to LAX. Itis up to
the other regional airport operators to meet a larger percentage of the regional demand. For further
information regarding the role of the LAX Master Plan in a regional approach to meeting demand,
please see Topical Response TR-RC-1. Also, please see Topical Response TR-MP-2 regarding the
SCAG Regional Transportation Plan (RTP).

SPC00145 Goldklatt, Joseph None Provided

SPCO00145-1

Comment:

RT WING LOW B Attn: (K) LAX MASTER PLAN Public path Rt WING

Learning Center, Room 10-A 6661 Imperial Highway,

(B) Los Angeles, CA 90045 ES (13) Lb. (12) Lib (11) Lib

(3) Airports (E) (2) clerks Ontario 1 Airport Palmdale 1 Airport Mt. San Antonio 1 Learning Recource
(B6) Libraries (1) college r 36 1 clerk 1 clerk 1 airport van nuys 1 council Govt

(E) Sum 41 + 1 college *UCLA Henry J. Brunner sm LAX

d at www.laxmasterplan.org

* (y)or (all) of the volumes that comprise the Draft LAX master plan Addendum and/or Supplement to
the Draft EIS/EIR, please contact: Inc  phone: (323) 727-6868 nue FAX: (323) 727-6878 90040
Email: LAX@printcoonline.com

50.00 Mastercard only), money order, cashier's check or personal check any order

paid by personal check will be delayed until the check clears. ALL rGES.

(H) and are bound with 2- hole punch rings

(J) Sting of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR and Draft LAX Master plan entirety.

copy only 81/2x11,11x17 81/2x11 11x17

(1) volume totaling 1,165 pages. It does not include supporting appendices and $330.00 $281.00
$240.00

Draft EIS/EIR (paper copy only) 1 volume totaling 183 pages. Each Appendix provides

reference data which DRAFT EIS/EIR. The cost of each individual Appendix varies according to it
$190.00 $120.00 $105.00

to the draft EIS/EIR (paper only) of five (5) volumes totaling 2,626 pages. Each report represents ulate
the conclusions in the Supplement to the Draft EIR/EIS. The cost of summaries according to its total
page count 755.00 642.00 1596.00
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paper copy only - dendum consists of two (2) volumes totaling 749 pages this series of documents
responds to various Federal Aviation Administration requirements & mitigation. $340.00 $289.00
$246.00

D in color. If you purchase a document in black and white only the color pages may be difficult to
interpret Evelyn Y Quintanilla at (310) 646-7693 may be difficult to interpret.

LEFT WING Lf. WING 13 Libraries, John Wayne airport (1) and Federal (1) Aviation LF WING
Administration office of the Airport driven 1500 Aviation Blvd Hawthorne, CA 90261

SUM = (15)
The Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR can also be vi
purchase of documents: to request a copy "D"
printco Grap
2943 Supply
Los Angles,

payments may be made by: cash, credit card (visa a items are subject to california sales tax and freight
Note: this paper copy documents do not include a cov

Compact discs Four (4) Compact (CDs) C

Addendum described below in th

My Addendum (E.) (MA) (history company (exchange for CD'S 5 CD's total) 5 special for project
Supplement to DRAFT EIS/EIR CD

this document consists of technical reports

Appendices to the Supplement to the Appendices consists supports the supports the
Supplement total pages count

Technical Reports to the supplen. The technical report can technical anolysis used to individual
Technical re po

Draft LAX plan addendi The Draft LAX Master pla background and other rela for planning end technical
* portions of these documents were designed to be L

Si necesito assistencia en espanol. Favor comunicat

Response:

This is not a comment on the contents of the Draft EIS/EIR or Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR.
SPC00145-2
Comment:

Date Location

Monday, Oct. 20, 2003 Doubletree Hotel Von John

5:00pm - 9:00pm 880 Montebello Blvd. Prof. GoldKlatt
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Rosemead, CA 91170 Between 6:00-7:00 pm
Wednesday, Oct. 22, 2003 Granada Hills Charter H.S Von
5:00pm - 9:00pm 10535 Zulzah Ave Prof. Stratchie

Granada Hills, CA 91344 Between 8:00 - 9:00

Saturday-Oct 25, 2003 EPIC Center Von Prof Ernst Frito S.
9:00am - 1:00pm 39806 Menlo Avenue or Shchegor
Los Angeles, CA 90037 Between 8:00-12:00am/pm

Response:
This is not a comment on the contents of the Draft EIS/EIR or Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR.

SPC00146 Stoller, Herman None Provided 7/7/2003

SPCO00146-1

Comment:
| VOTED FOR YOU BUT I'M SORRY | DID THE ACTION.

YOUR PLAN TO SPEND $9.6 BILLION ON AIRPORT MODERNIZING IS WASTFUL.

Response:
Comment noted.

SPC00146-2

Comment:

WHAT THE CITIZENS NEED IS A TRAIN TO LAX AS E.G. ATLANTA, BART (S.F.), N.YC IS
BUILDING ONE.

Response:
Comment noted. Please see Topical Response TR-ST-5 regarding the rail/transit plan.

SPC00146-3

Comment:
PLEASE FOCUS ON MOVING TWO PARALLEL RUNWAYS ON THE SO SIDE OF THE AIRFIELD
FARTHER APART. | WAS ON A PLANE WHEREBY WE HAD A NEAR MISS.

Response:

The commentor correctly stated the need for re-configuration of the runways in the south airfield
complex. All of the Master Plan build alternatives including Alternative D propose a center taxiway
between the closely spaced parallel runways and the purpose of the center taxiway is to enhance safe
aircraft operations and reduce the potential for runway incursions. Please see Response to Comment
SPHSP00003-3 regarding runway and taxiway configuration in the south airfield complex and
Response to Comment SPHO00004-9 regarding the need of a center taxiway between the parallel
runways to enhance safe aircraft operations and reduce the potential for runway incursions.
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SPCO00146-4

Comment:

Response:

WE NEED ADDITIONAL EFFICIENTCY IN THE USE OF OUR POLICE MANPOWER E.G. (1) DO WE
NEED TWO OFFICERS PER CAR DAY & NIGH SHIFTS? (2) DO WE NEED 2 AND 3 POLICE CAR
AT TRAFFIC ACCIDENT LOCATION? (3) WHY MOST TO CITY PAY TIME AND HALF TO POLICE
OFFICERS THAT APPEARS IN TRAFFIC COURT?

This is not a comment on the contents of the Draft EIS/EIR or Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR,
however the commentor's concerns and questions regarding existing police services are noted. The
Draft EIS/EIR and Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR addressed police services in Section 4.26.2, Law
Enforcement (CEQA), with supporting technical data and analyses provided in Technical Report 16b. of
the Draft EIS/EIR. The focus of the law enforcement analysis provided in these documents is on the
potential for the proposed LAX Master Plan to impact the environment.

SPC00146-5

Comment:

Response:

WHEN WILL THE CRA, M.T.A. AND OTHER DEPARTMENT STOP THEIR WASTEFUL SPENDING
AND BECOME MORE COST EFFECTIVE.

YOUR THE LEADER OF THE BAND. HOW ABOUT SOME COMMON BUSINESS SENSE IN
LEADERSHIP?

P.S. AREPLY WOULD BE APPRECIATED

This is not a comment on the contents of the Draft EIS/EIR or Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR.
Responses to individual comments included in this comment letter are provided above.

SPC00147 Rosenberger, Paul None Provided 7/13/2003

SPC00147-1

Comment:

Response:

Although admirable in many respects, your airport plan does not address the traffic congestion that is
already paralyzing the 405 virtually around the clock, much of it attributable to the airport traffic. As the
airport capacity expands, this problem will become catastrophic.

Comment noted. Alternative D does not expand the capacity of the airport beyond the No Action/No
Project Alternative. Also, the percentage of traffic on the 1-405 Freeway that is related to the airport is
actually relatively small. Nonetheless, Section 6 of Technical Report S-2b of the Supplement to the
Draft EIS/EIR discusses project impacts on the freeway system and regional arterial streets and
proposes a mitigation plan. Although the Draft EIS/EIR and Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR must
account for existing traffic congestion in their analyses, only significant impacts to traffic directly caused
by the project can be mitigated by the project.

SPC00147-2

Comment:

The current plan calls for passengers to be processed at a central baggage screening facility, after
which they board buses to be transported to their departure terminals.
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A much better alternative is to have multiple regional facilities (down town LA, the valley, Orange
county, etc.) and bus passengers from there to the terminals. As long as passengers have to board a
bus, they might as well board it where it is convenient to their home location. This may be more
expensive in the short run, but would pay huge dividends in passenger convenience, traffic reduction,
and avoidance of extremely expensive freeway expansion.

Please give consideration to this important issue as you refine your air port modernization plan.

Response:
The concept suggested by the commentor is included in Alternative D. As was indicated on page 4-252
of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, Alternative D includes an expanded FlyAway service which will
provide the same services that are suggested, at locations throughout the region. Please see
Response to Comment SAL00004-27, regarding potential locations for a future FlyAway service.

SPC00148 Allen, Lucille None Provided

SPC00148-1

Comment:
We are writing to ask you to increase the minimum public comment period for the LAX Master Plan,
Alternative D, from 45 days to 180 days because 45 days is simply too little time for public review and
comment. Fairness to all interested parties requires adequate time to receive, review and comment on
such an important document that will affect everyone in the city of Los Angeles and well beyond.
We therefore urge you to increase the public review period to 180 days.

Response:
Comment noted. LAWA and FAA extended the public comment period on the Supplement to the Draft
EIS/EIR to a total of 120 days closing on November 7, 2003. In addition to nine public hearings held in
August, three public hearings were held in October, 2003.

SPC00149 Kom, Tony None Provided 8/18/2003

SPC00149-1

Comment:
LAX MASTER PLAN - SPENDS 9 BILLION PLUS TO:
- Tear Down Airport Structures Possibly Not Yet Even Paid For

Response:
Alternative D would improve the level of safety and security in the most efficient manner possible. The
demolition of some structures to be replaced by new, more modern, safer and more secure facilities is
considered to be a cost effective method of improving the safety and security of LAX passengers. The
existing infrastructure at LAX would be retained and reused to the greatest extent possible without
sacrificing airport safety and security.

SPC00149-2

Comment:
- Concentrate Airport Congestion

Response:

Comment noted.
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SPC00149-3

Comment:

Response:

- Promote Traffic Gridlock

Comment noted.

SPC00149-4

Comment:

Response:

- Make LAX the Most Inconvenient Airport in the World

The content of this comment is identical to Comment SPHF00051-4; please refer to Response to
Comment SPHF00051-4.

SPC00149-5

Comment:

Simply moves Airport Congestion & Likely Point of Terrorist Attack to another more congested site
without equal replacement parking and still further away from Green Line to Blue Line to Red Line and
Urban Destinations. Is it really convenient to go to Park and Ride Lots in Long Beach, Norwalk &
Inglewood and ride busses to Manchester Square Airport Security Center?

Response:
Comment noted. Alternative D would disperse the traffic that is now concentrated at the CTA to three
locations: the new GTC, ITC, and RAC facilities. Therefore, none of the three future passenger areas
would have to accommodate as much activity as would the CTA, if Alternative D is not constructed.
Also, people using any future FlyAway stations, including in Long Beach, Norwalk, and Inglewood,
would have direct access to the CTA, bypassing the GTC. Please see Topical Response TR-SEC-1
regarding security issues.

SPC00149-6

Comment:

Our past leaders were visionary in buying a large airport site at Palmdale. Tokyo, Seoul, Hong Kong
and Washington D.C. all built new larger International Airports far from their cities. Most now use old
airports for Domestic Flights Only. Transit Links to other Airports and Cities.

HOW TO SPEND LESS AND GET MORE....a possible Alternative Plan

LOS ANGELES AIRPORTS AND RAIL TRANSIT SCHEME * *

As lllustrated with Detailed Map - Plans & Text shown on Large Display Boards. ( Prevented from
Showing at Airport Public Hearing)

* New Secure Los Angeles International Airport at Palmdale

With all passenger and baggage screening and check -in features now in LAX Master Plan Using only a
small portion of this vast site.

Links Palmdale Metrolink Station (uc) with one-mile Elevated Airport Tram connecting to Security
Center for Passenger and Luggage Screening, Flight Check-In and Baggage Check.
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Continuing Tram to Huge International Terminal and on to even larger Domestic Terminal for
Connecting Flights.

2.5 Mile Elevated Tram Loop from Terminals to Parking, Bus, Taxi and Car Rental Lots; to Security
Center; and Metrolink Station.

500 acres of Open Parking Lots with approximately 50 to 70 thousand Car Capacity. 180 acres for Bus
and Taxi Terminals and Car Rental Lots.

Existing Metrolink Travel Time from Union Station to Lancaster is 1 hour and 40 minutes. Would be less
from Red Line/Metrolink Station to Palmdale Airport and even less by car on 14 Freeway.

Transit Travel Time to Airport could be greatly reduced by (1) Better Track Alignment improved Rail
Roadbed (3) Grade Separation (4) Double Tracking and (5) Electrification.

Response:
The content of this comment is identical to comment SPC00081-6; please refer to Response to
Comment SPC00081-6.

SPC00149-7

Comment:
* Los Angeles Westchester Domestic Airport at LAX
Linked by Terminals Tram to Metro Rail Line. Possible Security Check Point at Tram Station.
Airport Conference Center & Corporate Jet parking at now Tom Bradley International Terminal.
Retain all LAX Terminals, Parking Structures and Runways as they now exist.
LAX Flights Actually Reduced. No Homes or Businesses Taken.
* Easy Rail Transit to ALL Los Angeles Airports.
Including Direct Metro Rail between LAX and Burbank Airports.
Only 15 miles of new Metro Rail lines could link Green Line and LAX to Burbank Airport and Metrolink
Rail Line to Palmdale Airport.
Two mile Red Line Valley Metro Rail Extension to Burbank Airport Terminal. Then one mile more to new
Antelope Valley Metrolink Station and Rail Transit Service to L.A. Int. Airport at Palmdale. Also
increases low income workers access to large nearby affordable housing stock.
Ebony Metro Rail Line from Union Station to Wilshire-Western Stub. Then 12 miles to LAX. Subway
down Crenshaw Blvd. and Elevated on MTA owned railroad right-of-way to Century/Aviation Station
Link with LAX Airport Terminals Tram. Ending at Green Line Light Rail Aviation Station. Bay Area BART
elevated everywhere except in Downtown City Areas.
Long Beach Airport Alternative Terminal Transit Links to Long Beach Blue Line Light Rail.
Now no direct rail access to Ontario Airport. Alternative Plan has new Ontario Airport Stations on
Riverside and San Bernardino Metrolink Lines with Transit Links to Airport Terminal.

Response:

Please see Topical Response TR-ST-5 regarding the rail/transit plan.
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SPCO00150 Durazo, Maria None Provided 9/10/2003

SPC00150-1

Comment:
Suggestion: Please next time, NO CHILDREN

| am a resident of Westchester, who attended the airport meeting on August 23. | couldn't hear the
speakers because two children chattered throughout the meeting.

The children would not stop talking, even though the union representatives told their children to be
quiet. This did no good, in fact, the two small girls were asked to be quiet about a dozen times, but
never stopped talking for a second, until finally at the break they were taken out. It was unbelievably
rude not to keep them quiet or take them out of the room during the meeting.

In addition, three other children in this group played a game for quite awhile which was distracting, also
disruptive to trying to hear the speakers. No attempt was made to stop the game or ask these children
to go outside.

We all want to hear every speaker at the meeting. I'm sure the union wants its message to be heard--it
was a shame their own noisy children prevented us from hearing their message too.

Next meeting, please, no children.

Response:
Comment noted.
SPC00151 Bharadwa, Mina None Provided 8/23/2003
SPCO00151-1
Comment:
My name is Mina Bharadwa. | am a local realtor | live & work in Westchester.
| support Alternative E as devised by local residents.
Manchester Square should be convention centre or park.
The check in facility should be relocated to airport land at corner of Aviation and Century
Response:
Please see Response to Comment SPC00035-4 regarding the residents' concept, Alternative E.
SPCO00151-2
Comment:
The Regional solution needs to be investigated. People who do not live in LA County should pay
surcharge especially Orange County residents where they do not want El Toro to be a regional airport.
Response:

Comment noted. LAX is a public facility and is supported by grants from the FAA. ltis illegal to charge
different fees to users of the same facility and thus discriminate among users.
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SPC00152 MacJenneth, Patti Los Angeles Convention and 8/23/2002

Visitors Bureau

SPCO00152-1

Comment:

Regretfully, | was unable to stay for the balance of the public hearing meeting at the Furama Hotel. |
would appreciate it if you could include my comments (attached).

Response:
Please see Response to Comment below.

SPC00152-2

Comment:
On behalf of the Los Angeles Convention & Visitors Bureau, I'm here to speak in support of the LAX
Masterplan.
Our organization represents LA's tourism industry, the second largest industry in L.A. providing over
240,000 jobs. Last year, tourism injected $11.8 billion in direct visitor spending.
LA's growth as a top travel destination is largely due to LAX which provides easy access & competitive
airfares from all major cities around the world.
In today's environment, competition for the visitor is fierce. Travelers today have more choices than ever
before in history. They can choose airports such as Phoenix, SFO and Las Vegas that have updated
facilities.
We are here to underscore the core elements of this plan.
1. To provide a safe and secure facility - which ultimately benefits all travelers and the surrounding
community.
2. To modernize the airport in order for LAX to maintain its standing as a premier international gateway.
3. To recognize that a regionalized system is the long-term solution to Southern California's increasing
air travel demand.

Response:
Comment noted.

SPC00153 Leighton, Andrew None Provided 8/28/2003

SPC00153-1

Comment:

Please register my opposition to Master Plan LAX. The proposed changes will do little to increase
airline safety. They will in fact, set up an increase in passanger capacity - an issue opposed by all the
neighboring communities for reasons of increased traffic as well as noise and air polution. We here in
the South Bay continue to ask why other regional airports are not asked to increase their capacity.
Finally, the price tag ($9 billion plus?) is much too high. During these fiscally trying times, couldn't that
money be better spent on something else?
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Response:

Comment noted. Alternative D has several features designed to improve LAX safety and security. For
example, the addition of center parallel taxiways on both the north and south airfields would reduce the
potential for runway incursions. Improvements to airport security are also included in the Alternative D
design such as the prohibition of private vehicle traffic in the CTA where large groups of passengers
typically queue at functions such as ticketing and baggage claim.

As described in Chapter 3 of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, facilities associated with Alternative
D are designed to constrain passenger activity level to 78.9 MAP, which is equivalent to the No
Action/No Project Alternative. Alternative D would also encourage other regional airports to increase
their capacity or take on a larger share of the regional demand for air travel.

SPC00154 Butler, Viggo Los Angeles County Economic 8/28/2003

Development Corporation

SPCO00154-1

Comment:

Response:

Thank you for participating so actively in the LAEDC Critical Infrastructure Council's efforts to develop a
position on the LAX Master Plan. As you know, the Council is most concerned about the region's need
to meet its growing demand for airport capacity and the functionality and ease of use of its airports for
travelers and cargo. Based upon the presentation by Ted Stein, President of the LAWA Airport
Commission, we would appreciate your response to the following questions:

Comment noted. Please see Responses to Comments below.

SPCO00154-2

Comment:

Response:

1) What flexibility exists in Alternative D to enable LAX to grow beyond 78 MAP if other regional airports
prove unable to satisfy future demand for growth?

For LAX to safely and efficiently accommodate greater than 78.9 MAP after implementation of
Alternative D, other plans for LAX would need to be examined.

SPCO00154-3

Comment:

Response:

2) Why does Alternative D contemplate the Ground Transportation Center, Automated People Mover
and new Central Terminal Area as Phase | changes rather than projects to be considered in later
phases depending on the development of security technologies and TSA procedures?

Comment noted. The threat of a vehicle containing an explosive device at the terminal curbfront is
considered to be the greatest existing threat to LAX security. Constructing the GTC in the early phases
would eliminate this threat as quickly as possible. No existing technology would eliminate this threat. In
addition, construction of the GTC, APM, and CTA in the early phases would allow construction of other
components such as the West Satellite Concourse. The GTC, APM and CTA would be designed and
constructed to best utilize the most advanced security technology available. These facilities, as with all
Alternative D facilities, are designed to remain as dynamic as possible so that they may accommodate
improved security technology as it becomes available.
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SPC00154-4

Comment:

Response:

3) Why does Alternative D postpone the enhancement of Bradley Terminal upgrades to later phases
considering the age and growing obsolescence of the facility for international passengers?

The phasing plan for Alternative D proposes constructing a new central terminal facility in the areas
currently occupied by the parking structures in Phase one as described in Figure S3-15 in Chapter 3 of
the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. This facility provides additional/replacement Federal Inspection
Services that would process the increased passenger loads of an expanded Tom Bradley International
Terminal (TBIT). The current curb front configuration at TBIT is inadequate to accommodate significant
expansion, therefore the timing and phasing of the TBIT Modifications are planned after the completion
of the GTC.

SPC00154-5

Comment:

Response:

4) Why wouldn't Lot C be a better location for a Ground Transportation Center considering the following:
a. A location closer to LAX reduces the "security envelope" to be protected?

b. Reduction in distance and cost for the Automated People Mover System and any associated
baggage transport system?

c. Improved access to the GTC from already existing roadways and more distance from the 405 and
105 freeways to avoid "stack-up" of vehicles?

d. The ability to better stage the construction and development of the GTC.

e. The option of using Manchester Square as the consolidated rental car facility.

Lot C is not an ideal location for the GTC due to its proximity to the approach paths to runways 24L and
24R. Low flying aircraft on approach to these runways would limit not only the height of structures in
this area but also the height of construction equipment. Additionally, runway protection zones are
generally considered areas to avoid in constructing facilities where large numbers of people would be
passing through.

Please see Responses to Comments SPC00035-4 and SPC00035-6.
The security envelope would not be reduced because the RAC and ITC would still need to be secured.

The APM connects the RAC to the CTA as well as the GTC to the CTA. Switching the location of the
RAC and GTC would not reduce the distance the APM would travel.

Manchester Square provides a viable option for direct freeway access to the GTC facility. Potential
access options are delineated as potential mitigation measures. Internal airport roadways can be
developed east of Aviation Boulevard and west of La Cienega Boulevard to absorb approaching vehicle
traffic. The Sepulveda Tunnel is at or near capacity and adding additional capacity would be very
difficult. Finally, Sepulveda Boulevard remains as a major north/south arterial for local traffic and
greatly reduces the roadway capacity for passenger traffic.

Construction activity and staging would be better at Manchester Square. Potential crane activity would
be very limited on the approach paths to the north runway complex.

The consolidated rental car facility could work at Manchester Square however given its size and
configuration of Customer Facility Building it is better suited to the Lot C area where it is located

Los Angeles International Airport 3-6396 LAX Master Plan Final EIS/EIR Responses to Comments



3. Comments and Responses

between 96th and 98th Street adjacent to Airport Blvd. It has a lower level of automobile traffic than
that generated by the GTC and ITC facilities.

SPCO00154-6

Comment:

5) What are the estimated annual operating cost increases for LAX under Alternative D?

Response:
A cost analysis of this type has not been developed and is not required for the Master Plan or the
EIS/EIR.

SPC00154-7

Comment:
6) In order to finance Alternative D, what will be the increase in landing fees for LAX?

Response:
A cost analysis of this type is not required for the Master Plan or the EIS/EIR. The proposed master
plan improvements would be funded with a combination of FAA Airport Improvement Fund grants,
passenger facility charges, general airport revenue bonds, and other state/federal grants.

SPC00154-8

Comment:
7) If there will be three trains for the APM, how many tracks will be used?

Response:
There would be one track for each direction. Therefore, there would be one westbound track along 98th
Street, one eastbound track along Century Boulevard, and two tracks along Aviation Boulevard, one in
each direction.

SPC00154-9

Comment:
8) Will passengers be able to check in baggage at the GTC so they don't have to carry it on the APM?

Response:

As described in the Draft Master Plan Addendum, Skycap baggage check-in is anticipated to be a
function at the GTC allowing passengers to travel to the CTA via the APM without checked baggage.

SPC00154-10

Comment:

Response:

9) Will passengers be able to check in for flights at the GTC?

As described in the Draft Master Plan Addendum, E-Kiosk check-in is anticipated to be a function at the
GTC allowing passengers to check in for flights and obtain boarding passes prior to boarding the APM
for the CTA.
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SPCO00154-11

Comment:
10) What assumptions limit Flyaway Service to 5 MAP at LAX?

Response:
The Alternative D analysis did not limit service to 5 MAP. FlyAway bus trips were determined by
increasing existing FlyAway bus activity according to the expected increase in O&D passenger activity
through 2015. A further increase in activity was assumed due to the unique design of Alternative D,
which encourages FlyAway use by providing the only direct access to the CTA of any private or
commercial vehicles.

SPC00154-12

Comment:
We plan to finalize our position on the LAX Master Plan in the next few weeks and would appreciate
your response.
Response:
Comment noted. Please see Responses to Comments above.
SPCO00155 Everett, Eric None Provided 8/23/2003
SPC00155-1
Comment:
| am a stakeholder in the LAX plan for expansion. | need the LAX Master Plan Notification of Availability
(NOA) mailed to me. | seem to have misplaced the one we received a few weeks ago. Thank you for
your help.
Response:
Comment noted. A second copy of the Notice of Availability was mailed upon receipt of the author's
letter.
SPCO00156 Mego, Gordon None Provided 8/23/2003
SPC00156-1
Comment:
See "Attachments”
1) Copy of speech on LAX Airport, date Apr. 14, 2003, that | gave to the Board of Commissioners of
LAWA on May 6, 2003.
Response:
Please see Responses to Comments SPC00156-5 through SPC00156-17 below.
SPC00156-2
Comment:

2) Maps of LAX Airport on 81/2" X 14" sheet which shows the current layout and the Hahn proposal that
depicts the potential fallout of an explosion in the 'Manchester Square Area'.
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Response:
This comment does not raise or pertain to any environmental issues that are subject to NEPA or CEQA
review requirements. Notwithstanding, please see Topical Response TR-SEC-1, which addresses the
most frequently raised security-related issues pertaining to the design and ability of Alternative D to
enhance existing safety and security at LAX.

SPC00156-3

Comment:
3) L.A. Times Newspaper Article dated August 10, 2003 and entitled "Price of LAX Project Could Jump"

Response:
Comment noted.

SPC00156-4

Comment:
4) L.A. Times Newspaper article dated August 20, 2003 and entitled "Hahn's LAX Plan Draws County
Fire"

Response:
Comment noted.

SPC00156-5

Comment:

Hello! My name is Gordon Michael Mego, my address is 4535 141st Street and my phone # is (310)
675-8674. | am a native and resident of Hawthorne and the South Bay region since Oct. 8, 1952. And |
am a former aerospace engineer who has worked on the F-18 and the B-2 aircraft at Northrop Corp.,
the B-1 bomber at Rockwell Intl., and the C-17 transport at McDonnell Douglas from the mid 1970's to
the late 1980's.

| grew up in an era when propeller-driven airplanes were a common sight and sound. | flew aboard an
airliner for the first time in the late 1950's with TWA on a Lockheed Constellation plane that had a triple-
tail design and small air cond vents by the windows. It was an interesting experience on flights to and
from New York where the sister of my mother had lived in Brooklyn since the 1930's.

My father worked for American Airlines during the 1950's as a Senior and then Lead Mechanic who
always maintained the aircraft in nearly perfect flying condition.

On some occasions, | had the opportunity to see the behind-the-scenes activities at the airport,
including visits to the old control tower building with its Spanish-style-architecture.

Over the course of decades from the 1960's onward, | had the pleasure of flying aboard various aircraft
with different airlines. Of particular enjoyment was my trip to Washington D.C. where | stayed for eight
days in July of 1983 including the Washington Hotel near the White House, visited many places around
the historic capital, and rode on their fantastic Metro Rail system.

As the Los Angeles region, and especially the South Bay area, increased in residential population and
with various businesses, LAX Airport expanded the size and scope of its operations accordingly to meet
the demands of the growing region of So. Calif.

By the year 2000, LAX Airport had reached a level of 67 million passengers who traveled to various
destinations in the United States and around the world. While the annual capacity for passengers at the
facility is currently 78 million, there are proposals to increase the capacity to as much as 120 million.
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Response:

After the Sept. 11, 2001 tragedies in New York, Washington, D.C., Pennsylvania, and elsewhere, the
number of people who flew aboard commercial airliners was reduced by 10 to 25% depending on the
airline company. At LAX Airport, the annual level is down by 10% - 15%or approximately 52 million to
55 million passengers from the 2001 rate of 61 million.

Even at the current levels of airline flights, the residents of the South Bay area in Los Angeles County,
and especially in the City of Hawthorne, are experiencing and enduring significant amounts of air
pollution, loud noise, road traffic, population density, etc. which affect the quality of life for all the people
of the region.

Comment noted. The commentor is correct in noting that air travel declined at most US airports since
the September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks. LAX is showing a gradual recovery with a full recovery
expected. The Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR addressed the impact of September 11, 2001 in
Appendix S-B. The Draft EIS/EIR and Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR addressed air quality in Section
4.6, Air Quality; noise impacts in Section 4.1, Noise, and Section 4.2, Land Use; and traffic impacts in
Section 4.3, Surface Transportation and socio-economic issues, including population growth, are
addressed in Section 4.5, Induced Socio-Economic Impacts (Growth Inducement). Supporting technical
data and analyses are provided in Appendix D, Appendix G, and Technical Reports 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 of
the Draft EIS/EIR and Appendix S-C, Appendix S-E, and Technical Reports S-1, S-2, S-3, and S-4 of
the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. In addition, please see Topical Response TR-LU-1 regarding
quality of life.

SPC00156-6

Comment:

Response:

Of particular annoyance is the roaring sounds of engines from low-flying commercial aircraft which
occasionally traverse the skies of the South Bay area in an effort to shorten their travel from LAX
Airport. Pilots must be required to follow certain protocols with respect to flight paths, altitudes, etc. over
Hawthorne and other surrounding cities. Violations of these procedures should result in financial
penalties and/or restricted access to LAX Airport.

Comment noted. Aircraft operate in a complex environment and are regulated by a series of rules and
regulations and weather conditions of which LAWA has no control over. The pilot is in command of the
aircraft. And that aircraft is under the control of the FAA. As stated in LAWA's Aircraft Noise Abatement
Operating Procedures and Restrictions; It is not intended that any of the traffic or flight procedures
contained herein shall, in any manner, abrogate the authority and responsibility of the pilot in command
to assure the safe operation of the aircraft. Please see Subtopical Response TR-N-3.1 regarding South
Bay overflights. Additionally, please see Topical Response TR-N-7 regarding noise abatement
measures/enforcement and particularly Subtopical Response TR-N-7.1, regarding enforcement of noise
rules (over-ocean, early turns, Stage 2 cockpit procedure), Subtopical Response TR-N-7.2, regarding
responsibility for enforcement of noise abatement rules, Subtopical Response TR-N-7.3, regarding
compliance with instrument departure procedures, Subtopical Response TR-N-7.4, regarding
exceptions to the noise rules and Subtopical Response TR-N-7.5, regarding fines for violations of noise
abatement procedures. Additionally, noise abatement measures associated with early turn are
addressed in Section 4.1.5, Master Plan Commitments and Section 4.1.8, Mitigation Measures, of
Section 4.1, Noise, of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR.

SPCO00156-7

Comment:

There have been various proposals to expand LAX Airport which would increase the annual level of
passengers not only from the record high of 67 million to a maximum of 78 million, but even to as much
as 120 million. The proposals will essentially require moderate to major reconstruction of the airport of
the airport facility and significant destruction of residential neighborhoods in the area.
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Response:

For clarification, the facilities proposed as part of the LAX Master Plan could accommodate up to 97.9
MAP under Alternatives A and B, 89.6 MAP under Alternative C, or 78.9 MAP under Alternative D. The
passenger activity recorded for the Year 2000 was 67.3 MAP.

FAA and LAWA respectively disagree with the commentor's comment. Separate from the Master Plan,
the Manchester Square area is being acquired at the request of the residents, as was made public by
them during the 1997 Public Scoping Meetings for the EIS/EIR. Other residential areas that are
affected by the proposed project will have appropriate mitigation to reduce the impact of the proposed
project.

SPCO00156-8

Comment:

Response:

The Manchester Square area of Los Angeles, which is located between Century Blvd and Arbor Vital,
and between La Cienega and Aviation Blvds., is residential neighborhood that was mainly comprised of
single-family homes, which date back to the 1940's, and even included an elementary school which
served the surrounding community.

Los Angeles World Airports (LAWA) is currently in the process of acquiring property and demolishing
buildings in the Manchester Square area in order to build a passenger, check-in facility. If LAWA
achieves their goal of owning every property in the area, Manchester Square will cease to exist as a
residential neighborhood in the Los Angeles region where there is shortage of housing.

Since LAWA has not approved of any expansion plan for LAX Airport, it should cease further acquisition
of property in the Manchester Square area, resale purchased property to residential homeowners,
insulate homes that are currently available or eventually build, and reopen the public elementary and/or
middle schools for students.

Please see Response to Comment SPHF00001-4 regarding the acquisition of the Manchester Square
area to build a passenger check-in facility, and Subtopical Response TR-MP-3.5 regarding housing
needs.

SPC00156-9

Comment:

Response:

According to a proposal by Mayor James Hahn of Los Angeles, there would be a major transformation
of LAX Airport. It would involve tearing down some terminal buildings, and parking structures, building a
remote passenger check-in facility in the Manchester Square area of L.A. closing off the two-level inner
roadway to the general public, building a "People Mover" system to connect the remote facility with the
main port of the airport, moving and adding taxiways and runways, and other changes. The price tag for
this enormous project is approximately $10 billion that will surely increase during the years ahead.

Comment noted.

SPC00156-10

Comment:

As with previous efforts to expand or renovate LAX Airport, the new proposal is not an acceptable
solution for the South Bay region of Los Angeles County.

The implementation of any such changes would lead to increased levels of possible terrorism and other
criminal activity, of invasive security measures, of business slowdowns and failures, of unemployed
people, of various taxes, fees, etc., of vehicle traffic on streets and highways, of loud noise from more
aircraft, of air, land, and water pollution, and of population in the region.
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Response:

Comment noted. The Draft EIS/EIR and Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR addressed safety impacts in
Section 4.24.3, Safety; economic impacts in Section 4.4.1, Employment/Socio-Economics; traffic
impacts in Section 4.3, Surface Transportation; noise impacts in Section 4.1, Noise and Section 4.2
Land Use; air quality impacts in Section 4.6, Air Quality; water quality impacts in Section 4.7, Hydrology
and Water Quality; and population growth inducement in Section 4.5, Induced Socio-Economic Impacts
(Growth Inducement) . Supporting technical data and analyses is provided in Appendices D and G,
Technical Report 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 14 of the Draft EIS/EIR; and Appendix S-E, and Technical Reports
S-1, S-2, S-3, S-4, S-6, and S-9b of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR.

In addition, please see Topical Response TR-SEC-1 regarding security issues, Topical Response TR-
N-6 regarding noise increase, and Topical Response TR-ST-6 regarding neighborhood traffic impacts.

SPC00156-11

Comment:

Response:

The establishment of a remote check-in facility for airport passengers would greatly expand the overall
size of LAX that will stretch east to the 405 Fwy and substantially increase the residential and business
areas that could be affected by a major terrorist act, especially from a nuclear weapon or conventional
missile.

This comment does not raise or pertain to any environmental issues that are subject to NEPA or CEQA
review requirements. Notwithstanding, please see Topical Response TR-SEC-1, which addresses the
most frequently raised security-related issues pertaining to the design and ability of Alternative D to
enhance existing safety and security at LAX.

SPCO00156-12

Comment:

Response:

Without even considering the latest proposals for change at LAX the current security environments
creates the feeling of an armed encampment. The intrusive and invasive measures treat people in an
undignified manner and abusive ways as if they were criminals.

There is something quite wrong when elderly folks, soccer moms, various celebrities, government
officials, and other innocent people are forced to endure long delays, physical searches, shoe scans,
identity verification, personal background checks, luggage inspections (some without the consent and
presence of the owner), surveillance cameras, traffic and parking difficulties, and other situations.

Until LAWA implements an approach to security that is based upon reasonable suspicion and common
sense, there will be an increasing number of people who will not travel aboard commercial airliners or
spend money at businesses within the airport and around the region.

As if the effects of Sept. 11, 2001 were not bad enough for the U.S. economy, the current activity at and
proposed changes for LAX will cause more financial problems to the airline industry, retail stores,
hotels, restaurants and other businesses who will reduce operations or file bankruptcy which means
higher unemployment, lower tax revenue, etc.

Comment noted.

SPC00156-13

Comment:

In order to facilitate the smooth flow of people into and out of LAX Airport, it is absolutely necessary that
the double-decker roadway and the parking structures within the facility must remain open for use by
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Response:

the general public who want to drop off or pick up passengers and luggage at the terminal gates,
sidewalks, or parking areas.

Assuming that the commentor is referring to keeping the CTA curbs open to private vehicles, Alternative
D was designed to specifically remove from the CTA, to the extent feasible, all vehicles that cannot be
secured. Alternatively, the GTC is designed to provide non-stop access for private vehicles, facilitating
the smooth flow of people into and out of the airport.

SPC00156-14

Comment:

Response:

Further, the Green Line of the Metro Rail system must be extended into LAX Airport where the
passenger trains would travel around the inner perimeter of the facility and stop in front of each airline
terminal. This will provide an alternative mode of transportation from other parts of California which will
reduce highway traffic, improve air quality, provide convenience, and save money for people in the long
term.

Comment noted. It is impractical to connect the Green Line directly to the CTA, as discussed in
Response to Comment SPHO00004-6. Please see Response to Comment SPHL00022-2 regarding
the most feasible alignment of the Green Line and Response to Comment SPHL00026-1 regarding the
Green Line/People Mover interface.

SPC00156-15

Comment:

Response:

Efforts must be pursued to create a regional system that will handle the significant number of airline
passengers in Southern California, particularly in Los Angeles and Orange Counties. LAX Airport must
not be forced to accommodate the increased loads from other areas.

Comment noted. LAWA only controls the operations and potential improvements at LAX, Ontario,
Palmdale, and Van Nuys airports. Other jurisdictions are responsible for developing the other regional
airports. LAWA is developing plans for all three of its potential commercial service airports. Alternative
D for LAX, as detailed in the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, emphasizes safety and security
improvements, rather than capacity increases. By not increasing the capacity of LAX, it is incumbent on
the other airports in the region to serve a larger percentage of the regional demand. Master plan
updates are currently underway for both Ontario and Palmdale airports. The master plans will
recommend improvements to meet the projected demand. Expansion at Ontario, Palmdale, or any of
the other regional airports will not negate the need for modernization of LAX. For further information
regarding the role of the LAX Master Plan in a regional approach to meeting demand, please see
Topical Response TR-RC-1. Also, please see Topical Response TR-RC-4 regarding Orange County air
transportation demand.

SPC00156-16

Comment:

Response:

Therefore, LAX Airport must not be expanded beyond its current capacity of 78 million passengers and
preferably should be limited to 67 million passengers, which is a peak annual level in year 2000.

The current layout of LAX Airport must be limited to only necessary improvements of the facility within

its current land boundaries for the convenience of the passengers and the efficiency of airport
operations.

Comment noted.
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As described in Chapter 3 of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, Alternative D is designed to
constrain LAX passenger activity to 78.9 MAP. 78.9 MAP is the forecast constrained passenger activity
level identified in the No Action/No Project Alternative in 2015. Please see Response to Comment
SPC00308-7.

Alternative D improvements LAX safety and security while maintaining the greatest feasible
convenience and efficiency for LAX passengers.

Alternative D would require the acquisition of approximately 77 acres of property, the least amount of
land acquisition of all the proposed build alternatives.

SPC00156-17

Comment:
In conclusion, | am hopeful that my comments about LAX Airport will resonate with the board members
of Los Angeles World Airports. LAWA has the difficult task of upgrading the existing airport and handling
the various criminal elements while trying to promote the commercial aspects of aviation travel. But it is
incumbent upon the board members of LAWA to pursue courses of action that will improve the quality of
life and the economic vitality of the region for the vast majority of the people without spending enormous
sums of money on unnecessary projects and sacrificing our personal freedoms as stated in the U.S.
Constitution and in the Bill of Rights.

Response:
Comment noted.

SPC00157 Mego, Gordon None Provided 8/25/2003

SPCO00157-1

Comment:

Response:

As a person who was born in October of 1952, | have had the opportunity to see the airport of Los
Angeles evolve into LAX Airport. It has changed and grown over the decades to become one of the top
five major airports in the nation.

| have flown on many aircraft to various destinations over the decades that include my first flight aboard
TWA's Lockheed Constellation in the late 1950's.

When my father worked for American airlines in the 1950's as a senior and lead mechanic, | was
allowed to see behind-the-scenes operations at the airport.

My interest in airplanes eventually lead me to become an aerospace engineer who has worked for
various defense-related businesses, including Rockwell, Intl. in the Weapons Systems Div. for the B-1
Bomber during the 1980's.

LAX Airport certainly needs changes in order to modernize the facility. It is necessary to improve 1)
convenience, that is make it more user friendly, for passengers, visitors, etc., 2) efficiency of operations
that reduce time involved from arrival to departure for passengers, visitors, and others, 3) level of safety
and security for people in and around the area, 4) amount of permanent jobs from businesses in the
airport, nearby areas, and L.A. region, and 5) the quality of life for people from air and noise pollution,
heavy traffic, etc.

Unfortunately, the earlier plans by L.A. Mayor Richard Riordan would not and the current proposal by

Mayor James Hahn will not achieve any of the objectives, but will actually make everything, to one
degree or another, worse than before at LAX Airport while costing at least $10 billion.

Comment noted.
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SPCO00157-2

Comment:

Response:

While the downturn in the U.S. economy has affected the number of passengers who take flights to and
from LAX Airport, the level of security is another factor that has impacted the yearly amount of people
traveling, which is now about 52 million.

This comment does not raise or pertain to any environmental issues that are subject to NEPA or CEQA
review requirements. Notwithstanding, please see Topical Response TR-SEC-1, which addresses the
most frequently raised security-related issues pertaining to the design and ability of Alternative D to
enhance existing safety and security at LAX.

SPC00157-3

Comment:

Response:

The implementation of the Ground Transportation Center is what is now a residential neighborhood of
Manchester Square, of the Baggage Screening Center in place of the parking structures in the Central
Terminal area and the people mover rail system that will connect the two sections will certainly slow
down the overall operations of the airport, will definitely increase the amount of time and the level of
inconvenience for people at the airport, and will surely expand the areas where more lives will be
affected by any terrorist attack.

In fact, if an explosive device(s) were to be detonated in the Ground Transportation Center literally
thousands of people could be killed or injured not only there, but also in the surrounding residential
areas that are located north and east of it, in the nearby commercial areas which include large hotels,
and along the 405 freeway which is a heavily traveled route that may be shut down.

This comment does not raise or pertain to any environmental issues that are subject to NEPA or CEQA
review requirements. Notwithstanding, please see Topical Response TR-SEC-1, which addresses the
most frequently raised security-related issues pertaining to the design and ability of Alternative D to
enhance existing safety and security at LAX.

SPC00157-4

Comment:

Response:

Curiously, the Los Angeles World Airports (LAWA) has been purchasing homes from property owners in
the Manchester Square neighborhood during the past six years with the goal of owning all the property
in the area. The question is how can they legally expend public funds to buy these or any other
properties for some unauthorized future project? They have never received approval from residents and
businesses in the area nor from the various governing bodies at the local and national levels.

Please see Response to Comment SPHF00001-4 regarding legality of the acquisition of Manchester
Square. Please also see Topical Response TR-MP-3 regarding the use of Manchester Square in
Alternative D.

SPCO00157-5

Comment:

Also, Mayor Hahn is trying to seek approval of his LAX Airport proposal based upon an outdated
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) that was commissioned by Mayor Riordan for earlier renovation
proposals. He has chosen not to initiate a new Environmental Impact Study (EIS) as required by law for
his proposed changes for LAX Airport.
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Response:

Alternative D has undergone rigorous environmental analysis and extensive public review, comparable
to that provided for the other Master Plan alternatives, within the context of the Supplement to the Draft
EIS/EIR. This approach to, and form of, environmental documentation for Alternative D is in full
compliance with the requirements of NEPA and CEQA.

SPC00157-6

Comment:

Response:

On May 15, 2003, the Rand Institute of Santa Monica, which is a highly regarded private research
group, issued its report on Mayor Hahn's proposal for LAX Airport. It was critical of nearly every aspect
of the proposed renovation for $10 billion.

In their analysis, they concluded that the Hahn proposal would not achieve its stated goals and would
negatively impact the region at an enormous cost to taxpayers, businesses, etc. and that the safety and
security of the people at LAX Airport could be easily improved with simple, common-sense upgrades at
a small fraction of the $10 billion.

This comment does not raise or pertain to any environmental issues that are subject to NEPA or CEQA
review requirements. Notwithstanding, please see Topical Response TR-SEC-1, which addresses the
most frequently raised security-related issues pertaining to the design and ability of Alternative D to
enhance existing safety and security at LAX.

SPCO00157-7

Comment:

Response:

On Aug. 19, 2003, A.C. Lazzaretto & Assoc. issued their report that was commissioned by the L.A.
County Board of Supervisors on the Hahn proposal for LAX Airport. It was critical about issues of
security, environment, growth, etc. that affect the quality of life for people.

Responses to the comments submitted by A.C. Lazzaretto & Associates are provided in Responses to
Comments SAL00004-2 through SAL00004-11.

SPC00157-8

Comment:

Response:

The viability of the airline industry in the United States is questionable considering the filings for
bankruptcy by various air carriers which have lost billions of dollars in recent years. Where does Hahn
suppose that they find the money to renovate LAX Airport? What does Hahn think will happen to them
while they are subjected to constant disruption of their operations during the 11-year construction
period? Obviously, there will be airlines that will simply go out of business! The economic fallout for the
L.A. region, the state of California, and the rest of the nation would be significant.

The events of September 11, 2001 and the economic slowdown are analyzed in Appendix S-B, Existing
Baseline Comparison Issues - 1996 to 2000, of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. The conclusions
reached in the analysis confirm the need to plan for and build an expanding regional network of airports
to support the future growth of the Los Angeles basin. The role of an alternative at LAX in meeting this
need is presented in Section 1.3, Meeting the Demand for Transportation in the Region, of the Draft
EIS/EIR. The analysis confirms that Alternative D, while responding to safety and security concerns,
would allow LAX to continue as the gateway airport onto the Los Angeles community, particularly
serving international travelers, but its proportional share of total regional traffic would diminish through
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the forecast horizon of 2015. Alternative D has been created to respond to the needed improvements
without expanding LAX.

As discussed in Section 2.8, Funding, of the Draft EIS/EIR, the proposed Master Plan improvements will
be funded with a combination of FAA Airport Improvement Program Fund grants, passenger facility
charges, general airport revenue bonds, airline fees, and other state/federal grants. No Los Angeles
General Fund dollars will be used to pay for any of the proposed improvements. As stated on page 4-
539, in Section 4.20, Construction Impacts (subsection 4.20.3), of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR,
"Primary considerations in planning for the construction activities were the safe and uninterrupted
operation of the airport, including runway operations and passenger access to terminals, the GTC, and
parking areas." Also, the construction for Alternative D is assumed to start in the 3rd quarter of 2004,
with completion by the end of 2014, which represents a duration of approximately 10 years.

SPC00157-9

Comment:

Response:

LAX Airport should not be expected to handle an increasing number of passengers from other parts of
Los Angeles and surrounding counties. There must a regional approach that utilizes the large airports to
the maximum extent possible with approval of residents, businesses, and others in the affected
communities.

Comment noted. Please see Topical Response TR-RC-1 regarding the role of the LAX Master Plan in
a regional approach to meeting demand.

SPCO00157-10

Comment:

Response:

As part of the solution to traffic congestion in Los Angeles County, LAX could serve as a model for a
futuristic airport with diversity in transportation which allows people the option of using private vehicles,
shuttle buses, railroad trains, etc. to reach any of the airline terminals.

Of particular importance, it will be necessary to extend the Green Line of the Metro Rail into the central
terminal area of LAX Airport along the inner, double-deck roadway. At some point in time, there could
be a connection of a rail line that will travel north to West L.A., Santa Monica, etc.

Comment noted. Please see Response to Comment SPHO00004-6 regarding issues with extending
the Green Line into the existing CTA.

SPCO00157-11

Comment:

During the past few years, the U.S. economy has been in a downturn with significant losses in
employment among the various sectors of business. Therefore it is understandable that labor unions
are seeking work for their members who can't afford to be unemployed.

But | would ask the leaders of the various unions in California to withhold or to withdraw their support for
the Hahn proposal for LAX Airport. In doing so, they can help create a more realistic and viable plan
that a majority of the people will approve.

Under any new proposal for LAX Airport, it is imperative that we retain the airline terminals at their
present locations, the parking structures in the central terminal areas, and the double-deck roadway for
private vehicles, that we limit any changes to the facility to necessary improvements for the
convenience and the safety of the passengers, visitors, and others as well as the efficiency of
operations at the airport, and that we prevent the expansion of LAX into any unused or new areas.
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Response:

In conclusion, | am hopeful that my comments about LAX Airport will resonate with those individuals
who are considering any proposed changes to the facility. It is incumbent upon the governing bodies to
pursue courses of action that will improve the quality of life and the economic vitality of the region for
the vast majority of people without spending enormous sums of money on unnecessary projects.

Comment noted.

SPC00158 Klein, Michael None Provided 8/19/2003

SPCO00158-1

Comment:

We write in opposition to Mayor Hahn's proposed LAX Master Plan Alternative.

Although his proposal was intended to focus on "safety and security" issues, it has become apparent
that there are very serious flaws in this proposal.

First and foremost, the recent Rand Corporation study indicated that congregating all commercial
passengers in one location increases the risk and will probably result in harm to a greater number of
people in the event of a terrorist attack.

Also, the added inconvenience of additional time for screening and transportation to the airline terminals
encourages business and wealthy travelers to engage private business jets, charters, and fractional
share aircraft for transportation. These general aviation options are not regulated as strictly as
commercial aircraft nor are the aircraft or their passengers screened for security purposes at LAX or
any general aviation airport in the area.

In general, we oppose this proposal and urge that it not proceed.

In addition, please encourage the FAA to increase security standards nationwide for access to all
general aviation areas and other airports with general aviation traffic.

Response:

Please see Response to Comment SPFA00001-1.
SPC00159 Davis, Andrea None Provided
SPC00159-1
Comment:

Creating jobs is a good thing, and keeping ALL of our U.S. airports modern and maintained is certainly
a good thing.

But | have to say NO, emphatically, to the mayor's Alternative "d". Mayor Hahn's PR machine keeps
repeating that the 9 billion dollar plus LAX "Alternative d" will be safer and more secure. Experts from
the Rand Corporation, in a study requested by Congresswoman Jane Harman, disagree. After studying
the plan they found that the airport would, in fact, be less safe and less secure than the existing LAX.

In fact, the study concluded, modernization could be accomplished at a much lower cost than
alternative d.

Concentrating all the travelers into one remote check-in just creates an even more attractive target for
any terrorist activities. We the residents that surround LAX, we the travelers, we ALL will be put at
tremendous risk if we allow Mayor Hahn to create one giant bull's-eye at what once was Manchester
Square.

Not safer, nor more secure, certainly not more convenient. and unnecessarily expensive.
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Response:

Alternative "d" is not good community planning, Mr. Mayor, and it's not good governance.

This comment does not raise or pertain to any environmental issues that are subject to NEPA or CEQA
review requirements. Notwithstanding, please see Topical Response TR-SEC-1, which addresses the
most frequently raised security-related issues pertaining to the design and ability of Alternative D to
enhance existing safety and security at LAX.

SPC00160 Walter, Mahala None Provided 8/18/2003

SPC00160-1

Comment:

Response:

As your former airport commissioner, you told me, "We need a $3 FLYAWAY to LAX just like what the
Valley has!"

You also asked, "Why doesn't the GREEN LINE go to LAX?"

NOW the FLYAWAY IS REALLY GOING TO HAPPENL...But, how about the Green Line?

Instead of Alternative D, extend the GREEN LINE north 2.5 miles up Aviation, turning left on 98th St.,
then it goes right to LAX at Sepulveda.

This comment is similar to comment SPHP00012-1. Please see Response to Comment SPHP00012-1.

SPC00160-2

Comment:

Response:

Combine this change with a north runway extension over Pershing Drive, not only is their more land
space available for LAX passenger dispersion, but the 2 mile perimeter for shoulder firing missiles is
also extended out over the ocean for shared protection by the Coast Guard.

Please see Response to Comment SPHO00004-8 regarding extending the inboard north Runway
6R/24L over Pershing Drive.

SPC00160-3

Comment:

Response:

Construction on the runways should start NOW, not 2014.

Contrary to Alternative D, the plane & traffic noise levels and the congestion will be considerably less for
the 105, 405, Sepulveda and Inglewood communities. There would be no need for a people mover; no
disruption of Century Blvd. Manchester Squares would become a beautiful park for not only the tourists
to enjoy, but also the community.

Seeing that there is to be a Green Line station planned on Aviation, between 98th & Century, one could

visualize the Retail/Recreation Center at this stop where tourists could enjoy a 6 hour layover. LAX
could become the most tourist- friendly airport in the world, benefiting all Angelenos.

Please see Response to Comment SPHP00012-3.

Los Angeles International Airport 3-6409 LAX Master Plan Final EIS/EIR Responses to Comments



3. Comments and Responses

SPC00160-4

Comment:

Response:

The GREEN LINE has the Right-of-Way to go north on Sepulveda Blvd., hooking up with Slauson for a
GREEN LINE LAX EXPRESS to downtown Los Angeles Union Station. However, the community won't
like the Green Line going through downtown Westchester & | certainly don't want it to go down MY
street! THEN when | focus in on 20 years later, | realize I'll be almost 90. With just a short walk, | could
go ANYWHERE. And best of all, our grandchildren will enjoy the positive environmental impact on our
city.

Comment noted. Please see Topical Response TR-ST-5 regarding the rail/transit plan.

SPC00161 Manns, Rachael None Provided 9/28/2003

SPCO00161-1

Comment:

Response:

| am a resident occupying space which could possibly vacated I'm concerned about relocation
payments. | have noticed that homes on my street have been destroyed, and eminent domain is
prevailing. | do not want to be one of the last residents in my neighborhood to move. At what time/date
can | move with relocation fees.

The above-referenced property, 5426 W. 99th Place, would not be acquired under any of the build
alternatives proposed under the LAX Master Plan. Residential properties proposed for acquisition
under the Master Plan were identified in Table A-3, Parcel Detail of Acquisition Areas Alternative A,
Table B-3, Summary Statistics of Acquisition Areas Alternative B, and Table C-3, Summary Statistics of
Acquisition Areas Alternative C, in Appendix P to Chapter V of the Master Plan, Preliminary Property
Acquisition and Relocation Plan. No residential acquisition is proposed for Alternative D.

The above-referenced property is located in the Manchester Square neighborhood, within which
property acquisitions are currently occurring as part of LAWA's separately approved Aircraft Noise
Mitigation Program (ANMP). As was discussed in Section 4.4.2, Relocation of Residences or
Businesses, of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, properties within the Manchester Square and
Belford areas are heavily impacted by noise, traffic, and incompatible adjacent land uses. Residents in
those areas approached the airport and requested that their properties be acquired rather than
soundproofed. However, should the ANMP land acquisition for the Belford and Manchester Square
areas not be completed by the time the Master Plan is approved, the City of Los Angeles will use the
most appropriate and practical measures available (e.g., voluntary acquisition, leasing, and/or public
condemnation) to ensure that the designated areas are vacated consistent with the Construction
Sequencing Plan. These measures would be available for all build alternatives to pursue any needed
acquisition that cannot be obtained through negotiations.

For more specific information regarding the voluntary residential acquisition program in support of
LAWA's ANMP, please contact LAWA's Residential Acquisition Bureau at 8616 La Tijera Boulevard,
Suite 107, Los Angeles, CA 90045, or (310) 417-6100.

SPC00162 Koch, Brian None Provided 10/1/2003

SPC00162-1

Comment:

As a homeowner in the Westchester community, | would like to register my strong concerns with
Alternative D. While modernization and security are important, this plan doesn't improve either enough
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to justify a $9B price tag, 12 years of construction-related impacts to our community, and loss of
proposed open space.

Response:
Comment noted. Please see Responses to Comments SPC00162-2 through SPC00162-6 below.
Please also see Topical Response TR-LU-2 regarding impacts to the community of Westchester.

SPC00162-2

Comment:
Specifically, Alternative D will:
- Require 12 years of construction, causing significant noise, traffic, and air quality impacts.

Response:
Comment noted. The Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR addressed construction-related noise, traffic, and
air quality impacts associated with Alternative D in Section 4.1, Noise, Section 4.2, Land Use, Section
4.3, Surface Transportation, Section 4.6, Air Quality, and Section 4.20, Construction Impacts.
Supporting technical data and analyses are provided in Appendices S-C and S-E and Technical
Reports S-1, S-2a, S-2b, and S-4 of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. Please also see Topical
Response TR-ST-3 regarding construction traffic.

SPC00162-3

Comment:
- Increase congestion on Sepulveda Blvd.

Response:
Please see Topical Response TR-ST-4 regarding traffic congestion on surface streets.

SPC00162-4

Comment:
- The Ground Transportation Center (GTC) will remove a promised park at the site and become a
vulnerable target, very near existing residential neighborhoods.

Response:
Former Councilwoman Galanter made a promise to make Manchester Square a park, however, there
was no action taken by the Los Angeles City Council to make that happen. The proposed GTC under
Alternative D would be designed to improve safety and security of LAX by eliminating the threat of blast
in close proximity to large congregations of queuing passengers at the existing CTA. Please see
Subtopical Response TR-MP-3.4 regarding the role of the GTC and Appendix H of the Draft Master
Plan Addendum regarding why the Manchester Square area was chosen for the GTC. In addition,
please see Topical Response TR-SEC-1 and Appendix | of the Draft LAX Master Plan Addendum
regarding security.

SPC00162-5

Comment:
- Drain $9B from the airlines and passengers to construct unneeded facilities.

Response:

Alternative D will improve the safety and security of the airport, reduce traffic congestion, change the
airfield and terminal airside to accommodate new aircraft, improve the efficiency of terminal operations,
and eliminate the remote aircraft parking. The design of the improvements incorporated in Alternative D
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was given much thought and review. There has been no major investment in the facilities at LAX for
many years.

SPCO00162-6

Comment:
There are viable proposals that are cheaper and less disruptive. The Mayor's Blue Ribbon Committee
on Manchester Square has proposed a scaled down "Alternative E" plan and the L.A. Airline Airport
Affairs Committee has proposed their own $3B plan. Both these plans envision the Manchester Square
area as a the previously-promised and much-needed community park, limit demolition of perfectly
usable airport parking structures and garages, while improving security checkpoints and freeway access
via the Green Line and freeway links. The large scale GTC is not required in either of these plans.

The NEPA/CEQA process has been valuable to identify these better alternatives. Now it is the City of
Los Angeles' obligation to find a better plan than Alternative D.

Response:
Please see Response to Comment SPC00035-4 regarding the residents' concept, Alternative E, and
Response to Comment SPC00298-27 regarding the L.A. Airline Airport Affairs Committee plan.

SPC00162-7

The remainder of this comment letter is identical to comments SPC00162-1 through SPC00162-6
above; please see Responses to Comments SPC00162-1 through SPC00162-6.

SPC00163 Humber, Daniel None Provided 8/14/2003

The content of this comment letter consists of an online article related to LAX in general (i.e., not
specifically related to the Draft EIS/EIR or Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR) that was identified and
described in comment letter SPHSP00012; please see the Response to Comment SPHSP00012-1.

SPC00164 Schneider, Denny Alliance for Regional Solution to  8/14/2003
Airport Congestion

The content of this comment letter consists of documents not specifically related to the Draft EIS/EIR or
Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. However, Topical Response TR-MP-3 addresses these documents,
including how property acquisition within Manchester Square was initiated and will continue to occur,
separate form the LAX Master Plan.

SPC00165 Coonley, Grant Gateway to L.A., Inc. 10/13/2003

SPC00165-1

Comment:
The Gateway to LA Property-Based Business Improvement District (PBID) continues to appreciate the
extensive dialogue we have had with you as well as other LAWA and City officials on Alternative D.
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We understand that the Alternative D Draft EIR is a "program-level" document, therefore all the details
that Gateway would like to see in such a document are simply not part of the record, but will be
provided as project-level reviews take place.

With the detail that Gateway to LA has obtained, we believe that Alternative D does a better job
responding to the needs of the Century Corridor than the other Master Plan alternatives that have been
prepared. This belief, based on the current level of information available, leads us to an endorsement in
concept of Alternative D.

Gateway to LA looks forward to working with you, LAWA and City officials as project-level details are
developed for Alternative D and we appreciate LAWA's offer to create a Gateway to LA Working Group
to facilitate dialogue on specific aspects of Alternative D. As you are aware, Gateway continues to plan
for the revitalization of the area through a day-use conference center and shopping destination. We
believe this effort complements Alternative D and we look forward to pursing this vision of unifying the
entire area from a transportation standpoint to visitor serving uses through the Gateway to LA Working
Group.

As we look toward the development of project-level details. Gateway submits the following set of
questions for your review and comment as you finalize the Environmental Impact Report for Alternative
D.

Response:
Comment noted. Please see Responses to Comments SPC00165-2 through SPC00165-26 below.
SPC00165-2
Comment:
98th Street/Automated People Mover/Consolidated Rental Car Facility
1) How will pedestrians, vehicles and the people mover inter-relate along 98th Street?
Response:
98th Street will continue in its current configuration. The Automated People Mover (APM) will be
elevated above 98th Street. Pedestrians will continue to be accommodated on sidewalks, similar to the
existing sidewalk system.
SPC00165-3
Comment:
2) What land will need to be acquired for the APM system?
3) What businesses and or facilities would be lost in the process?
Response:

Properties planned for acquisition under Alternative D were identified in Figure S3-14, 2015 Alternative
D Proposed Property Acquisition Areas, in Chapter 3, Alternatives, of the Supplement to the Draft
EIS/EIR as well as in Figure 2.7-1, Alternative D Proposed Property Acquisition Areas, in Chapter 2.7 of
the Master Plan Addendum. In Figure 2.7-1 the individual properties proposed for acquisition were
indicated by numbers corresponding to the properties listed in Table 2.7-2, Alternative D - Parcel Detail
of Acquisition Areas, in Chapter 2.7 of the Master Plan Addendum. That table identified the address,
primary business name, land use, and floor area of affected businesses. As was shown in both Figure
S3-14 of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR and Figure 2.7-1 of the Master Plan Addendum,
properties along 98th Street between Sepulveda Boulevard and Airport Boulevard and properties near
the northeast and southeast corners of Century Boulevard and Aviation Boulevard would be acquired to
accommodate the APM, RAC, and on-site public access roadways. Table 2.7-2 in the Master Plan
Addendum also indicated whether affected properties are targeted for relocation on airport property, at
LAX Northside, or within available space within the local market. Assistance provided by LAWA under
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Master Plan Commitment RBR-1, Residential and Business Relocation Program (Alternatives A, B, C,
and D), would provide a competitive advantage to affected businesses in securing relocation sites.

SPCO00165-4

Comment:

4) What is the exact route of the APM?

Response:
The proposed route of the APM is shown in the Master Plan Addendum, Chapter 2.3, Ground Access
and Parking - Alternative D.

SPC00165-5

Comment:
5) Even though the APM is an elevated structure after Sepulveda Boulevard, will it eliminate a traffic
lane on 98th Street or have other traffic impacts?

Response:
The structural design of the APM standards has not been determined at this stage of the analysis. That
will be determined during the design phase of the project. However, it is not the intent to remove any
existing lanes along 98th Street in the final system.

SPC00165-6

Comment:
6) Has a potential location for the future spur line extension of the AMP (page 2-72 of the Master Plan
Addendum) been determined? If not, why? (Please elaborate)

Response:
A potential location or alignment for such a spur has not been determined. It is not needed for
Alternative D to function properly, and would not directly support the Purpose and Need of the project.
However, such a line could be incorporated into the proposed APM system at a future time, if
necessary.

SPC00165-7

Comment:
7) Has a specific traffic study for 98th St. been conducted to determine how the APM will interface with
vehicle traffic? If not, why? (Please elaborate)

Response:
A detailed traffic study is not required for a Environmental Impacts Statement/Report. A detailed study
will be conducted during the design phase of the project, however.

SPC00165-8

Comment:
8) How will vehicles enter/exit the RAC?

Response:

Please see Master Plan Addendum, Chapter 2.3, Ground Access and Parking - Alternative D, for a
description of the consolidated rental car access plan.
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SPC00165-9

Comment:

Response:

9) How will public access be facilitated to the RAC for both pick-up and drop off of passengers headed
to LAX?

The RAC will be connected via the Automated People Mover (APM) directly to the CTA passenger
terminals. There is no need for a public transit connection to the RAC, since the RAC demand is almost
entirely generated by the airport. There is little, if any, demand for area residents to rent cars at LAX.
Passengers will ordinarily be picked up and dropped off at the GTC, not the RAC.

SPC00165-10

Comment:

Response:

10) How will public access be facilitated to the Ground Transportation Center (GTC) from Century?

There will be a loop ramp east of Aviation Boulevard connecting eastbound Century Boulevard traffic to
the GTC. Westbound traffic on Century Boulevard would need to turn left onto southbound La Cienega
Boulevard and enter the on-airport roadway system opposite Lennox Boulevard to access the GTC.
Please see Master Plan Addendum, Chapter 2.3, Ground Access and Parking - Alternative D, for a
further description of the GTC access plan.

SPCO00165-11

Comment:

Response:

11) Will there be a Gray Bus entrance from Century into the GTC? If so, where would it be located and
how would access be regulated?

Public and charter buses would not access the GTC. These large buses would pick up and drop off
passengers at the Intermodal Transportation Center (ITC), located at the northeast corner of Aviation
Boulevard and Imperial Highway.

SPC00165-12

Comment:

Response:

12) The DEIR discusses closing 98th St. during construction. Is there a way to minimize impacts to 98th
St. and only closing parts of the street thereby allowing traffic to pass during construction? What ideas
are being proposed?

A detailed construction phasing plan would be prepared during a later phase of analysis. However, a
general principle of construction would be to maintain at least partial access to routes such as 98th
Street unless absolutely necessary. If full closure is necessary, an adequate alternative route would be
provided.

SPC00165-13

Comment:

New LAWA Parking Structures
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Response:

13) Have parking rates and fees for users of the new parking structures been developed? In not, why?
(Please elaborate)

The analysis of parking in the Draft EIS/EIR and Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR assumes that future
parking rates are the same as the existing (i.e. 1996) rates. Future parking rates for Alternative D have
not been developed. That level of detail is not necessary for an EIS/EIR. A detailed parking rate study
will be conducted prior to opening those future parking facilities to determine the most appropriate rates
at that time, given the parking demand conditions which will exist at time.

SPCO00165-14

Comment:

Response:

14) The DEIR states there would be 12,890 private parking stalls. Where will these stalls be located?

15) Is 12,890 an estimate of existing stalls or does it include future stalls to be added?

The 12,890 stalls include all existing off-airport parking lots and garages that would not be acquired for
Alternative D. These are privately owned facilities that currently provide public parking with shuttle
service to LAX. The 12,890 stalls includes only existing stalls; it does not include future stalls to be
added.

SPC00165-15

Comment:

Response:

16) What percentage of the parking stalls in the GTC will be designated "short term parking" vs. "long
term parking?" Is this consistent with what was stated in the original Master Plan EIR/EIS? What will the
daily rates be for each of these particular types of parking?

The number of short-term vs. long-term parking stalls is shown in the Master Plan Addendum, Chapter
2.3, Ground Access and Parking - Alternative D. Of the 7,515 GTC stalls provided, 4,253 (57 percent)
would be priced for short-term parking, while the remaining 3,262 (43 percent) would be priced for long-
term parking. The split of long-term vs. short-term stalls is consistent with the total number of long-term
vs. short-term stalls in the Draft EIS/EIR.

Please see Response to Comment SPC00165-13 regarding parking rates.

SPC00165-16

Comment:

Response:

17) What percentage of the parking stalls in the ITC will be designated "short term parking" vs. "long
term parking?" Is this consistent with what was stated in the original Master Plan EIR/EIS? What will the
daily rates be for each of these particular types of parking?

For the analysis, it was assumed that all parking at the ITC would be short-term parking. Because the
ITC is a proposed facility only under Alternative D, a consistency comparison between the parking at
the ITC and the original Master Plan EIS/EIR cannot be made. Future parking rates for the ITC in
Alternative D have not been developed. That level of detail is not necessary for an EIS/EIR. A detailed
parking rate study will be conducted prior to the opening of the ITC to determine the most appropriate
rates at that time, given the parking demand conditions which will exist at the time.
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SPCO00165-17

Comment:

Response:

Transportation Issues

18) If Gateway was to undertake a universal shuttle system, could the shuttle be allowed access directly
to the CTA? If not, why? (Please elaborate)

Shuttles would not be allowed to access the CTA directly. Allowing shuttles in the CTA would violate
one of the cornerstone principles of Alternative D, which is high CTA security. Even if a screening
system could be developed for shuttles, the same could be argued for other forms of commercial
transportation. Allowing any other commercial transportation within the CTA other than FlyAway buses
could ultimately compromise security.

SPC00165-18

Comment:

Response:

19) What is the exact route of the proposed cargo roadway network?

Please see Master Plan Addendum, Chapter 2.3, Ground Access and Parking - Alternative D, for a
description of the cargo access plan.

SPC00165-19

Comment:

Response:

20) Why doesn't the DEIR study traffic impacts at 102nd and 104th streets as part of the cargo roadway
network?

Although these streets were included in the traffic model for Alternative D, the results were not explicitly
noted in the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. The volume of traffic on 102nd Street and 104th Street is
low and these are not streets typically analyzed for a traffic impact and mitigation study. As proposed in
Alternative D, 104th Street would be closed east of Aviation Boulevard, and traffic rerouted to 102nd
Street via a new north/south connection. This closure is necessary because there would be insufficient
vertical clearance between the proposed north/south roadways and the existing 104th Street. A new
traffic signal would be proposed at the intersection of 102nd Street and Aviation Boulevard.

SPC00165-20

Comment:

Response:

21) How many construction truck trips will occur along Century Boulevard during a.m./p.m. peak
construction?

The project includes a policy that no construction trips would be generated during the a.m. and p.m.
peak hours. This is intended to minimize traffic impacts during these important hours.
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SPCO00165-21

Comment:

Response:

22) Have alternative routes that would create less of an impact to the businesses along Century
Boulevard been studied? What are those routes?

The analysis did not restrict traffic on any of the surrounding streets for airport traffic. To restrict access
to airport traffic would also restrict non-airport traffic, which is undesirable. However, the primary
landside facilities in Alternative D--the GTC, the ITC, and the consolidated RAC--are located to
minimize the impact on Century Boulevard west of Aviation Boulevard. The primary access routes for
these facilities would be 1-405, 1-105, La Cienega Boulevard, Aviation Boulevard, Arbor Vitae Street,
and Century Boulevard east of Aviation Boulevard. Century Boulevard west of Aviation Boulevard
would be a secondary route used primarily by non-airport vehicles and patrons of the businesses along
that section of road.

SPC00165-22

Comment:

Response:

23) How will overall average daily trips from all vehicles change on Century Boulevard?

The accepted metric used for traffic engineering analyses and required for the Draft EIS/EIR and
Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, is peak hour, not Average Daily Traffic (ADT). Therefore, an analysis
of ADT was not conducted. Table S4.3.2-4 in the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR shows that Century
Boulevard west of La Brea would have Levels of Service (LOS) A or B, depending on direction and hour
selected, with or without the project in 2015.

SPC00165-23

Comment:

Response:

24) How will other project area street segments change from existing conditions under Alternative D and
under the no project alternative?

The No Action/No Project Alternative would not have any changes to the area street segments. A
number of streets would change under Alternative D. These were provided in the Supplement to the
Draft EIS/EIR, Section 4.3.2.

SPCO00165-24

Comment:

Response:

Miscellaneous

25) Alternative D looks to require the acquisition of approximately 77 acres of land. Which specific
parcels have been identified in all or in part for potential acquisition? Have specific guidelines been
established for land acquisition/condemnation?

Properties planned for acquisition under Alternative D were identified in Figure S3-14, 2015 Alternative
D Proposed Property Acquisition Areas, in Chapter 3, Alternatives, of the Supplement to the Draft
EIS/EIR, as well as in Figure 2.7-1, Alternative D Proposed Property Acquisition Areas, and Table 2.7-2,
Alternative D - Parcel Detail of Acquisition Areas, in Chapter 2.7 of the Master Plan Addendum. In
Figure 2.7-1 the individual properties proposed for acquisition were identified by numbers which
corresponded to the properties listed in Table 2.7-2 of the Master Plan Addendum. That table identified

Los Angeles International Airport 3-6418 LAX Master Plan Final EIS/EIR Responses to Comments



3. Comments and Responses

the address, primary business name, land use, and floor area of affected businesses. Table 2.7-2 also
indicated whether the affected properties are targeted for relocation on airport property, at LAX
Northside, or within available space within the local market.

LAWA has proposed Master Plan Commitment RBR-1, Residential and Business Relocation Program
(Alternatives A, B, C, and D) in compliance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended, and its implementing regulations (collectively referred to
as the Uniform Act); applicable state and local regulations; and FAA Advisory Circular 150/5100-17,
Land Acquisition and Relocation Assistance for Airport Improvement Program Assisted Projects. The
text of this Master Plan commitment, including many of the provisions the Proposed Relocation Plan
would address, was provided in its entirety in Section 4.4.2, Relocation of Residences or Businesses, of
the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. The Proposed Relocation Plan would build upon the existing
program currently in place as part of the Voluntary Residential Acquisition/Relocation Program for the
Belford and Manchester Square areas. A Preliminary Property Acquisition and Relocation Plan,
provided in Appendix P to Chapter V of the Master Plan and Chapters 2.7 and 2.8 of the Master Plan
Addendum, has been drafted and provides as many businesses as possible the opportunity to relocate
onto the airport or into the airport-owned developments. The Proposed Relocation Plan would provide
all affected businesses with an array of relocation assistance that would meet and may exceed
requirements under state and federal law, and may include special assistance for displaced businesses
in finding relocation sites within nearby areas of the City of Los Angeles. The Proposed Relocation Plan
would also establish procedures for the acquisition of affected properties. LAWA will attempt to acquire
all properties without resorting to condemnation; however, the City of Los Angeles will reserve this
action within its authority to implement, as necessary. In addition, Mitigation Measure MM-RBR-1,
Phasing for Business Relocations (Alternatives A, B, C, and D), proposes to reschedule acquisition
phasing and/or development phasing in order to maximize opportunities for airport/airport-dependent
businesses and other businesses being acquired to relocate in proximity to their current sites.

SPC00165-25

Comment:

Response:

26) Will LAWA make special arrangements to replace gas stations that are displaced by Alternative D?
If not, why? (Please elaborate)

Properties planned for acquisition under Alternative D were listed in Table 2.7-2, Alternative D - Parcel
Detail of Acquisition Areas, in Chapter 2.7 of the Master Plan Addendum. As indicated therein, the
three gas stations to be acquired under Alternative D are targeted for relocation within the local market.
As was discussed in Section 4.4.2, Relocation of Residences or Businesses, of the Supplement to the
Draft EIS/EIR, a limited number of affected businesses, including the gas stations, are expected to be
relocated within available space in the surrounding areas. Such uses could also potentially relocate to
future development at LAX Northside upon buildout of that site. In any event, the Proposed Relocation
Plan to be implemented by LAWA (refer to Appendix P to Chapter V of the Master Plan and Chapters
2.7 and 2.8 of the Master Plan Addendum) would provide all affected businesses with an array of
relocation assistance that would meet and may exceed requirements under state and federal law, and
may include special assistance for displaced businesses in finding relocation sites within nearby areas
of the City of Los Angeles. Please see Response to Comment PC02222-37 for further discussion of
gas station properties to be acquired.

SPC00165-26

Comment:

Response:

27) What are LAWA's specific plans for beautification of the Century Corridor and 98th Street during
construction and at build out of Alternative D?

As was stated on page 4-569 in Section 4.20, Construction Impacts, of the Supplement to the Draft
EIS/EIR, temporary impacts from construction activities would be reduced through screening measures
along key roadways and other areas of visual sensitivity. With implementation of Mitigation Measure
MM-DA-1, Construction Fencing (Alternatives A, B, C, and D), construction-related aesthetic and view
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impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level. As was discussed in Section 4.21, Design,
Art and Architecture Application/Aesthetics, of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, under Alternative D
the proposed APM would line segments of both Century Boulevard and 98th Street. The APM
guideway would be designed to promote the Century Corridor's existing Southern Californian landscape
theme, with extensive landscaping provided in accordance with the LAX Street Frontage and
Landscape Plan. A more detailed description of the APM and associated facilities was provided on
page 4-575 in Section 4.21, Design, Art and Architecture Application/Aesthetics, of the Supplement to
the Draft EIS/EIR. Additionally, Alternative D would include an approximately 50-foot wide continuous
landscaped parkway on the south side of Century Boulevard from just east of Aviation Boulevard to the
CTA. Design of new facilities along Century Boulevard would adhere to the LAX Air Cargo Facilities
Design Guidelines, and accordingly, the edge treatment along Century Boulevard would also include a
one-foot high by three-foot wide turf berm, with trees planted along either side of the berm. Trees would
be placed a minimum of 30 feet apart at a minimum ratio of one tree per 1,000 square feet of
landscaped area. Edge and landscape treatments throughout the area would also be provided in
compliance with the Street Frontage and Landscape Development Plan. Please see Response to
Comment PC02222-31 for further discussion.

SPCO00165-27

Comment:

We appreciate your attention and input on these issues as part of the EIR process and we look forward

to continuing to work with you as Alternative D takes shape.
Response:

Comment noted. Please see Responses to Comments SPC00165-2 through SPC00165-26 above.
SPC00166 Mego, Gordon None Provided 8/13/2003
SPCO00166-1
Comment:

| am providing you a copy of my speech that | gave to the Board of Commissioners of the Los Angeles

World Airports (LAWA) on May 6, 2003 regarding LAX Airport.As you may be aware, Mayor James

Hahn of Los Angeles recently presented his plan for significant changes to LAX Airport.The major

renovation will do little or nothing, and possibly even worsen, for the convenience and safety of the

traveling public, and for the efficiency and profitability of the airlines and the airport.Many individuals;
citizen groups, homeowner organizations, businesses and corporations, private researchers (e.g. Rand

Institute), and government officials at various levels are adamantly opposed to Mayor Hahn's plan for

LAX airport.We hope that you will exert your influence to pevent a disaster of a plan from getting off the

ground!
Response:

Comment noted. The copy of the speech referenced at the beginning of this comment is the same as

the attachment to Comment Letter SPC00156; please refer to Responses to Comments SPC00156-5

through SPC00156-17 for responses to the specific comments raised in the subject speech.
SPC00166-2
Comment:

The attachment to this comment letter is identical to the attachment to comment letter SPC00156;
please refer to the Responses to Comments SPC00156-5 through SPC00156-17.
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Response:

SPC00167 Hartman, Randall None Provided 8/20/2003

The content of this comment letter is identical to comment letter SPC00144; please refer to the
Responses to Comment letter SPC00144.

SPC00168 Nimrod, Nimrod Self-Esteem and World Peace 8/3/2003

Association

SPC00168-1

Comment:

Response:

| attended the Environmental Justice meeting held on August 2, 2003 at Inglewood High. Included are
comments and insights | gathered at that meeting concerning the Draft EIS/EIR and an on going
problem | am having with LAX noise since June 21, 2003.

Comment noted. Please see Responses to Comments below.

SPC00168-2

Comment:

Response:

Another subject | will address at those Public Hearings on the LAX Master Plan that | will be attending,
other than my present problem with the arbitrary plane noise from LAX is, will Inglewood High be
soundproofed and any other school that is in the path of those loud planes which are actually Weapons
of Mass Destruction (WMDs)?

The planes were almost landing on the school grounds and the noise was astonishing! What | found
interesting is that | could see and hear those low flying planes as could everyone at that workshop. The
noise at my home is comparable but | cannot see the planes. Amazing. | wonder how the children can
properly study with that constant noise? Environmental Justice must take into consideration the
teaching environment of the children and the soundproofing of schools, especially Inglewood High.

Please see Response to Comment SPC00106-1, SPC00106-3 and Topical Responses TR-LU-3, TR-N-
4, and TR-LU-5 for responses to previous comments by the commentor about plane noise from LAX.
Since the commentor's address is Marina del Rey noise levels and views of planes would be different
than those experienced at Inglewood High School.

Noise effects on the teaching environment of schools were analyzed in Section 4.1, Noise and 4.2,
Land Use of the Draft EIS/EIR and Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. See Response to Comment
AL00035-36 for a summary of single event and cumulative noise impacts identified for school within the
Inglewood Unified School District. See also Response to Comment AL00035-23 regarding land use
compatibility effects of schools within the Inglewood Unified School District that have been addressed
through avigation easements and noise mitigation payments under the terms of the Amended Judgment
and Final Order or "Settlement Agreement" involving the City of Los Angeles and Inglewood Unified
School District.

SPC00168-3

Comment:

The plane noise has gotten lower at my home this morning due to my complaints at that workshop
yesterday. They got the word in that LAX Tower and now know that | am truly serious. But the noise will
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rise again as usual when the urge hits them. | want them to abide by the law. | want the noise stopped,
not only lowered at their whim!

Also, what is the make-up of those in the Air Traffic Control Tower? Do they empathize and live in the
low-income communities impacted by the LAX plane noise? Are there any women and other minorities
in that Tower?

Or are they all middle class white men who are not being properly supervised and who can increase the
volume and rate of noise anytime and direct the planes anywhere they choose thereby posing a great
security risk? Airport Security is concentrating on the passengers and not the workers in the Towers.
This is a big mistake!

These questions | will ask at the meetings and they must be answered before any Plan is ratified.
Because | truly believe there is a god-complex disease and racist attitude in the LAX Tower. And they
are terrorizing many neighborhoods.

You probably disagree with me, but these are the facts. Keep an open mind. People lives are at stake.

Response:
Comment noted. The Federal Aviation Administration, which employs the controllers at LAX ATCT is
an Equal Opportunity Employer.

SPC00168-4

Comment:
Enclosure: 7/28/03 Newsweek article: "The 9-11 Report: Slamming the FBI."

Response:
Comment noted.

SPC00168-5

Comment:
Enclosure: 7/20/03 Letter to Ms. Lydia H. Kennard, Executive Director of LAWA

Response:
The attached letter does not contain comments on the contents of the Draft EIS/EIR; however, the
commentor's letter to Ms. Lydia Kennard regarding existing aircraft noise associated with LAX is noted.
The existing aircraft noise and land use compatibility characteristics and the future (2015) aircraft noise
and land use compatibility characteristics associated with each of the Master Plan alternatives were
addressed in Section 4.1, Noise, and Section 4.2, Land Use, of the Draft EIS/EIR and Supplement to
the Draft EIS/EIR. Also, the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR addressed the effects of single event
aircraft noise relevant to nighttime awakenings in homes in Section 4.1, Noise, and Section 4.2, Land
Use, with supporting technical data and analyses provided in Appendix S-C1 and Technical Report S-1.
In addition, please see Topical Response TR-N-5 regarding nighttime aircraft operations and Topical
Response TR-N-3 regarding aircraft flight procedures.

SPC00169 Waters, Maxine U.S. House of Representatives 10/20/2003

SPC00169-1

Comment:

Alternative D is a $9 billion project that would demolish homes and disturb communities without
improving the safety and security of LAX. The Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR is an inaccurate and
misleading document that fails to reflect the true impact of this project.
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Response:

Comment noted. Please see Responses to Comments SPC00169-2 through SPC00169-6 below.

SPC00169-2

Comment:

Response:

The centerpiece of Alternative D is the Ground Transportation Center (GTC), a large remote passenger
check-in facility that would be constructed at Manchester Square, several blocks away from the airport
terminals. An Intermodal Transportation Center (ITC) would be constructed at Aviation Blvd. and
Imperial Highway, which would provide a connection to the Green Line. According to the Supplement to
the Draft EIS/EIR, the GTC and the ITC would be the primary access points for all passenger drop-off
and pick-up and vehicle parking. An Automated People Mover (APM) would be constructed to transport
people to the airport terminals, and a baggage tunnel would be constructed to transport baggage. A
Consolidated Rental Car (RAC) facility would be constructed in Westchester.

Local families could no longer drive to the Central Terminal Area (CTA) in order to drop off passengers.
Instead, all passengers and employees would access the CTA from the GTC, the ITC and the RAC via
the APM, carrying their carry-on baggage with them. This would be extremely inconvenient for most
passengers, and it would present special hardships for the elderly, the handicapped and families
traveling with small children.

Comment noted. Please see Response to Comment SPHGH00003-2 regarding the elderly and
handicapped.

SPC00169-3

Comment:

Response:

Airport Security Issues

Supporters of the proposed project to construct a remote passenger check-in facility claim that the
facility is necessary to improve the safety and security of LAX and prevent terrorist attacks at LAX.
Theoretically, diverting all vehicular traffic to remote parking structures and the remote passenger
check-in facility would protect the Central Terminal Area from car bombs.

The RAND Corporation conducted a security study of the proposed remote passenger check-in facility,
which was released on May 14, 2003. The study concluded that the proposed project would not
significant]y improve the security of LAX. The study also concluded that concentrating passengers in
the proposed remote passenger check-in facility could make the check-in facility the likely target of a
terrorist attack. Finally, the study concluded that concentrating several airport functions in the remote
passenger check-in facility could exacerbate the effects of an attack on airport operations.

Please see Response to Comment SPC00228-3.

SPC00169-4

Comment:

On July 25, 2003, | introduced H.R. 2985, a bill to condition construction of a remote passenger check-
in facility at LAX upon a finding that such a facility will promote the safety and security of the public.
H.R. 2985 would require the Secretary of Homeland Security to review the proposed facility prior to its
construction to determine whether it will protect the safety and security of air passengers and the
general public more effectively than the existing facilities at LAX. If the Secretary of Homeland Security
does not determine that the facility will improve public safety and security, the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) would not be allowed to approve its construction. On Sept 2, the Board of
Supervisors of Los Angeles County passed a motion to support my legislation.
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Response:

Ironically, Alternative D does not even significantly improve security at the Central Terminal Area.
According to the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, Alternative D calls for the installation of new baggage
screening facilities in the Central Terminal Area -- not the remote passenger check-in facility. If
Alternative D were designed to protect the Central Terminal Area from terrorist attacks, one would think
that the baggage would be fully screened before it is transported through the baggage tunnel to this
area. Nine billion dollars is an extremely high price to pay for a project that provides a single building
protection from car bombs but not from suitcase bombs.

This comment does not raise or pertain to any environmental issues that are subject to NEPA or CEQA
review requirements. Notwithstanding, please see Topical Response TR-SEC-1, which addresses the
most frequently raised security-related issues pertaining to the design and ability of Alternative D to
enhance existing safety and security at LAX.

SPC00169-5

Comment:

Response:

Housing Issues

The Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR makes the astounding claim that Alternative D would not displace
any residents. Instead, the Supplement predicts that 2,500 houses and apartments will be acquired and
the residents relocated under LAWA's existing Voluntary Residential Acquisition/Relocation Program,
through which LAWA may acquire property and relocate residents on a voluntary basis in order to
mitigate the impact of airport noise. The Supplement then concludes that Alternative D would not
require the acquisition of any additional dwelling units or the relocation of any additional residents. This
claim is especially ironic, given the fact that several Manchester Square residents and apartment
owners have already said that they will not leave their homes voluntarily.

In reality, Alternative D would displace thousands of Manchester Square residents. In order to construct
the remote passenger check-in facility, the City of Los Angeles would have to acquire and demolish 38
houses, 179 apartment buildings and a 52-year-old elementary school, in addition to the 263 structures
it has already acquired. It would also have to relocate about 6,200 people, some of whom have federally
subsidized housing vouchers. | strongly oppose the forced relocation of any of these residents.

The content of this comment is identical to comments SPHR00005-4 and SPHGHO00003-4; please refer
to Responses to Comments SPHR00005-4 and SPHGHO00003-4.

SPC00169-6

Comment:

Cost of the Alternative D

Alternative D would cost $9 billion, an exorbitant amount of money, at a time when budget deficits are
growing and the economy is weak. Airlines would be required to increase their passenger fees in order
to fund the proposal, which would amount to a tax increase for air passengers. American taxpayers
have already provided loan guarantees to the airline industry to keep the airlines in business following
the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001. They should not have to pay increased passenger fees for
unnecessary airport construction projects as well.

Air passengers and other taxpayers are willing to provide reasonable expenditures to pay for measures
that provide real increases in security, such as the installation of baggage screening facilities. However,
the remote passenger check-in facility, the automated people mover and the baggage tunnel included in
Alternative D are not reasonable expenditures and do not provide real increases in security.

The American people are sick and tired of deficits and bloated government spending. The State of
California is now running a $38 billion deficit, and the federal government has a $525 billion deficit.
Furthermore, Congress is in the process of providing the President an additional $87 billion for
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Response:

continuing operations in Iraq and Afghanistan. Alternative D is an outrageously expensive boondoggle,
which the American people cannot afford.

Comment noted. The proposed master plan improvements would be funded with a combination of FAA
Airport Improvement Fund grants, passenger facility charges, general airport revenue bonds, and other
state/federal grants. No general tax dollars will be used to pay for any of the proposed on-airport
improvements.

Alternative D is intended to improve the safety and security of the airport, reduce traffic congestion,
change the airfield and terminal airside to accommodate new aircraft, improve the efficiency of terminal
operations, and eliminate the remote aircraft parking. The design of the improvements incorporated in
Alternative D was given much thought and review.

Please also see Topical Response TR-SEC-1 regarding security issues.

SPC00169-7

Comment:

Response:

Conclusion

Alternative D is simply a continuation of former Mayor Richard Riordan's plan to expand the airport in
the name of safety and security. | urge the City Council of the City of Los Angeles to reject this ill-
advised and expensive scheme that will displace thousands of Manchester Square residents without
improving the safety and security of LAX.

Comment noted. Alternative D is designed to serve a future (2015) airport activity level of 78.9 million
annual passengers (MAP), which is comparable to the 78.7 MAP projected to occur under the No
Action/No Project Alternative. As such, Alternative D is not considered to represent an expansion of
LAX. The other build alternatives (Alternatives A, B, and C) are designed to serve a future activity level
substantially more than the No Action/No Project Alternative, and therefore represent an expansion of
LAX. Alternative D is consistent with the Mayor's commitment to no expansion of LAX.

It is important to note that the voluntary property acquisition program that has been, and is currently,
underway at Manchester Square was initiated separate from the LAX Master Plan and will continue
onto completion regardless of whether any of the Master Plan alternative are selected. Please see
Topical Response TR-MP-3 regarding the use of Manchester Square in Alternative D. As noted therein,
the property acquisition program at Manchester Square was initiated at the request of the majority of
property owners at Manchester Square.

SPCO00170 Harrington, Mary None Provided 10/16/2003

SPCO00170-1

Comment:

Response:

| am requesting to be considered to soundproof my home at the above address. Can you please re-
evaluate the decimal sound of the flight path of the LAX Airport above my property and area. Thank you
very much for your time and consideration.

Comment noted. FAA and LAWA acknowledge the concerns of the commentor and are working to
address noise complaints from LAX operations. As shown on Figure S1 in Technical Report S-1,
Supplemental Land Use Technical Report, of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR the commentor's
property (located at 1638 West 83rd Street and northeast of the intersection of Western Avenue and
Manchester Boulevard in South Los Angeles) is approximately three blocks or 1500 feet to the
northeast of the eastern boundary that defines residential properties eligible for soundproofing (which
ends at approximately Western Avenue and 85th Street).
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The noise impact area which determines residential uses eligible for sound insulation under the ANMP
and monitoring methods used to evaluate the current 65 CNEL contour are described in Topical
Response TR-LU-3. The 65 CNEL is the applicable standard for high noise levels as defined by FAR
Part 150 and Title 21 (see Section 4.1, Noise (subsection 4.1.4) of the Draft EIS/EIR). Priority for sound
insulation is given to residential properties within the highest noise level band above the 65 CNEL
contour. Although this is a comment on existing noise levels and conditions, the general focus of the
document, pursuant to NEPA and CEQA, is to evaluate the potential future environmental effects of the
project and to provide feasible mitigation measures to address significant impacts.

See Topical Response TR-LU-3, regarding how eligibility for soundproofing is determined and for a
description of how approval of the LAX Master Plan would affect the ANMP. See also Response to
Comment AL0O0006-2 regarding current measures underway to address existing high aircraft noise
levels. See Topical Response TR-N-2 regarding the difference between single event and CNEL noise
levels.

SPC00171 Mego, Gordon None Provided 9/8/2003

The content of this comment letter is identical to comment letter SPC00157; please refer to the
Responses to Comment letter SPC00157. This comment letter also includes an attached exhibit that
was also attached to comment letter SPC00156; please refer to Response to Comment SPC00156-2
which addresses the exhibit.

SPC00172 Lipp, Susan None Provided 9/2/2003

SPCO00172-1

Comment:
Who is the mayor trying to fool with this plan of safety and security? Many questions remain
unanswered as to whether this will add safety for the public. How about the RAND study?

Response:
This comment does not raise or pertain to any environmental issues that are subject to NEPA or CEQA
review requirements. Notwithstanding, please see Topical Response TR-SEC-1, which addresses the
most frequently raised security-related issues pertaining to the design and ability of Alternative D to
enhance existing safety and security at LAX.

SPC00172-2

Comment:
As a resident of the Valley, my concern is traffic. The nightmare of getting to LAX from Studio City will
not be any more improved after spending the $9 billion. The 405 is still a parking lot.

Response:
Comment noted.

SPCO00172-3

Comment:
Air traffic is still down since Sept. 11 and yet the mayor feels this is what Los Angeles needs right now.l
am completely opposed to such an outrageously expensive "facelift" for LAX.

Response:

Comment noted.
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SPCO00173 Garnholz, Liz None Provided 8/21/2003

SPC00173-1

Comment:

Response:

Subject: Supplement to the DEIS/EIR LAX Master Plan - "Governor's Certificate" and PUC 21661.6 and
how they relate to Alternative D, cargo, and nighttime operations

The "Governor's Certificate" arose from the federal Airport and Airway Improvement Act of 1982. In
California the governor delegated this certification responsibility to the California Air Resources Board,
CARB. The CARB developed an Air Quality Certificate process to regulate air emission - Section 509(b)
(7) (a).

QUESTION 1. What is LAX's interpretation of the invoking of the "Governor's Certificate" on Mayor
Hahn's Alternative D plan?

As noted in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIS/EIR, the Airport and Airway Improvement Act (AAIA) of 1982,
as amended, is an applicable federal law. The AAIA required, pursuant to Section 47106(c)(B), that, as
a necessary condition of approval by the Secretary of the Department of Transportation of an
application for an airport development project involving the location of an airport or runway or a major
runway extension, the governor of the state in which the project will be located must certify in writing
that there is reasonable assurance that the project will be located, designed, constructed, and operated
in compliance with applicable air and water quality standards. It should be noted that on December 12,
2003, President Bush signed into law the FAA reauthorization bill (Flight 100 - -Century of Aviation
Reauthorization Act.) This Act eliminates the requirement for the "Governor's Certificate.”

SPC00173-2

Comment:

Response:

Public Utility Code, PUC 21661.6 states that a California city cannot buy land for a project until the
project has been officially approved. The City of Los Angeles owns LAX. LAX has acquired homes in
Manchester Square, the Belford apartment area, plans to acquire approximately 57 homes in the Wiley
Post area, and the Southern California Association of Governments has approved/allocated money to
widen the 1405 Freeway/Arbor Vitae Interchange at the expense of removing minority housing,
businesses, part of a park, part of a school, and one church. All this acquiring and planning to acquire is
being done without an approved LAX project. In fact, as far back as 1998 LAX expansion maps have
shown cargo planes in the Manchester Square/Belford areas, again with no approved LAX expansion
plan.

QUESTION 2. What legal "leg" does LAX have to violate Public Utility Code, PUC 21661.6 by acquiring
properties for the LAX expansion project when that project has not been officially approved by the Los
Angeles City Council or the Mayor of Los Angeles?

As stated in the Draft EIS/EIR, Section 4.2, Land Use, and Section 4.4.2, Relocation of Residences and
Businesses, homes in the Manchester Square area are being acquired through the existing Voluntary
Residential Acquisition/Relocation Program currently underway within the Manchester Square and
Airport/Belford areas near the airport, in support of LAWA's ANMP. The acquisition of Manchester
Square is independent of the residential acquisition necessary for Master Plan implementation. The
comment on SCAG's Arbor Vitae Interchange is not a comment on the contents of the Draft EIS/EIR or
Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. The FHWA withdrew its support for the 405 Freeway/Arbor Vitae
Interchange. Further, the Arbor Vitae Interchange is not part of the LAX Master Plan. Please see
Subtopical Response TR-MP-3.1.2 and Subtopical Response TR-MP-3.2 regarding legality of the
acquisition of Manchester Square.
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SPC00173-3

Comment:

Response:

Cargo A previous LAX expansion EIS/EIR stated that cargo was an exception to EIS/EIR regulation,
rules, etc., in other words cargo was going to operate under variance rulings.

QUESTION 3. Does Alternative D treat cargo and passenger operations exactly the same or is cargo
being treated under different rules/variances? If cargo has different rules what are they and what are
their effects in the air, on the ground, and environment wise?

It is unclear as to why and how the commentor feels that the Draft EIS/EIR indicates that cargo is an
exception to EIS/EIR regulations. Environmental impacts from cargo traffic are not exempt from NEPA
or CEQA analysis. The LAX Master Plan Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR
evaluate the entirety of each of the five alternatives (No Action/No Project and Alternatives A through
D), including the aspects related to cargo, in full accordance with the requirements of the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

Alternative D is designed to accommodate 3.1 million annual tons of cargo in 2015, as was stated in
Chapter 3, Alternatives, of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. The environmental analysis that was
presented in Chapter 4 of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR accounted for such cargo activity.

SPCO00173-4

Comment:

Response:

Nighttime operations LAX can expand to beyond 100 MAP as it exists today - August 21, 2003. This
can be done by merely extending and expanding nighttime operations.

QUESTION 4. What are the nighttime hours, operation limits, and other regulations for passenger and
cargo operations in this EIS/EIR Supplement? What guarantees are there that limit percentage-wise or
operation-wise increases in nighttime operations - a cap guarantee on ALL types of operations and
hours of operations?

Comment noted. Table S3-1, Summary of Activity by Alternative - 2015 as shown in Chapter 3,
Alternatives (Including Proposed Action) of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR shows that neither the
Unconstrained Forecast, No Action/No Project nor any of the forecasted build Alternatives (A-D) exceed
a total of 97.9 MAP. Since there is no curfew at LAX, and if there is a demand, flights can continue to
be scheduled and will operate during the nighttime hours of 10:00 p.m. to 6:59:59 a.m.

The design day forecasts for the LAX Master Plan (Appendix F and Appendix H) or LAX Master Plan
Addendum (Appendix F) do not show a significant increase in nighttime operations. The 1996 Baseline
shows that 12.95 percent of the total operations are nighttime operations. Whereas, 2000 conditions
shows that 14.5 percent of the total operations are nighttime operations. By 2015, No Action/No Project
shows that 17.9 percent of total operations are nighttime operations with all build alternatives ranging
between 13 percent and 14.3 percent. Capacity of a public works project is not based on a 24-hour
basis. Capacity is related to when people expect the service to be available. In order to reach 100
MAP, passengers would have to very radically change their travel habits to push the airport into a 100
MAP situation. As shown in the forecasts, LAX passengers are not going to radically change their
demand to nighttime operations beyond what we has been forecast.

There is no proposed aircraft operational limit or cargo limit in the No Action/No Project Alternative nor
in any of the proposed build Alternatives (A-D). If there is a demand for nighttime flights in to or out of
LAX then there may be an increase in nighttime flight activity. There are no guarantees that limit
nighttime operations whether on a percentage basis, operations basis or through a cap in the No
Action/No Project Alternative nor in any of the proposed build Alternatives (A-D). Any of these potential
restrictions would be required to withstand a 14 CFR Part 161 Study.
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The initiation of operational or cargo limits would have to withstand the benefit-cost tests required by the
Airport Noise and Capacity Act of 1990, as codified under 14 CFR Part 161-Notice and Approval of
Airport Noise and Access Restrictions. This would require lengthy additional study and analysis that
may yield psychological and quality of life benefits, but would not result in the financial benefits
necessary to measure against the real financial costs to the users associated with flight restrictions and
operational penalties. To date, no 14 CFR Part 161 Study seeking to implement access restrictions on
Stage 3 aircraft has been fully completed by an airport operator or approved by the FAA.

LAWA has recently initiated an RFQ to Prepare a 14 CFR Part 161 Study for Los Angeles International
Airport. LAWA is seeking to establish a partial curfew at LAX that would prohibit the easterly departure
of all discretionary aircraft, with certain exemptions, between the hours of 12:00 Midnight to 6:30 a.m.
when LAX is in Over-Ocean Operations. Over-Ocean procedures have been in place since the 1970's
and they require that under appropriate weather conditions (as defined in Section 4, of LAWA's Aircraft
Noise Abatement Operating Restrictions), arrivals and departures will occur over-ocean and on the
inboard (6R/24L and 7L/25R) runways between the hours of 12:00 Midnight and 6:30 a.m. For
additional information on the use of a Part 161 Study as a mitigation measure, please see Topical
Response TR-N-4 regarding noise mitigation, and in particular Subtopic Response TR-N-4.1, regarding
additional mitigation actions suggested for flight activity, Topical Response TR-N-5 regarding nighttime
aircraft operations and TR-N-7 regarding noise abatement measures/enforcement.

For more on CNEL contours and penalties please see Topical Response TR-N-1 regarding noise
modeling approach, TR-N-2, regarding single event noise and CNEL differences, TR-N-4, regarding
noise mitigation and TR-N-7 regarding noise abatement measures/enforcement. Alternative D is
designed to serve approximately 78 million annual passengers, the level identified by SCAG for LAX in
the 2001 Regional Transportation Plan. Alternative D would encourage the development and the use of
regional airports to serve the local demand by constraining the facility capacity at LAX to approximately
the same aviation activity levels identified in the No Action/No Project Alternative.

SPC00174 Hyra, J None Provided 10/7/2003

SPC00174-1

Comment:
We oppose LAX Alt. D. This proposal would result in all airport-bound traffic coming through our
neighborhoods. This would bring even more noise and pollution. The $9.6 billion cost is
unconscionable.

Response:
Comment noted. The Draft EIS/EIR and Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR addressed traffic impacts in
Section 4.3, Surface Transportation, noise impacts in Section 4.1, Noise, and Section 4.2, Land Use,
and air quality in Section 4.6, Air Quality. Supporting technical data and analyses are provided in
Appendix D, Appendix G, and Technical Reports 1, 2, 3, and 4 of the Draft EIS/EIR and Appendix S-C,
Appendix S-E, and Technical Reports S-1, S-2, and S-4 of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. In
addition, please see Topical Response TR-ST-6 regarding neighborhood traffic impacts.

SPCO00175 Thoeming, Norm None Provided 10/20/2003

SPCO00175-1

Comment:

As my bizarre work schedule keeps me from attending the three EIR hearings regarding the LAX
masterplan, I've compiled this brief letter to add my comments.

First of all, thank you for this wonderful, innovative plan for the future of LAX and the entire community. |
assure you that | and every person over which | hold the slightest influence will accept and encourage
this remarkable plan. Keep up the good work.
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Another issue facing the future of Los Angeles is the expansion of the MTA system and the proposed
California High Speed Rail project. While Alternative D does include a direct connection with the Metro
Green line at Aviation via a pedestrian walkway (an option which will only help both MTA and cut down
on Airport traffic), | haven't found details about what will be done with the existing northbound MTA-
owned ROW along Aviation.

In the past, various parties have insisted that a Green Line extension northward or any rail into the
airport may affect various controlling beacons and equipment. Having taken the EIl into O'Hare,
obviously it is doable. Please encourage all parties included to think for the future of the city and the
airport to preserve this right of way and to build into the construction budget the necessary trench west
of Aviation Blvd along the MTA Harbor Subdivision ROW. This would allow the Green Line to proceed
north from the current Aviation/Imperial Green Line station without interfering with LAX radar beacons
and/or other electromagnetic operations associated with LAX.

On the same note, please encourage those involved to allow space for a future additional train station at
the ITC or the GTC should the Green Line expand or should High Speed Rail come from Union Station
to LAX via the former Slauson railroad tracks.

Thank you very much for your time, your efforts, and your open mind:

Response:
Comment noted. The MTA ROW will be preserved in Alternative D for a potential Green Line extension
in the future. Please see Response to Comment SPHL00022-2 regarding the complexities of
incorporating a Green Line extension into the GTC. Please see Topical Response TR-ST-5 regarding
the rail/transit plan and high-speed rail.
SPC00176 Washington, James Local 347 10/25/2003
SPC00176-1
Comment:
[No comment.]
Response:
No comments were included in this letter.
SPCO00177 Flores, Adan None Provided 10/25/2003
SPC00177-1
Comment:
Suppor plan D
Response:
Comment noted.
SPCO00178 Hernandez, Roberto Laborers Local 300 10/25/2003
SPCO00178-1
Comment:
| SUPPORT PLAN (D)
Response:

Comment noted.

Los Angeles International Airport 3-6430 LAX Master Plan Final EIS/EIR Responses to Comments



3. Comments and Responses

SPC00179 Pavlovich, F None Provided 10/25/2003

SPC00179-1

Comment:

| SAPORT PLAN B.

Response:
Comment noted.
SPC00180 Arreola, Angel None Provided 10/25/2003
SPC00180-1
Comment:
| support Plan D and Mayor Hann.
Response:
Comment noted.
SPC00181 Aguilar, Dan Laborers Local 300 10/25/2003
SPCO00181-1
Comment:
| SUPORT PLAN D
Response:

Comment noted.

SPC00182 Robinson, Brenda None Provided

SPC00182-1

Comment:

| am here today to give testimony on the damage being done to our homes as a result of the increased
airline travel over our community. | have lived in this community for over 31 years.

This issue is not new to us. We have tried over the last ten years to engage in a constructive dialogue
with the LAX Airport Representatives and time and time, they have ignored our concerns and request to
assistance in repairing our home impacted by the air services.

Many of our home have cracks in the foundations, our doors and windows frame are out of alignment
with the structure of the homes and our roofs have been damaged as a result of the low flying and the
fumes traveling down.

The noise has been so loud when the airplanes are traveling over our homes, that we have to play an
up and down game with the sound on our televisions or phone conversation in order to hear.

When Representatives have meet with us (only on a few occasions), and stated that the noise indicator
do not show that we are in the direct noise flight path, we have shown them the actual map created by
the LAX is out dated. The increase use of the airport and the need to expand, should be clear indicators
that a new set of noise box indicator should be placed in new locations to determine the of impact the
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airplanes. We have tried to convey this to the Representative, yet no one is willing to give us a definitive
answer or allow us to identify some of the location if this were to take place.

We are requesting, no demanding that action take place to address our concerns and to establish a
relationship with us in helping to resolving this issue and repairing our home in the same manner you
have done with Westchester, Inglewood and a small portion of southwest LA close to the Inglewood city
line.

Keep in mind that LAX is own by the City and we as residents of the City pay taxes and patronize the
facility and should be entitle the level of customer service you pay to visitor using the airport.

Response:

Comment noted. As shown on Figure S1 in Technical Report S-1, Supplemental Land Use Technical
Report, of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, the commentor's property is located outside the
boundary of residential properties eligible for soundproofing under the ANMP. The ANMP boundary is
based on the 1992 fourth quarter 65 CNEL noise contour. The 65 CNEL is the applicable standard for
high noise levels as defined by FAR Part 150 and Title 21 (see Section 4.1, Noise (subsection 4.1.4) of
the Draft EIS/EIR). Priority for sound insulation is given to residential properties within the highest noise
level band above the 65 CNEL contour. As described in Subtopical Response TR-LU-3.4, the boundary
of the 65 CNEL contour is validated through the continuous monitoring of 25 sites in the area
surrounding LAX and quarterly noise reports are submitted by LAWA to Caltrans and the County of Los
Angeles. Even though the ANMP was developed based on 1992 conditions, noise levels have
decreased over time primarily due to the phasing out of noisier (stage 2) aircraft. This decrease is
depicted on Figure 4.2-5 of the Draft EIS/EIR and Figure S4.2-3 of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR.
Although this is a comment on existing noise levels and conditions, the general focus of the document,
pursuant to NEPA and CEQA, is to evaluate the potential future environmental effects of the project and
to provide feasible mitigation measures to address significant impacts.

Please see Topical Response TR-LU-3 regarding the ANMP, in particular Subtopical Response TR-LU-
3.14 regarding how approval of the LAX Master Plan would affect the ANMP, including expanding and
upgrading the current monitoring system. See also Response to Comment AL00006-2 regarding
current measures underway to address existing high aircraft noise levels. See Topical Response TR-N-
2 regarding the difference between single event and CNEL noise levels; TR-N-8 regarding the effects of
noise-based vibration; and TR-AQ-1 regarding deposits, soot, and fuel dumping.

SPC00183 Feinstein, Dianne United States Senate 10/20/2003

SPC00183-1

Comment:
I am forwarding the attached constituent inquiry regarding the expansion of Los Angeles International
Airport (LAX) for your review. | believe that my constituent would benefit from your response to the
specific issues raised in the enclosed letter.

| would appreciate it if you would return your response to me as quickly as possible so that | can share
the information with Mr. Mego.

Response:
The referenced comments are provided in comment letter SPC00184, which is identical to comment
letter SPC00157; please see responses to comment letter SPC00157. The referenced comment letter
also includes an attached exhibit that was also attached to comment letter SPC00156; please refer to
Response to Comment SPC00156-2, which addresses the exhibit.

SPC00184 Mego, Gordon None Provided 8/25/2003

The content of this comment letter is identical to comment letter SPC00157; please refer to the
Response to Comment Letter SPC00157. This comment letter also includes an attached exhibit that
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was also attached to comment letter SPC00156; please refer to Response to Comment SPC00156-2
which addresses the exhibit.

SPC00185 Alvarado, Armando None Provided 10/25/2003

SPC00185-1

Comment:
| sopport plan "D"

Response:
Comment noted.

SPC00186 Garcia, Gregorio None Provided 10/25/2003

SPC00186-1

Comment:
| support Plan "D".

Response:
Comment noted.

SPC00187 Xhro, Heminio None Provided 10/25/2003

SPC00187-1

Comment:
| suport plan D

Response:
Comment noted.

SPC00188 Espedel, Luis None Provided 10/25/2003

SPC00188-1

Comment:
| SUPPORT PLAN "D"

Response:
Comment noted.

SPC00189 Ramos, Agustin Laborers Local 300 10/25/2003

SPC00189-1

Comment:
| SUPPORT PLAN D

Response:
Comment noted.
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SPC00190

SPC00190-1

Comment:
| SUPPORT PLAN (D)

Response:
Comment noted.

SPC00191 Alarcon, Benito

SPCO00191-1

Comment:

Contreras, Fernando None Provided

None Provided 10/25/2003

| support the mayor of the city of Los Angeles.

Response:
Comment noted.

SPC00192 Jimenez, Henry

SPC00192-1

Comment:

None Provided 10/25/2003

| SUPPORT JAMES HANE PLAN FOR LAX

Response:
Comment noted.

SPC00193

SPC00193-1

Comment:
| SUPPORT PLAN (D)

Response:
Comment noted.

SPC00194 Longoria, Mario
SPC00194-1

Comment:
| SUPPORT PLA D

Response:
Comment noted.

Monzon, Francisco

Laborers Local 300 10/25/2003

None Provided 10/25/2003
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SPC00195 Jimenes, Jesus
SPC00195-1

Comment:
| SUPPORT PLAN D

Response:
Comment noted.

SPC00196 Flores, Fernando
SPC00196-1

Comment:
| SUPPORT PLAN (D)

Response:
Comment noted.

SPC00197 Carrillo, Juan
SPC00197-1

Comment:
| SUPPORT PLAN (D)

Response:
Comment noted.

SPC00198 Castillo, Carlos
SPC00198-1

Comment:
| SUPPORT PLAN (D)

Response:
Comment noted.

SPC00199 De la Cruz, Delfino
SPC00199-1

Comment:
| SUPPORT PLAN "D"

Response:
Comment noted.

None Provided

Laborers Local 300

None Provided

None Provided

None Provided

10/28/2003

10/25/2003

10/25/2003

10/25/2003

10/25/2003
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SPC00200 Gaddis, Jessie None Provided

SPC00200-1

Comment:

[No comment.]

Response:
No comments were included in this letter.

SPC00201 Adelman, Charles None Provided 10/25/2003

SPCO00201-1

Comment:
1) LAX is the main trans-Pacific Hub for the United States. every flight into or out of LAX carries both
local origen/Destination passengers and connecting passengers. It is not practical to devide these
passengers to different airports. There fore to be realistic, we must either increase the capacity of LAX
to meet demand, build direct high speed rail connections between airports, or replace LAX with a new
larger airport in the Inland empire

Response:
Although Alternative D does not expand the capacity of LAX, LAWA does recognize the importance of
increasing capacity in the region. LAWA encourages the jurisdictions that control other airports in the
region to expand their airports to the extent possible. The City of Los Angeles and LAWA, which control
the development of LAX, Ontario, Palmdale, and Van Nuys airports, are currently preparing Master Plan
updates for both Ontario and Palmdale, to play their part in addressing the anticipated regional demand.
Expansion at Ontario, Palmdale, or any of the other regional airports will not negate the need for
modernization of LAX.

SPC00201-2

Comment:

2) Moving the main parking area out of the Central Terminal area is essencial for both security and
traffic management reasons; However, consentrating all parking in a new "surface transportation area"
simply moves security problems & traffic conjestion to a different location; solving the conjestion and car
bomb security issues requires creating an effective network of transit connections into LAX. The
intermodal Transportation center must be located in the central terminal area so that passengers can
walk to the terminals from their trains with out having to change trains. LAX needs to have a direct
highspeed rail link to Union Station down-town and John Wyne Airport in Orange County. It needs to
have grade seperated transit links from the San Fernando Valley/Westside, from down town/San
Gabrial Valley and from Burbank airport. LAX must work with MTA & SCAG to develope the following
Rail Lines:

1) LAX - Union Station - Ontaro Airport High Speed Rail

2) LAX - Anaheim - John Wayne Airport H.S.R.

3) LAX - Union Station - EI Monte Subway

4) Aviation Sta - LAX - Westwood - Sherman Oaks - San Fernando

Green Line extention

5) Redondo - Southbay Gallarea - Del Amo Square - Long Beach

Green Line extention

6) Burban Airport - Hollywood - Beverly Center - LAX Subway
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10/25/2003

10/25/2003

10/25/2003

Response:
Under Alternative D, passengers may choose between three on-airport parking locations, namely the
Intermodel Transportation Center, the Ground Transportation Center, and a surface parking lot west of
La Cienega Boulevard and north of 111th Street.
Please see Topical Response TR-SEC-1 regarding security at the proposed Ground Transportation
Center.
LAWA staff has had several discussions with MTA staff with respect to their plans for transit
improvements in the vicinity of LAX and will continue to work with them in this regard. SCAG is in the
process of developing an update to their Regional Transportation Plan, which will include their concept
for high-speed rail in the region. Please see Topical Response TR-ST-5 regarding further discussion of
rail and transit connections to LAX airport.

SPC00202 Hilfenhaus, Jim None Provided

SPC00202-1

Comment:
| Support plan D

Response:
Comment noted.

SPC00203 None Provided None Provided

SPC00203-1

Comment:
| support Plan D.

Response:
Comment noted.

SPC00204 Sifuntes, Jorge None Provided

SPC00204-1

Comment:
[No comment.]

Response:
No comments were included in this letter.

SPC00205 Lopez, Efrain None Provided

SPC00205-1

Comment:
| support Plan D.

Response:

Comment noted.
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SPC00206 Nevarez, Guadalupe

SPC00206-1

Comment:
| support Plan D.

Response:
Comment noted.

SPC00207 Arrizon, Francisco

SPC00207-1

Comment:
Support Plan D

Response:
Comment noted.

SPC00208 Herrera, Eddie

SPC00208-1

Comment:
| SopoRT PIAN D

Response:
Comment noted.

SPC00209 Sanchez, Jacobo

SPC00209-1

Comment:
| SUPPORT PLAN D

Response:
Comment noted.

SPC00210 Gomez, Juan

SPC00210-1

Comment:
| SUPPORT PLan D

Response:
Comment noted.

Laborers Local 300 10/25/2003
None Provided 10/25/2003
None Provided 10/25/2003
None Provided 10/25/2003
None Provided 10/25/2003
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SPC00211 Govea, James
SPC00211-1

Comment:
| SUPPOTrt PIAN D

Response:

Comment noted.
SPC00212 Zavala, Arturo
SPC00212-1
Comment:

| Sopport Plan "D"
Response:

Comment noted.
SPC00213 DePalm, Frederick
SPC00213-1
Comment:

| SUPPONT PLAN "D"
Response:

Comment noted.
SPC00214 Felix, Arturo
SPC00214-1
Comment:

| SUPPORT PLAN "D"
Response:

Comment noted.
SPC00215 Brown, Dennis
SPC00215-1
Comment:

None Provided

None Provided

None Provided

None Provided

None Provided

10/25/2003

10/25/2003

10/25/2003

10/9/2003

When Alternative D is continually referred to as the mayor's "Safety and Security" plan, it disturbs me a
great deal. Although the plans are difficult to decipher, upon closer examination, it becomes very clear
that the only thing that will be safe and secure is the airport itself.

It was my initial understanding that the Safety and Security plan was designed to protect the traveling
public. This plan appears to do just the opposite. By having passengers concentrated in an area far
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removed from the physical structure of LAX, it is the same as painting a giant bullseye on the Ground
Transportation Center and inviting terrorists to have a go at it. The propose 'people mover' has the
same potential - an underground tunnel with thousands of passengers concentrated (trapped) in one
area.

If the argument is for security, there seem to be many details / questions that have gone unanswered in
this plan. Security technology that has not yet been developed, costs of implementation unknown - it
would be irresponsible of the city, and the FAA to proceed with Alt. D without these answers.

Response:
This comment does not raise or pertain to any environmental issues that are subject to NEPA or CEQA
review requirements. Notwithstanding, please see Topical Response TR-SEC-1, which addresses the
most frequently raised security-related issues pertaining to the design and ability of Alternative D to
enhance existing safety and security at LAX.

SPC00216 Feller, Bob Executive Management 10/28/2003

Consulting International

SPC00216-1

Comment:
I. MOVE ALL THE IMPERIAL TERM. FREIGHT +, TO THE 4 OUTLYING LAWA AIRPORTS THAT
WANT IT.
II. DOUBLE + LAX PASSERGER CAPACITY BY BUILDING A 2nd LAX @ IMPERIAL.

Response:
Cargo cannot be moved simply to suit the needs of the airport. The airlines select airports to best serve
their customers and minimize costs. LAWA is working with the all-cargo airlines and LAX freight
forwarders to provide incentives to use Ontario for cargo destined for or originating near the airport.
LAWA cannot force these companies to use Ontario.
The passenger capacity of LAX under Alternative D is 78.9 MAP. That is approximately the capacity of
the existing facility.

SPC00216-2

Comment:
lll. FOR SECURITY HAVE "BOOTHS" TO INSPECT PEOPLE & LUGGAGE, WITH A ELECTRONIC
CLOSED DOOR INTO TERMINAL, A 4(+) ARMED POLICE THERE AT ALL TIMES. ONLY OPEN
DOOR TO TERMINAL AFTER PEOPLE & LUGGAGE CLEARSED FOR NBC'S & CONTRABAND.

Response:
Comment noted.

SPC00216-3

Comment:
IV. ANY OTHER HELP, WRITE ME!

Response:

Comment noted.
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SPC00217 McDowell, Kelly City of El Segundo 10/25/2003

SPC00217-1

Comment:

Response:

Good morning. | am Councilman Kelly McDowell, representing the City of El Segundo.

Given the length and complexity of the Master Plan and environmental documents, our complete
comments, including those on technical issues, will be finalized soon and my City's comments today are
preliminary.

The City of El Segundo continues to oppose Alternatives A, B, and C for the many reasons the City
expressed orally and in writing during the public review and comment period for the initial Draft EIS/EIR
in 2002.

The City of El Segundo has not endorsed Alternative D. However, we feel its stated objective of
constraining LAX to its current capacity is appropriate and supports a regional aviation approach.

To be clear, the City of El Segundo can only support an alternative that by design will accommodate
passenger and cargo levels no greater than the physical capacity of the airport as it exists today.

The City has retained a nationally respected expert to assess the capacity of Alternative D.

To the extent that our expert consultant's findings are that the passenger capacity of Alternative D, as
currently designed, exceeds 78 MAP, we would hope that LAWA would cooperate with El Segundo in
incorporating any revisions in the Plan necessary to ensure the capacity is not increased beyond 78
MAP.

Limiting LAX's capacity to its current capacity has always been our number one goal.

We believe that limiting capacity at LAX will allow other airports in the region to develop and handle

their fair share of future regional aviation demand.

Comment noted. Please see Topical Response TR-RC-1 regarding the LAX Master Plan role in the
regional approach to meeting demand.

SPC00217-2

Comment:

However, my City is greatly concerned about the impacts of southside airfield changes that would move
the southernmost runway 50 feet closer to El Segundo.

LAWA has stated that it believes these changes are necessary to improve runway safety.

However, we are currently studying the impacts of the proposed reconfiguration and the options for the
southern runway complex.

In particular, we urge full public consideration of end-around taxiways as an alternative that could
provide greater safety at lower cost and with fewer new burdens on local communities.

Safety at LAX must be a priority for all of us.
El Segundo is prepared to support measures necessary to enhance safety, even if those measures

increase our burden, but only if we are assured, through an independent expert, that alternatives with
fewer impacts are not equally effective.
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Response:
Please see Response to Comment SPHF00038-3 regarding the potential noise impacts of moving the
southernmost runway approximately 55 feet south and discussion on runway incursions at LAX and an
analysis conducted by NASA Ames Research Center comparing the costs and benefits of a center
parallel taxiway and end-around taxiway on the south airfield complex.

SPC00217-3

Comment:
In conclusion, we are grateful for Mayor Hahn's responsive leadership and his pledge to constrain
growth at LAX and foster a regional approach to meeting future aviation demand.

It is our hope that the ultimate outcome of this Master Plan process will be a regional airport approach
that ensures that LAX does not exceed its current capacity.

Response:
Comment noted.

SPC00218 Worthington, Emma None Provided 10/25/2003

SPC00218-1

Comment:

My name is Emma Worthington and | live in Inglewood. | also work at the airport and have worked there
for almost 30 years. Like myself many people who work at the airport live in the surrounding
communities. We live in Inglewood, Lennox, Hawthore, El Segundo and Westchester. We understand
the connection between good quality jobs and a quality life. We need new jobs but we don't minimum
wage jobs. What we need is jobs that provide a livable wage and affordable family health coverage. The
companies at the airport provide those types of jobs and that is how | have been able to raise my family
and not be on welfare. In order to insure that this modernization plan provides good employment
opportunities for our communities, we encourage the mayor to include in his plan a local hiring program
so that others in my communities can also raise their families and our youth can strive to immulate their
parents. When we talk about modernization we say we are bringing the airport and Los Angeles into the
21st Century. Well we the workers would like to be able to bring our communities into the 21st Century
along with the airport and the rest of Los Angeles. That is why we urge the mayor to ensure that his
plan provides good paying jobs with good benefits and a community packet that will ensure we are
along for the ride. NOT LEFT BEHIND.

Response:
Comment noted.

SPC00219 Roberts, Sondra None Provided 10/25/2003

SPC00219-1

Comment:
I've resided in Inglewood for 30 years. When | moved here the airport was innocuous. Inbound planes
flew in a pattern which seemed to follow Century Blvd. Out bound planes did not affect us.

The air traffic was minimal. The street traffic was bearable. The air was breathable. My sleep was not
disturbed at night.

Now residents anywhere in the city have either seen or heard an airplane over their houses.

And this has resulted in.....
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Response:
Comment noted. Please see Responses to Comments below.
SPC00219-2
Comment:
Traffic Congestion
main arteries
neighborhoods (speeding)
street damage
Response:
Comment noted.
SPC00219-3
Comment:
Noise Pollution 24 hours per day
aircraft
street
freeway
Response:
Comment noted.
SPC00219-4
Comment:
neurosensory disorders
Response:
Please see Response to Comment AL00017-52 regarding the health effects of aircraft noise.
SPC00219-5
Comment:
Air Pollution
Aircraft emissions
Traffic emissions
Particulate matter (that we have to breath day in and day out).
Most of our adults suffer from some respiratory disorder, but alarmingly the problem is wide spread
among our children whose young lungs should be uncontaminated.
Response:
The content of this comment is similar to Comment SPHE00022-5. Please see Response to Comment
SPHE00022-5.
SPC00219-6
Comment:

Neurological / Psychiatric Disorders
Sleep deprivation
Anxiety-depression
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Learning disorders airplanes are on the descent directly over many of our schools

Response:
Please see Response to Comment AL0O0017-52 regarding the health effects of aircraft noise. In
addition, the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR addressed the effects of single event aircraft noise
relative to nighttime awakenings and school disruption associated with the No Action/No Project
Alternative and all four build alternatives in Section 4.1, Noise, and Section 4.2, Land Use, with
supporting technical data and analyses provided in Appendix S-C1 and Technical Report S-1.

SPC00219-7

Comment:
Safety Issues
Low flying aircraft
More airport related facilities moving closer and into our communities - bringing with them possible
terror attacks
Too many aircraft flying in close proximity at a time

Response:
Comment noted. Please see Topical Responses TR-SAF-1 regarding aviation safety and TR-SEC-1
regarding security issues.

SPC00219-8

Comment:
Property Damage
caused by air pollutants and sound waves

Response:
Comment noted. Air quality was addressed in Section 4.6, Air Quality, of the Draft EIS/EIR and
Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, with supporting technical data and analyses provided in Appendix G
and Technical Report 4 of the Draft EIS/EIR and Appendix S-E and Technical Report S-4 of the
Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. In addition, please see Topical Response TR-AQ-1 regarding air
pollutant deposition and Topical Response TR-N-8 regarding noise-based vibration.

SPC00219-9

Comment:
LAX has been methodically increasing the airport's capacity without the required environmental impact
reports.

Response:

Comment noted. Please see Topical Response TR-GEN-3 regarding actual versus projected activity
levels.

SPC00219-10

Comment:

Response:

The current report is sorely lacking in validity. It does not address solutions to any of our quality of life
issues, traffic, noise and air pollution, mental and physical health, property damage and safety. It's
based on old, erroneous, unsubstantiated, and irrelevant data.

Comment noted. The Draft EIS/EIR and Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR were completed in
accordance with NEPA and CEQA requirements, as well as with FAA Orders 5050.4 and 1050.1D,
which specify the various environmental impact categories to be evaluated. The Draft EIS/EIR and the

Los Angeles International Airport 3-6444 LAX Master Plan Final EIS/EIR Responses to Comments



3. Comments and Responses

Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR addressed traffic impacts in Section 4.3, Surface Transportation, noise
in Section 4.1, Noise, and 4.2, Land Use, air quality in Section 4.6, Air Quality, and human health and
safety in 4.24, Human Health and Safety. Supporting technical data and analyses are provided in
Appendix D, Appendix G, and Technical Reports 1, 2, 3, 4, 14a, and 14c of the Draft EIS/EIR and
Appendix S-C, Appendix S-E and Technical Reports S-1, S-2a, S-2b, S-4, S-9a, and S-9b of the
Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. Also, please see Topical Responses TR-LU-1 regarding impacts on
quality of life and TR-GEN-1 regarding environmental baseline issues.

SPC00219-11

Comment:

Response:

LAX is not an asset Inglewood. It is the worst possible neighbor any community could have. It profits
from our misfortune. But what better place to exploit than a low income minority community?

This is not a comment on the contents of the Draft EIS/EIR or the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR.

SPC00219-12

Comment:
If I had any lung capacity left I'd like to go out of my house be able to fill them with clean air.
Response:
Comment noted.
SPC00220 Solomon, Willie None Provided 10/25/2003
SPC00220-1
Comment:
- Why are planes permitted to take-off and land between the hours of 11:00 PM and 6:00 AM?
Response:
The content of this comment is essentially the same as Response to Comment SPHE00024-1; please
refer to Response to Comment SPHE00024-1.
SPC00220-2
Comment:
- Referring to jet noise levels - why haven't new criteria been established to account for flight patterns
over areas such as Vermont Knolls?
Response:
The content of this comment is essentially the same as Response to Comment SPHE00024-2; please
refer to Response to Comment SPHE00024-2.
SPC00220-3
Comment:
- Why can't jet engines noise be muffled 10 miles before landing?
Response:

The content of this comment is essentially the same as Response to Comment SPHE00024-3; please
refer to Response to Comment SPHE00024-3.
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SPC00220-4

Comment:

Response:

- How can the residue from jet fuel be reduced over our community?

Please see Topical Response TR-AQ-1 regarding deposition, soot and fuel dumping.

SPC00220-5

Comment:

Response:

- Why not extend the airport and runways out into the ocean?, Japan has done this successfully?

The content of this comment is identical to Comment SPHE00024-5. Please see Response to
Comment SPHE00024-5.

SPC00220-6

Comment:

- What methodology has been devised to mass transit passengers to terminals if no curbside drop off is
permitted?

Response:
This comment is identical to comment SPHE00024-6. Please see Response to Comment SPHE00024-
6.

SPC00220-7

Comment:
- Local residents were told from the start that the general aspects of the plans were not negotiable, then
why are you holding public hearings?

Response:

The goal of the Master Plan process is to produce a plan for modernizing Los Angeles International
Airport (LAX) that is appropriate for the City of Los Angeles and the Five-county region. In 2001, the
Draft LAX Master Plan and the Draft EIS/EIR were published by LAWA to seek input from the public
and to start the agency review and comment process. These documents were produced to describe
and analyze four alternatives: the No Action/No Project Alternative, Alternative A, Alternative B,
Alternative C, and Alternative D. Alternative D was developed in response to the feedback and public
comments received on the other four alternatives.  Draft documents were prepared to describe
Alternative D: the Master Plan Addendum, the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR and the Airport Layout
Plans (ALP) Package. The public was allowed to formally review and comment on these draft
documents. Government entities and the public will have a chance to review and provide comments
through oral testimony, written comments, and public hearings. The City of Los Angeles and the FAA
will decide which of the Master Plan alternatives best meets the needs of Los Angeles and the Los
Angeles region only after input from the public and governmental entities has been received and
considered.

Please see Topical Response TR-PO-1 regarding the public hearing process.
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SPC00220-8

Comment:

Response:

- Since the existing airport was designed to accommodate 40 million passengers, last year 56.2 millions
used the facilities and the expansion will accommodate 78.9 million, what are your plans to not further
impact our quality of life or has it been factored into your plans?

Comment noted. The 78.9 million passengers that would be accommodated under Alternative D would
be similar to what would occur if the LAX Master Plan were not approved, as reflected under the No
Action/No Project Alternative. Alternative D is designed to serve aviation activity at LAX consistent with
the SCAG's 2001 Regional Transportation Plan and as a result, would encourage the growth of aviation
activity at airports other than LAX. Chapter 5, Environmental Action Plan, of the Supplement to the
Draft EIS/EIR presented Project Design Features, Master Plan commitments and mitigation measures
intended to avoid or reduce the potential environmental impacts of the LAX Master Plan. Please see
Topical Response TR-LU-1 regarding impacts on quality of life. Regarding passenger levels, as stated
in Section 3.2.1 of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, the passenger activity level for the Year 2000
was 67.3 million passengers, rather than the 56.2 million referenced by the commentor.

SPC00220-9

Comment:

Response:

ECONOMY:

- Of the 49,000 jobs that the airport expansion is projected to create, how many jobs for the residents in
those communities that have and will be impacted be made available?

- The Mayor has addressed unions with the expansion plans, are there plans to reach out to none union
workers, giving them an opportunity for employment?

- How will the public be notified of available employment?

Please see Response to Comment PC02204-14 for clarification on the net change in jobs associated
with airport operations under Alternative D and regarding the types of new jobs to be created. Also see
Response to Comment PC01045-2 regarding the distribution of projected job growth; and Response to
Comment SPHE00024-9 regarding the anticipated job applicant pool for construction jobs and typical
job notification methods.

SPC00221 Netherly, Tarlise None Provided 10/25/2003

SPC00221-1

Comment:

It took me a total of 12 days, 3 hours a day, to read and understand the proposed plan and the drastic
changes being proposed. | originally began reading the plan to get insight on a piece of property in your
proposal that | would like to develop; however, in doing my research | found something quite alarming.

With myself being handicapped | am thoroughly aware of my surroundings; therefore, | noticed that the
proposal has not stated specific handicapped or disabled safety precautions being developed. The
"alternative master d plan" states is "it's accessible" but what does that mean?

For instance in the proposed "People Mover", there are no intended railings for the blind to hold onto,
there are no seating schematics, and there are no wheelchair safety locks. Anyone who knows anything
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Response:

about wheelchairs knows the wheel locks on the wheelchair are not always sturdy. There is also no
mention of our exceptional four-legged friends (dogs) who assist some of us in getting around; they too
are a part of us. Posting the well-recognized handicap placard is meaningless if there is no actual
assistance to back it up.

Your suggestion of "Alternative Master Plan D" utilizes a great deal of paper, and yet leaves out a part
of a social class that is alive, well and extremely vital in the community, it is imperative that precautions
for the handicapped and disabled are included on paper and not just phased in while construction takes
place; this would be improper procedure.

All too often, society ignores the fact that someone who looks, talks, and walks differently may indeed
have feelings just like the next "normal" person. This is precisely why | am asking the counsel to go
back and review the schematics for "Alternative Master Plan D", before making a commitment to
spending millions of dollars in order to reconstruct and redevelop LAX and its surrounding areas.
Should you decide to research the information | have given you regarding the handicapped and
disabled, you will find there are a substantial amount of people both young and elderly who enjoy and/or
are required to travel. Your "people mover" must accommodate us as well.

The this comment is similar to comment SPHE00029-1. Please see Response to Comment
SPHE00029-1.

SPC00221-2

Comment:

Response:

The second reason for my coming before you is, as | have previously stated, there is a piece of property
in your plan that | would very much like to develop.

The current address of the property is 9011 S. Airport Blvd, Los Angeles, Ca. Its location is on the
north/south corner of Arbor Vita and Airport Blvd; [directly adjacent the Post Office]. Please see map
2.3-1 and 2.3-2 in Alternative Master Plan D Volume | The property has been vacant for approximately
five years; previously, it was occupied by the Hertz Corporation, as a car rental station.

I would like to take this land and establish a nightclub. Allow me to emphasize that this will not be a strip
club but an establishment where all diversities can go and enjoy themselves. The club will promote
class, excitement, and relaxation, as there will be "Spoken Word" and Jazz on Wednesday's and
Sunday's. There will also be Hip Hop and disco Thursday through Saturday, with hopes of diverting
attention away from the adult entertainment in the area. In doing so, we will introduce a higher quality of
entertainment in correlation with the image you are trying to establish with the reconstruction of the LAX
area. Thus, generating additional positive revenue for the various surrounding communities around the
Los Angeles International Airport.

My proposal of the nightclub will generate positive revenue for the area. As you may already know there
is currently a law on the table regarding lap dancing which if passed would mean that exotic dancers
would have to remain six feet way from the customer; no doubt that this will cripple the adult
entertainment industry. Should this law come to pass, it will affect the three adult clubs in the airport
area. From a strategic standpoint, | would like for my nightclub to take a positive spin from the negative
outcome. Bring a positive outlook to the situation while still maintaining and generating more revenue
for the area.

According to your "Alternative Master Plan D-section A2.2- Passenger Operations 1996 vs. 2000". LAX
in 1996 had 57,975 visitors to the Los Angeles area vs. in 2000 there was 67,303, a difference of 9,328
(1.7%) in approximately 4 years. With precise advertising, considering future demographics of the area,
| believe that there will be an approximate growth increase of 2% to 5% in 5 years to support the
financial burden needed for the redevelopment of the area.

The area that encompasses the old Hertz rental car facility is going to be incorporated within the new
Consolidated Rental Car Facility and is not available for commercial development.
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SPC00221-3

Comment:

Response:

| know that | am solely one person, however | am one person taking a stand for not only myself but for
others in my community. The handicapped and disabled persons issue came up only after doing the
research required for the nightclub. | now leave you with two major issues to contemplate. First, how to
incorporate safety precautions for the handicapped and disabled into your plan, and second, allowing
me to lease a plot of land that has been vacant for quite some time. My objective is to turn it into a
positive influence for the community and the LAX area as well.

| have taken the liberty of visiting the land, as well as have taken (show pictures) as you can see, the
surrounding area is a place where an influx of revenue can have a positive influence on the area. Since
the current night spots are the sports bars in hotels. with the nightclub in this central area there will be a
diversion of revenue from the distant surrounding areas to the main area in which you are trying to
redevelop.

The areas that will be influenced by the nightclub's location; 1) more employment, 2) parking structures,
3) eateries, 4) the hotels in the area, 5) airport travelers, and 6) the surrounding business and
residential communities.

Now | am not going to tell you that everything is going to be completely positive, because this is not
Utopia. The downside to all this is going to be a security issue for both the Airport and the nightclub,
however that can be minimized, with the right Security firm that coincides with the Security implemented
in the surrounding parking structures and the Airport, that downside can become null and void.

| urge you, the counsel, to please consider this alternative in the redevelopment and reconstruct LAX.

Comment noted. Please see Response to Comment SPC00221-1 above regarding access for disabled
persons.

SPC00222 Porras, Carlos None Provided 10/25/2003

SPC00222-1

Comment:

Response:

In L.A. County African American, Latinos and Asians are three times more likely to have a hazardous
waste Treatment, Storage or Disposal facility within one mile of their homes than white population
Schools with more than 50% people of color population are three times more likely to a facility reporting
to the Federal Toxic Release Inventory within a mile of the school. Children attending schools with the
highest risk to respiratory health problems (from poor air quality) score significantly lower achievement

People of color have historically been burdened with the negative impacts of development that benefits
the broader society while forced to live in poverty People of color are now declaring this environmental
racism unjust. We demand environmental justice Any project at LAX will have impact on the
surrounding communities of color and we demand justice for these communities. Any Project that
benefits the economy has to benefit the people impacted

Please see Response to Comment SPHE00031-1.
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SPC00223 Carpio, Sparky None Provided 10/25/2003

SPC00223-1

Comment:

Skimming through the supplement to the draft EIS/EIR, and listening to different LAWA staff people
(and elected officials) | have come to believe that they seem to be more concerned and careful of the
infrastructure and economics of the buildings and money-making resources, than of the health, welfare
and sanity of the surrounding communities. All | see in this plan is greed on all levels of government.
Why don't people who are not elected officials get the compensation and quality of life they deserve?

Response:
Comment noted. The Draft EIS/EIR and Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR addressed human health and
safety in Section 4.24, Human Health and Safety. Supporting technical data and analyses are provided
in Technical Reports 14a and 14c of the Draft EIS/EIR and Technical Reports S-9a and S-9b of the
Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. In addition, please see Topical Response TR-HRA-4 regarding
human health mitigation strategies and Topical Response TR-LU-1 regarding impacts on the quality of
life. Please note that LAX is not run as a for-profit organization. It is a public service and the fees
collected are used to pay for the maintenance and upkeep. As required by Federal law, any funds
generated at the airport must be expended at the airport.

SPC00223-2

Comment:
In 2001 SCAG had an item in its RTP about the Arbor Vitae interchange. Time and again elected
officials had said that it had nothing to do with the airport or its expansion, and LAWA staff even went so
far as to say that the interchange was for the Forum (which is now a church), Hollywood Park (which
needed financial help from the city of Inglewood) and a Kmart that is no longer existent. So if the
interchange is not for the airport why is it in the EIS/EIR?

Response:
This comment is similar to comment SPHE00032-2. Please see Response to Comment SPHE00032-2.

SPC00223-3

Comment:
There is a MOU between LAWA and Inglewood that is mentioned in the EIS/EIR, that its avigation
easement requirements are currently suspended - the requirements to the avigation easements that the
residents had/have to sign takes away their right to sue the airport.
In the past Inglewood's mayor had wrongly sated at a City Council meeting that the Easements had
been eliminated while in fact they were merely suspended.

Response:
Comment noted.

SPC00223-4

Comment:

With Manchester Square as the GTC how will it improve security and safety? | guess if you want to
keep the CTA safe Manchester Square helps, but how is putting all the people closer to the residents of
Westchester going to keep the passengers and residents safe? If someone really wanted to do
something to improve safety and security they would do the best thing and regionalize.
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Response:
This comment does not raise or pertain to any environmental issues that are subject to NEPA or CEQA
review requirements. Notwithstanding, please see Topical Response TR-SEC-1, which addresses the
most frequently raised security-related issues pertaining to the design and ability of Alternative D to
enhance existing safety and security at LAX. Also, please see Topical Response TR-RC-1 regarding
the LAX Master Plan role in the regional approach to meeting demand.

SPC00224 Logan, Styles None Provided 10/25/2003

SPC00224-1

Comment:
QUALITY OF LIFE COMMENTS:

- Pollution - both noise and aerosols components will increase dramatically, because airline traffic will
expand to the level required by the planned MAP goal.

Response:
Comment noted. The Draft EIS/EIR and Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR addressed noise impacts in
Section 4.1, Noise, and Section 4.2, Land Use, air quality in Section 4.6, Air Quality, and traffic impacts
in Section 4.3, Surface Transportation. Supporting technical data and analyses are provided in
Appendix D, Appendix G, and Technical Reports 1, 2, 3, and 4 of the Draft EIS/EIR and Appendix S-C,
Appendix S-E, and Technical Reports S-1, S-2a, S-2b, and S-4 of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR.
In addition, please see Topical Response TR-GEN-3 regarding actual versus projected activity levels at
LAX.

SPC00224-2

Comment:
- Included in the plan, should be a proposal to provide funds to complete the existing soundproofing
contracts and identify the remaining homes that are affected, based on 55 DNL noise levels and above.

Response:
The content of this comment is identical to comment SPHE00034-2. Please see Response to
Comment SPHE00034-2.

SPC00224-3

Comment:
- The infrastructure- Century Blvd. from the 110 freeway to La Cienega and other heavily traveled
streets to and from the airport should be resurfaced regularly with funding support from LAWA to
eliminate pot holes and other irregularities.

Response:
This comment is similar to comment SPHE00034-3. Please see Response to Comment SPHE00034-3.

SPC00224-4

Comment:

- Homeowners residing in the flight path of Los Angeles International Airport are significantly impacted
by airplane noise, making it difficult to plan and enjoy activities in the backyard or leave doors and
windows opened for ventilation. The constant drone of airplanes taking off or landing does not permit
normal phone conversation without interruptions or the enjoyment of a television program without
exceeding the 60 decibels dBA level, which have been determined to be a normal level for
conversation.
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Response:
Comment noted. Please see Topical Response TR-LU-3 regarding the ANMP and Topical Response
TR-LU-4 regarding outdoor noise levels. See Response to Comment ALO0006-2 regarding current
measures underway to address existing high aircraft noise levels. Please see Section 4.1, Noise, and
Section 4.2, Land Use, of the Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR for a discussion of
noise levels under 1996 baseline and Year 2000 conditions and projected noise increases under the
Master Plan alternatives. Please also see Topical Response TR-N-2 regarding single event noise and
CNEL differences, in particular, Subtopical Response TR-N-2.2 regarding reducing the noise standard
to 60 CNEL

SPC00224-5

Comment:
- Environmental issues, health issues and soundproofing for residents living in the flight path and
around LAX must be mitigated prior to approval of any plans to expand.

Response:
The content of this comment is essentially the same as comment SPHE00034-5; please refer to
Response to Comment SPHE00034-5.

SPC00224-6

Comment:
ENVIRONMENTAL
- The environmental impact, particularly air pollution and noise will be substantial increased during the
physical construction as well as when the expansion is complete.

Response:
Comment noted. The Draft EIS/EIR and Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR addressed air quality in
Section 4.6, Air Quality; and noise impacts in Section 4.1, Noise, and Section 4.2, Land Use; and
construction-related impacts in Section 4.20, Construction Impacts. Supporting technical data and
analyses were provided in Appendix D, Appendix G, and Technical Reports 1 and 4 of the Draft
EIS/EIR and Appendix S-C, Appendix S-E, and Technical Reports S-1 and S-4 of the Supplement to the
Draft EIS/EIR. In addition, please see Topical Response TR-AQ-3 regarding air pollution increase and
Topical Response TR-N-6 regarding noise increase.

SPC00224-7

Comment:
HEALTH ISSUES:
- Studies dating back to 1977 reports that continued exposure to loud noise is a health hazard to
individuals living near or around flight corridors.
- Airplane noises are linked to:
Stress
Hypertension
Sleep deprivation and interruptions
work-related performance
learning and academic performance

Response:

Comment noted. Please see Response to Comment AL00017-52 regarding the health effects of aircraft
noise. In addition, the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR addressed the effects of single event aircraft
noise relative to nighttime awakenings and school disruption associated with the No Action/No Project
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Alternative and all four build alternatives in Section 4.1, Noise, and Section 4.2, Land Use, with
supporting technical data and analyses provided in Appendix S-C1 and Technical Report S-1.

SPC00224-8

Comment:
The residents of the 8th District would like to go on record opposing any expansion until the
environmental, health and economic issues are mitigated to assure that our quality of life will not be
further compromised.

Response:
Comment noted. Please see Responses to Comments above.
SPC00225 Kim, Susan None Provided 10/20/2003
SPC00225-1
Comment:
MY NAMe IS SUSAN Kim AND | REpRESENT KOREAN WElfare ORGANIZATION | have come here
today to support oF Alternative D of the LAX MASTER plan.
| believe that Mayor Hanh's proposal is a balanced plan because it allows for some growth while taking
into consideration the impacts to the surrounding communities plus this project will create some what
50,000 construction related jobs for the people of Los Angeles
The plan will improve operations and create a greater level of customer service by improving the
passenger experience for travelers
I myself believe it is time to modernize LAX and | believ Alternative D is steps in the right direction
Alternative D isn't for MAYor Hahn. IT's for the City of Los Angeles.
Thank you
Response:
Comment noted.
SPC00226 Burcher, Julie S.E.l.LU., Local 347 10/25/2003
SPC00226-1
Comment:

On behalf of the Service employees International Union - AFL-CIO (SEIU) Local 347, | would like to
express our strong support for Alternative D of the LAX Master Plan.

SEIU Local 347 represents over 700 employees that work at LAX and thousands that live in the
surrounding communities. The employees we represent are directly impacted by what happens at LAX.
We feel that your efforts to modernize LAX are a step in the right direction. Alternative D is a balanced
approach to maintaining LAX as an economic engine for our regional economy while considering the
environmental and traffic impacts to the surrounding communities.

Your Safety and Security Alternative addresses many security concerns at LAX and allows the flexibility
to accommodate evolving federal security requirements and technology. SEIU Local 347 has a great
interest in providing a safe and secure work environment for its members at the airport and in the
surrounding areas.
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Response:

SEIU Local 347 feels strongly that the modernization of the airport is long overdue and necessary. The
improvements that alternative D proposes will provide for improved operations and increased
efficiencies that will benefit passengers and concessions at LAX. Maintaining LAX as an international
gateway to the country will maintain hundreds of thousands of jobs directly related to LAX. We
recognize the importance of preserving LAX as a premiere airport in the world.

We appreciate your leadership and continuous efforts to modernize LAX. We look forward to working
closely with you throughout the master plan process.

Comment noted.

SPC00227 Alpern, Ken Friends of the Green Line 10/20/2003

SPC00227-1

Comment:

Response:

SPECIFIC GOALS FOR LAX RECONFIGURATION PLANS - GREEN LINE CONNECTIONS

Friends of the Green Line has concluded as its realistic goals to ask the City of Los Angeles and LA
World Airports to NOT PREVENT LAX RAIL ACCESS FROM THE NORTH AND/OR TO PREVENT
THE GREEN LINE FROM PROCEEDING NORTH BEYOND LAX:

Where Friends of the Green Line now stands with respect to the Green Line and LAWA Traffic
Mitigation as part of its final EIR is that non-automobile-related traffic measures should include:

1) A written promise for LAWA to fund the necessary trench west of Aviation Blvd. along the MTA
Harbor Subdivision ROW to allow the Green Line to proceed north from the current Aviation/Imperial
Green Line station without interfering with LAX radar beacons and/or other electromagnetic operations
associated with LAX

2) A written promise for LAWA to fund and construct its final Ground Transportation Center (whether it
is at Manchester Square or anywhere else) in a manner that allows for a future Green Line station.

LAX-bound passengers from the north should not overshoot LAX to reach the future Intermodal Transit
Center at Aviation/Imperial in order to connect with the Central Terminal Area via the LAX People Mover

3) A written promise for LAWA to fund and staff any future preliminary engineering for a Green Line that
connects to Westchester and the Westside in a manner that does not preclude the Green Line from
reaching these destinations, and in a manner that complements, not competes with, the future LAX
People Mover

It is impractical to connect the Green Line directly to the CTA, as discussed in Response to Comment
SPHOO00004-6. Also, please see Response to Comment SPHL00022-2 regarding the most feasible
alignment of the Green Line.

Any decision to extend the Green Line would be made by the LAC-MTA. Alternative D does not
preclude the MTA from extending the Green Line northerly if they choose to do so. The MTA right-of-
way along the west side of Aviation Boulevard will be preserved for this potential future transit project.
However, the MTA has no current plans for extending the Green Line, and LAWA and the FAA have no
authority to force them to do so. Since the MTA is not pursuing an extension of the Green Line at this
time, it is premature for LAWA to agree to fund the construction of a trench along Aviation Boulevard or
the preparation of preliminary engineering plans. Furthermore, federal law would likely restrict LAWA
from using airport revenues in this regard.

LAWA has had several discussions with MTA staff regarding their plans for transit in the LAX vicinity.
MTA staff will be invited to participate in the advanced planning of the Ground Transportation Center.
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SPC00228 Waters, Maxine U.S. House of Representatives 10/22/2003

SPC00228-1

Comment:

Response:

Alternative D is a $9 billion project that would demolish homes and disturb communities without
improving the safety and security of LAX. The Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR is an inaccurate and
misleading document that fails to reflect the true impact of this project.

Comment noted. Please see Responses to Comments SPC00228-2 through SPC00228-7 below.

SPC00228-2

Comment:

Response:

The centerpiece of Alternative D is the Ground Transportation Center (GTC), a large remote passenger
check-in facility that would be constructed at Manchester Square, several blocks away from the airport
terminals. An Intermodal Transportation Center (ITC) would be constructed at Aviation Blvd. and
Imperial Highway, which would provide a connection to the Green Line. According to the Supplement to
the Draft EIS/EIR, the GTC and the ITC would be the primary access points for all passenger drop-off
and pick-up and vehicle parking. A Consolidated Rental Car (RAC) facility would be constructed in
Westchester.

Inconvenience for Passengers

Local families could no longer drive to the Central Terminal Area in order to drop off passengers.
Instead, an Automated People Mover would be constructed to transport people to the airport terminals,
and a baggage tunnel would be constructed to transport baggage. All airport employees and
passengers would access the Central Terminal Area from the GTC, the ITC and the RAC via the
Automated People Mover, carrying their carry-on baggage with them. This would be extremely
inconvenient for most passengers, and it would present special hardships for the elderly, the
handicapped and families traveling with small children.

Comment noted. Please see Response to Comment SPHGH00003-2 regarding the elderly and
handicapped.

SPC00228-3

Comment:

Airport Security

Supporters of the proposed project to construct a remote passenger check-in facility claim that the
facility is necessary to improve the safety and security of LAX and prevent terrorist attacks at LAX.
Theoretically, diverting all vehicular traffic to remote parking structures and the remote passenger
check-in facility would protect the Central Terminal Area from car bombs.

The RAND Corporation conducted a security study of the proposed remote passenger check-in facility,
which was released on May 14, 2003. The study concluded that the proposed project would not
significantly improve the security of LAX. The study also concluded that concentrating passengers in the
proposed remote passenger check-in facility could increase the likelihood that the check-in facility would
be the target of a terrorist attack. Finally, the study concluded that concentrating several airport
functions in the remote passenger check-in facility could exacerbate the effects of an attack on airport
operations.
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Response:

This comment does not raise or pertain to any environmental issues that are subject to NEPA or CEQA
review requirements. Notwithstanding, please see Topical Response TR-SEC-1, which addresses the
most frequently raised security-related issues pertaining to the design and ability of Alternative D to
enhance existing safety and security at LAX.

SPC00228-4

Comment:

Response:

On July 25, 2003, | introduced H.R. 2985, a bill to condition construction of a remote passenger check-
in facility at LAX upon a finding that such a facility will promote the safety and security of the public.
H.R. 2985 would require the Secretary of Homeland Security to review the proposed facility prior to its
construction to determine whether it will protect the safety and security of air passengers and the
general public more effectively than the existing facilities at LAX. If the Secretary of Homeland Security
does not determine that the facility will improve public safety and security, the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) would not be allowed to approve its construction. On September 2, the Board of
Supervisors of Los Angeles County passed a motion to support my legislation.

Ironically, Alternative D does not even significantly improve security at the Central Terminal Area.
According to the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, Alternative D calls for the installation of new baggage
screening facilities in the Central Terminal Area - not the remote passenger check-in facility. If
Alternative D were designed to protect the Central Terminal Area from terrorist attacks, one would think
that the baggage would be fully screened before it is transported through the baggage tunnel to this
area. Nine billion dollars is an extremely high price to pay for a security project that provides protection
from car bombs but not from suitcase bombs.

The content of this comment is identical to comment SPC00169-4; please refer to Response to
Comment SPC00169-4.

SPC00228-5

Comment:

Displacement of Residents

The Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR makes the astounding claim that Alternative D would not displace
any residents. Instead, the Supplement predicts that 2,500 houses and apartments will be acquired and
the residents relocated under LAWA's existing Voluntary Residential Acquisition/Relocation Program,
through which LAWA may acquire property and relocate residents on a voluntary basis in order to
mitigate the impact of airport noise. The Supplement then concludes that Alternative D would not
require the acquisition of any additional dwelling units or the relocation of any additional residents. This
claim is especially ironic, given the fact that several Manchester Square residents have already said
that they' will not leave their homes voluntarily.

In reality, Alternative D would displace thousands of Manchester Square residents. In order to construct
the remote passenger check-in facility, the City of Los Angeles would have to acquire and demolish 38
houses, 179 apartment buildings and a 52-year-old elementary school, in addition to the 263 structures
it has already acquired. It would also have to relocate about 6,200 people, some of whom have federally
subsidized housing vouchers. | strongly oppose the forced relocation of any of these residents.

Response:

Please see Response to Comment SPC00169-5.
SPC00228-6
Comment:

The Cost of Alternative D
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Alternative D would cost $9 billion, an exorbitant amount of money, at a time when budget deficits are
growing and the economy is weak. Airlines would be required to increase their passenger fees in order
to fund the proposal, which would amount to a tax increase for air passengers. American taxpayers
have already provided loan guarantees to the airline industry to keep the airlines in business following
the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001. They should not have to pay higher passenger fees for
unnecessary airport construction projects as well.

Air passengers and other taxpayers are willing to support reasonable expenditures to pay for measures
that provide real enhancements in security, such as the installation of baggage screening facilities.
However, the remote passenger check-in facility, the Automated People Mover and the baggage tunnel
included in Alternative D are not reasonable expenditures and do not provide real enhancements in
security.

The American people are sick and tired of deficits and bloated government spending. The State of
California is now running a $38 billion deficit, and the federal government has a $374 billion deficit in
2003. Furthermore, Congress is in the process of providing the President an additional $87 billion for
continuing operations in Irag and Afghanistan. The American people cannot afford to spend $9 billion on
an outrageously expensive boondoggle at LAX.

Response:
This content of this comment is identical to comment SPC00169-6; please refer to Response to
Comment SPC00169-6.

SPC00228-7

Comment:
Conclusion
Alternative D is simply a continuation of former Mayor Richard Riordan's plan to expand the airport in
the name of safety and security. | urge the City Council of the City of Los Angeles to reject this ill-
advised and expensive scheme that will displace thousands of Manchester Square residents without
improving the safety and security of LAX.

Response:
The content of this comment is the same as that of Comment SPC00169-7; please refer to Response to
Comment SPC00169-7.

SPC00229 Waters, Maxine U.S. House of Representatives 10/25/2003

SPC00229-1

Comment:
Alternative D is a $9 billion project that would demolish homes and disturb communities without
improving the safety and security of LAX. The Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR is an inaccurate and
misleading document that fails to reflect the true impact of this project.

Response:
Comment noted. Please see Responses to Comments SPC00229-2 through SPC00229-10 below.

SPC00229-2

Comment:

The centerpiece of Alternative D is the Ground Transportation Center (GTC), a large remote passenger
check-in facility that would be constructed at Manchester Square, several blocks away from the airport
terminals. An Intermodal Transportation Center (ITC) would be constructed at Aviation Blvd. and
Imperial Highway, which would provide a connection to the Green Line. According to the Supplement to

Los Angeles International Airport 3-6457 LAX Master Plan Final EIS/EIR Responses to Comments



3. Comments and Responses

Response:

the Draft EIS/EIR, the GTC and the ITC would be the primary access points for all passenger drop-off
and pick-up and vehicle parking. A Consolidated Rental Car (RAC) facility would be constructed in
Westchester.

Inconvenience for Passengers

Local families could no longer drive to the Central Terminal Area in order to drop off passengers.
Instead, an Automated People Mover would be constructed to transport people to the airport terminals,
and a baggage tunnel would be constructed to transport baggage. All airport employees and
passengers would access the Central Terminal Area from the GTC, the ITC and the RAC via the
Automated People Mover, carrying their carry-on baggage with them. This would be extremely
inconvenient for most passengers, and it would present special hardships for the elderly, the
handicapped and families traveling with small children.

Comment noted. Please see Response to Comment SPHGH00003-2 regarding the elderly and
handicapped.

SPC00229-3

Comment:

Response:

Airport Security

Supporters of the proposed project to construct a remote passenger check-in facility claim that the
facility is necessary to improve the safety and security of LAX and prevent terrorist attacks at LAX.
Theoretically, diverting all vehicular traffic to remote parking structures and the remote passenger
check-in facility would protect the Central Terminal Area from car bombs.

The RAND Corporation conducted a security study of the proposed remote passenger check-in facility,
which was released on May 14, 2003. The study concluded that the proposed project would not
significantly improve the security of LAX. The study also concluded that concentrating passengers in the
proposed remote passenger check-in facility could increase the likelihood that the check-in facility would
be the target of a terrorist attack. Finally, the study concluded that concentrating several airport
functions in the remote passenger check-in facility could exacerbate the effects of an attack on airport
operations.

The content of this comment is identical to comment SPC00228-3; please refer to Response to
Comment SPC00228-3.

SPC00229-4

Comment:

On July 25, 2003, | introduced H.R. 2985, a bill to condition construction of a remote passenger check-
in facility at LAX upon a finding that such a facility will promote the safety and security of the public.
H.R. 2985 would require the Secretary of Homeland Security to review the proposed facility prior to its
construction to determine whether it will protect the safety and security of air passengers and the
general public more effectively than the existing facilities at LAX. If the Secretary of Homeland Security
does not determine that the facility will improve public safety and security, the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) would not be allowed to approve its construction. On September 2, the Board of
Supervisors of Los Angeles County passed a motion to support my legislation.

Ironically, Alternative D does not even significantly improve security at the Central Terminal Area.
According to the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, Alternative D calls for the installation of new baggage
screening facilities in the Central Terminal Area - not the remote passenger check-in facility. If
Alternative D were designed to protect the Central Terminal Area from terrorist attacks one would think
that the baggage would be fully screened before it is transported through the baggage tunnel to this
area. Nine billion dollars is an extremely high price to pay for a security project that provides protection
from car bombs but not from suitcase bombs.
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Response:

The content of this comment is identical to comment SPC00169-4; please refer to Response to
Comment SPC00169-4.

SPC00229-5

Comment:

Response:

Displacement of Residents

The Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR makes the astounding claim that Alternative D would not displace
any residents. Instead, the Supplement predicts that 2,500 houses and apartments will be acquired and
the residents relocated under LAWA's existing Voluntary Residential Acquisition/Relocation Program,
through which LAWA may acquire property and relocate residents on a voluntary basis in order to
mitigate the impact of airport noise. The Supplement then concludes that Alternative D would not
require the acquisition of any additional dwelling units or the relocation of any additional residents. This
claim is especially ironic, given the fact that several Manchester Square residents have already said
that they will not leave their homes voluntarily.

In reality, Alternative D would displace thousands of Manchester Square residents. In order to construct
the remote passenger check-in facility, the City of Los Angeles would have to acquire and demolish 38
houses, 179 apartment buildings and a 52-year-old elementary school, in addition to the 263 structures
it has already acquired. It would also have to relocate about 6,200 people, some of whom have federally
subsidized housing vouchers. | strongly oppose the forced relocation of any of these residents.

Please see Response to Comment SPC00169-5.

SPC00229-6

Comment:

Response:

Noise and Traffic Congestion

For several years, | have been working to limit the environmental impact of Los Angeles International-
Airport (LAX) on the surrounding community. My constituents living next door to LAX, in Westchester,
Inglewood, Hawthorne, Gardena and South Central Los Angeles, must contend with excessive noise,
pollution and traffic congestion caused by the airport. These residents suffer many sleepless nights due
to deafening jet noise. They must wipe the soot from aircraft emissions from their cars and driveways
everyday. Residents have reported increased cases of asthma, respiratory aliments and hearing
problems.

Comment noted. The Draft EIS/EIR and Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR addressed noise impacts in
Section 4.1, Noise, and Section 4.2, Land Use, air quality in Section 4.6, Air Quality, traffic in Section
4.3, Surface Transportation, and human health and safety in Section 4.24, Human Health and Safety.
Supporting technical data and analyses are provided in Appendix D, Appendix G, and Technical
Reports 1, 2, 3, 4, 14a, and 14c of the Draft EIS/EIR and Appendix S-C, Appendix S-E, and Technical
Reports S-1, S-2a, S-2b, S-4, S-9a, and S-9b of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. The Supplement
to the Draft EIS/EIR addressed the effects of single event aircraft noise relevant to nighttime awakening
in homes in Section 4.1, Noise, and Section 4.2, Land Use, with supporting technical data and analyses
provided in Appendix S-C and Technical Report S-1. In addition, please see Topical Response TR-N-5
regarding nighttime aircraft operations, Topical Response TR-AQ-1 regarding air pollutant deposition,
and Topical Response TR-HRA-3 regarding human health impacts.
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SPC00229-7

Comment:

Response:

| do not accept the claim in the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR that Alternative D would reduce by
1,300 the number of residents exposed to noise levels of over 65 CNEL by the year 2015. Most airport
noise is the result of airplane landings and departures, and Alternative D does not propose any
reduction in landings and departures. In fact, Alternative D would increase the airport's capacity from 78
million air passengers per year to 78.9 million air passengers per year. Consequently, Alternative D
could allow the number of landings and departures and the corresponding jet noise to increase. Of
course, Alternative D could reduce the number of residents exposed to high levels of airport noise as a
result of the forced relocation of residents from Manchester Square. However, forcing residents to leave
their homes is no way to respond to their complaints about noise.

Comment noted. The commentor appears to be referencing Table S4.1-24 of the Supplement to the
Draft EIS/EIR, which indicates a reduction of 1,350 residents exposed to 65 CNEL and greater noise
levels compared to the No Action/No Project Alternative. As stated on page 4-64, in Section 4.1, Noise
of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, there is very little difference between aircraft noise exposure
under Alternative D and the No Action/No Project Alternative. While there would be an increase in the
off-airport area exposed to high noise levels under Alternative D compared to the No Action/No Project
Alternative, the differences in the pattern of the noise contour due to runway changes results in fewer
residents exposed to high noise levels.

Regarding passenger activity levels, Alternative D is designed to serve a future (2015) airport activity
level of 78.9 million annual passengers (MAP), which is comparable to the 78.7 MAP projected to occur
under the No Action/No Project Alternative. As such, Alternative D is not considered to represent an
expansion of LAX. The other build alternatives (Alternatives A, B, and C) are designed to serve a future
activity level substantially more than that of the No Action/No Project Alternative and therefore represent
an expansion of LAX . See also Topical Responses TR-GEN-3 regarding projected activity levels and
TR-MP-2 regarding the SCAG RTP.

Regarding Manchester Square relocation program, as further described in Topical Response TR-MP-3,
this is a voluntary program that is currently being implemented by LAWA and is independent of the LAX
Master Plan. The reduction in residents who would be exposed to high noise levels due to this existing
acquisition program are accounted for under the No Action/No Project Alternative and the build
alternatives. Regarding the statement about forced relocation of residents from Manchester Square
and that it is no way to respond to noise complaints, note that this is a voluntary relocation program that
was implemented by LAWA due to requests of property owners and a high level of interest within the
community to be relocated rather than receive soundproofing.

SPC00229-8

Comment:

Response:

The claim in the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR that Alternative D would reduce traffic congestion is
also not credible. Alternative D would concentrate airport traffic on the east side of the airport near the
proposed remote passenger check-in facility, causing a shift in airport traffic to the 1-405 freeway near
the Arbor Vitae/Manchester Avenue exits. This could cause a tremendous increase in traffic congestion
on 1-405, which is already heavily congested. It could also increase traffic congestion in the surrounding
communities as airport passengers and other drivers seek alternative routes to get to, from and around
the airport. Concentrating airport traffic at a single facility will not reduce congestion.

The traffic model shows that after the Central Terminal Area is closed to private vehicles, there is more
capacity on Sepulveda Boulevard and, to a lesser extent, Aviation Boulevard. As airport traffic shifts
easterly, some of the non-airport traffic on the 1-405 Freeway shifts to those arterial streets. That is, the
capacity of Sepulveda Boulevard and the 1-405 Freeway would balance itself, regardless of whether the
traffic is related to the airport.
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Also, the streets adjacent to the Ground Transportation Center are proposed to be widened for traffic
movement on the city street network. These streets include Arbor Vitae Street, La Cienega Boulevard,
Aviation Boulevard and Century Boulevard. In addition, many intersectional improvements are planned
to facilitate traffic flow.

Airport traffic is not being concentrated at a single facility. The Ground Transportation Center is
expected to accommodate about 60 percent of the inbound trips to the airport, with the Intermodal
Transportation Center, Rental Car Facility, and existing Central Terminal Area accommodating the
remainder of the inbound airport trips.

SPC00229-9

Comment:

Response:

The Cost-of Alternative D

Alternative D would cost $9 billion, an exorbitant amount of money, at a time when budget deficits are
growing and the economy is weak. Airlines would be required to increase their passenger fees in order
to fund the proposal, which would amount to a tax increase for air passengers. American taxpayers
have already provided loan guarantees to the airline industry to keep the airlines in business following
the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001. They should not have to pay higher passenger fees for
unnecessary airport construction projects as well.

Air passengers and other taxpayers are willing to support reasonable expenditures to pay for measures
that provide real enhancements in security, such as the installation of baggage screening facilities.
However, the remote passenger check-in facility, the Automated People 54over and the baggage tunnel
included in Alternative D are not reasonable expenditures and do not provide real enhancements in
security.

The American people are sick and tired of deficits and bloated government spending. The State of
California is now running a $38 billion deficit, and the federal government has a $374 billion deficit in
2003. Furthermore, Congress is in the process of providing the President an additional $87 billion for
continuing operations in Irag and Afghanistan. The American people cannot afford to spend $9 billion on
an outrageously expensive boondoggle at LAX

This content of this comment is identical to comment SPC00169-6; please refer to Response to
Comment SPC00169-6.

SPC00229-10

Comment:

Response:

Conclusion

Alternative D is simply a continuation of former Mayor Richard Riordan's plan to expand the airport in
the name of safety and security. | urge the City Council of the City of Los Angeles to reject this ill-
advised and expensive scheme that will displace thousands of Manchester Square residents without
improving the safety and security of LAX.

The content of this comment is the same as that of Comment SPC00169-7; please refer to Response to
Comment SPC00169-7.
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SPC00230 Glennon, Ruth None Provided 10/25/2003

SPC00230-1

Comment:

Response:

The past two weeks have been among the worst in our lives. The cause? The constant and unrelenting
noise from LAX that has gone on late into the night and started up early in the morning. We live one
mile north of the airport, have insulation and double paned windows. The week-end of the 10th was a
week-end from hell and we averaged four and a half hours of sleep on Friday, Saturday and Sunday.
Mayor Hahn, you wouldn't want to live like this and neither should the people in Westchester/Playa del
Rey. We deserve something better

Comment noted. Please see TR-LU-2 regarding potential effects of Master Plan alternatives on the
community of Westchester, Topical Response TR-N-3, regarding aircraft flight procedures, Topical
Response TR-N-5 regarding nighttime aircraft operations, TR-N-6 regarding noise increase and TR-N-7
regarding noise abatement measures/enforcement.

SPCO00230-2

Comment:

Response:

The plan D you're proposing will only make things worse. This "modernization" which would also allow
for 12+ million more passengers, sounds like an expansion to us. You can pour 9 billion or 90 billion into
LAX and, in the long run, it will still be a second class, tiny airport which is over-crowded and obsolete
for today's needs. LAX should have been used as a secondary air port two decades ago, but no one
has had the foresight to realize it or take the necessary steps.

Every other major city in this country and Europe has recognized the need to build a new airport outside
the inner city and has done so. Los Angeles is the only one lagging behind in all forms of transportation,
but especially air. We have lived in Los Angeles for over 50 years and heard Palmdale, Palmdale,
Palmdale from day one. Yet no one has had the boldness and vision to build a state-of-the art
International airport there where there is plenty of acreage for future expansion. There would be room
for nice hotels and restaurants also. Of course, there has to be ground transportation to accompany an
airport, but there are many choices there as well. There are thousands of people in the Valley and
inland areas that would be delighted not to have to come to LAX. It will take someone with vision to do
this and that person could be you.

Where would our city be if the movers and shakers of the past had listened to the "naysayers"? We'd
still be a small town. The recent and wonderful additions to our down-town, especially the spectacular
Concert Hall, will undoubtedly attract thousands of visitors if Frank Gehry's museum in Bilbao, Spain is
any indication. The Staples center and new Cathedral are also major attractions.

Where will these people land? Will it be in some dinky, obsolete air-port or a modern terminal where
they can be quickly and comfortably transported to down-town (think Union Station).

This is your chance, Mayor Hahn, to step into a new age, a new millennium, and plan for the future. All
to often, your predecessors have looked to the past and applied the "band-aid" approach to solve the
problems of Los Angeles. This could be your chance to make our city BETTER, not just bigger. It would
then become the great city it was intended to be.

The last several new airports to be built in North America are much closer to their respective downtowns
than Palmdale. Washington Dulles is approximately 25 miles from the central business district (CBD),
and required restrictions on Washington National to be successful. Denver's new airport is also about
25 miles from the CBD and required the closing of Stapleton to be successful. The Mirabel Airport is
more than 30 miles from downtown Montreal. Its construction and the planned split of domestic and
international traffic caused the loss of a major gateway connecting hub and the airport now sits virtually
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idle. Dallas/Ft. Worth is only 10 miles from downtown. Palmdale is more than 50 miles from downtown.
As a responsible public agency, LAWA will only develop Palmdale when demand can be demonstrated.
Even then, Palmdale will be a supplemental airport to LAX and the other regional airports, not a
replacement for LAX. Please see Topical Response TR-RC-5 regarding transferring LAX operations to
Palmdale. The 12 million additional passengers would be able to be accommodated at LAX with or
without Alternative D under the No Action/No Project Alternative; therefore, Alternative D proposes to
accommodate them at an acceptable level of service while enhancing safety and security at the airport.

SPC00231 Collins, Jimmie None Provided 10/27/2003

SPC00231-1

Comment:

Response:

My home is situated along the aircraft landing approach to LAX. Therefore, | am requesting that my
home and those in my surrounding neighborhood be retrofitted with sound-proof windows and air-
conditioning as part of the airport noise abatement program.

As a member of the Manhattan Place Block Club Organization, | am also requesting an immediate
response to these concerns on behalf of those | represent.

Comment noted. FAA and LAWA are working to address noise complaints from LAX operations. As
shown on Figure S1 in Technical Report S-1, Supplemental Land Use Technical Report, of the
Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR the commentor's property and generally those above the 10400
Manhattan Place block are located outside the boundary of residential properties eligible for
soundproofing. The noise impact area which determines residential uses eligible for sound insulation
under the ANMP and monitoring methods used to validate the current 65 CNEL contour are described
in Subtopical Response TR-LU-3.4. The 65 CNEL is the applicable standard for high noise levels as
defined by FAR Part 150 and Title 21 (see Section 4.1, Noise (subsection 4.1.4) of the Draft EIS/EIR).
Priority for sound insulation is given to residential properties within the highest noise level band above
the 65 CNEL contour. Although this is a comment on existing noise levels and conditions, the general
focus of the document, pursuant to NEPA and CEQA, is to evaluate the potential future environmental
effects of the project and to provide feasible mitigation measures to address significant impacts.

See Topical Response TR-LU-3 regarding the ANMP, in particular Subtopical Response TR-LU-3.14
regarding how approval of the LAX Master Plan would affect the ANMP. See also Response to
Comment ALO0006-2 regarding current measures underway to address existing high aircraft noise
levels. See Topical Response TR-N-2 regarding the difference between single event and CNEL noise
levels.

SPC00232 Morrison, Nancee None Provided 10/31/2003

SPC00232-1

Comment:

Why is Los Angeles the only major city that is serviced by one airport? LAX can only be
improved/modernized to a certain extent. Rather than putting a bandaide fix on this problem, wouldn't it
be better to be looking at a regional solution that would distribute passengers throughout Southern
California?

Trying to expand LAX is like trying to put a spare peg in a round hole. The area around the airport will
NOT support the growth proposed, yet the city is willing to pull out all the stops to make this work. Why
not put that energy into development of Palmdale and Ontario where the projected growth is? These
areas would welcome the business it would bring to their communities. It doesn't look like the desire or
will is there to find a truly workable solution to the problem.
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Response:

The jurisdictions that operate the John Wayne, Long Beach, and Burbank airports, as well as LAWA's
Ontario International, will be surprised to learn that they do not serve the population of the Los Angeles
basin. Alternative D for LAX, as detailed in the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, emphasizes safety
and security improvements, rather than capacity increases. By not increasing the capacity of LAX, it is
incumbent on the other airports in the region to serve a larger percentage of the regional demand.
LAWA is currently preparing Master Plan updates for both Ontario and Palmdale, in order for them to
play their part in addressing the anticipated regional demand. Expansion at Ontario, Palmdale, or any
of the other regional airports will not negate the need for modernization of LAX. Please see Topical
Responses TR-RC-1 and TR-RC-5 for more detail on the relationship between LAWA's planning for its
three commercial service airports and the plans of other airport jurisdictions in the region.

SPC00233 Toedter, Seth None Provided 10/17/2003

SPC00233-1

Comment:
Nothing about the plan that has been presented to the public sounds like it is very secure. It sounds like
the airport, the airplanes and buildings are more important than the passengers are.

It sounds like the city (the mayor) justs wants to get anything done and get this airport issue behind him.
This alternative D plan doesn't seem like it will actually do anything to make traveling in and out of Los
Angeles more safe. | don't like the idea of having to go all the way to the other side of the airport from
where | live to catch a flight.

Response:
This comment does not raise or pertain to any environmental issues that are subject to NEPA or CEQA
review requirements. Notwithstanding, please see Topical Response TR-SEC-1, which addresses the
most frequently raised security-related issues pertaining to the design and ability of Alternative D to
enhance existing safety and security at LAX.

SPC00234 Wiltz, Pamela None Provided 10/12/2003

SPC00234-1

Comment:
As a resident of a neighborhood near LAX, I'm quite concerned about he transportation issues involved
in Alterntive D of the Master Plan.

In all of the meetings I've attended, | still haven't heard specifics addressing traffic mitigation. There do
not seem to be hard and fast answers about how the mitigation measures offered to our community will
be funded.

Response:
The Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR addresses the traffic mitigation plan in Table S4.3.2-11 and
S$4.3.2.12 of Section 4.3.2, Off-Airport Surface Transportation.

Please see Response to Comment ALO0008-6 regarding project funding.

SPC00234-2

Comment:
Traffic on the 405 freeway around LAX is always congested, but there are several offramps to choose
from. Frequent travelers know that they have several alternate routes. From what I've observed,
Alternative D would funnel all airport traffic through one offramp. The plan claims that this would
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increase freeway speeds and reduce traffic. Although I'm not an engineer, | can't imagine that taking
traffic from 3 exits and squeezing it into ONE exit will do anything to relieve airport traffic from the 405.

Response:

Alternative D proposes a new interchange on the [-405 Freeway at Lennox Boulevard. This interchange
would allow both northbound and southbound traffic on the 1-405 to exit the freeway and enter the
airport roadways leading directly to the GTC and ITC. Unlike the existing freeway exits, there would be
no traffic signals on the proposed off-ramps to interfere with the flow of traffic heading to the airport.
Since the proposed off-ramps have the advantage of leading directly to the proposed airport facilities,
most of the airport traffic on the 1-405 Freeway is expected to use the new interchange. Other off-ramps
on the 1-405 Freeway, such as those at Century Boulevard and Imperial Highway, will remain open.

The traffic model reveals that some non-airport related traffic shifts from using the 1-405 Freeway to
parallel arterial streets such as Aviation Boulevard and Sepulveda Boulevard, freeing up capacity for
airport-related traffic to remain on the freeway.

SPC00234-3

Comment:
I would like to know what type of traffic studies have indicated that Alternative D will do anything to
alleviate the already congested traffic situation.

Response:

Chapter 4.3.2, "Off Airport Surface Transportation," in the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR summarizes
the results of the traffic study as well as the mitigations proposed under Alternative D. In general,
Alternative D proposes the construction of an on-airport roadway system to the GTC and ITC, direct
connections from the 1-105 and 1-405 Freeways to these roadways, street widening on La Cienega
Boulevard, Century Boulevard, Aviation Boulevard, Arbor Vitae Street, and 111th Street, and physical
improvements to over off-airport 30 intersections. Under the No Action/No Project Alternative, off-
airport traffic will also increase, but few, if any, of these improvements would be constructed to help with
the increased traffic congestion.

SPC00235 Thoeming, Norm None Provided 10/20/2003

The content of this comment letter is identical to comment letter SPC00175; please refer to the
responses to comment letter SPC00175.

SPC00236 McTaggart, John LAX Community Noise 10/28/2003
Roundtable

SPC00236-1

Comment:
The LAX Community Noise Roundtable Draft EIR / EIS Comments

The LAX Community Noise Roundtable was created in September 2000. It is composed of elected
officials or their designees from Rancho Palos Verdes, Palos Verdes Estates, Redondo Beach,
Hermosa Beach, Manhattan Beach, El Segundo, Culver City, Monterey Park, Los Angeles (Districts 11
and 8), Inglewood, Hawthorne, Los Angeles County, the FAA, the ATA, Los Angeles International
Airport Area Advisory Committee and representatives from area groups.

Response:
Comment noted.
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SPC00236-2

Comment:

1. The dates used do not satisfy the baseline for comparison to be as of the time that the Supplemental
to the Draft EIS/EIR was submitted. The baselines were outdated at the time they completed the
Supplemental to the Draft EIS/EIR.

Response:

Please see Topical Response TR-GEN-1 regarding baseline issues.
SPC00236-3
Comment:

Response:

2. 4.1.6.1.5 states, "the increase of the size of aircraft would result in louder individual noise events and
consequently greater total noise energy levels and slightly increased contour size". This is against our
stated policy of shifting noise from one community to another.

The complete citation in Section 4.1.6.1.5, of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR that describes noise
effects under Alternative D stated:

"The small increase in the number of average daily operations would cause almost no change in the
noise exposure pattern by itself, but the increase of the size of the aircraft would result in louder
individual noise events, and consequently greater total noise energy levels and slightly increased
contour size. The change of utilization and the different fleet mixes do not appear to be extensive
enough to have substantial effects on the size or shape of the noise contour pattern shown in Figure
S4.2-17, Alternative D vs. No Action/No Project Alternative Areas Newly Exposed . . ."

Therefore under Alternative D, the shift in the noise contour would be similar to what would occur
without approval of the project as represented under the No Action/No Project Alternative. See also
Subtopical Response TR-N-6.3 regarding the relationship between aircraft size and noise levels.

Regarding shifting noise from one community to another, while it is true that the Alternative D would
result in minor shifts in the noise contours with some areas being newly exposed to high noise levels,
noise impacts would affect the same communities that have historically been exposed to high noise
levels from LAX operations. LAWA Staff's preferred Alternative D has been designed to limit airfield
improvements and aviation activity levels. Therefore, Alternative D would result in the least amount of
noise-sensitive uses that would be newly exposed to high noise levels and would result in a decrease in
the overall area exposed to high noise levels compared to 1996 baseline, Year 2000, and the No
Action/No Project Alternative.

SPC00236-4

Comment:

Response:

3. 44.1.6.1.5.3 - Page 4-65. This is against our stated policy of shifting noise from one community to
another. S4.1-27 indicates a 2000 increase in population newly exposed to 65 CNEL or greater; an
increase of 150 dwellings added within the 65CNEL; and 4 schools, 2 churches and 3 hospitals are
newly added. Where are the precise mitigation measures for these increases?

Please see Response to Comment SPC00236-3 regarding shifts in the noise contours that would occur
under Alternative D compared to the No Action/No Project Alternative. While there would be some
areas newly exposed to 65 CNEL or greater noise levels, as indicated on Table S4.1-27 of the
Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, the shift in the noise contours associated with Alternative D would
result in the removal of 3,350 persons, 810 dwelling units, and 10 noise-sensitive uses from the areas
exposed to 65 CNEL or greater noise levels compared to the No Action/No Project Alternative.
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Regarding mitigation for noise-sensitive uses newly exposed to 65 CNEL or greater noise levels under
Alternative D compared to the No Action/No Project Alternative, these areas are shown on Figure S4.2-
17 of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. As further described in Subtopical Response TR-LU-3.14,
those noise-sensitive parcels that are not subject to an existing avigation easement and that are not
located within the ANMP boundaries, would be eligible for sound insulation or relocation under a revised
ANMP as described in mitigation measure MM-LU-1. Further mitigation is provided under mitigation
measures MM-LU-3 and MM-LU-4 in the form of study of aircraft noise levels that result in classroom
disruption and sound insulation for schools determined by the study or interim noise measurements to
be significantly impacted. @ See Subtopical Response TR-LU-3.4 regarding how eligibility for
soundproofing is determined and Subtopical Response TR-LU-3.14 for a description of how approval of
the LAX Master Plan would affect the ANMP.

SPC00236-5

Comment:

Response:

4. The LAX Noise Roundtable does not support any flight track alteration or airfield alteration that shifts
noise from one community to another. The FAA has also stated that to be their policy.

The moving and/or extending of runways 24L, 24R, and 25L results in the shifting of the noise contours
and/or the shifting of noise from one community to another. Moving a runway changing the take off and
landing of an aircraft flight path causes a significant shifting of noise. Why does the document indicate
that there is not a significant change? What metric is used to determine 'significant'?

While it is true that Alternative D would result in shifts in the noise contours and some areas being
newly exposed to high noise levels, noise impacts would affect the same communities that have
historically been exposed to high noise levels from LAX operations. As further described in Section 4.1,
Noise (subsection 4.1.6.1.5) of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, the shift in the noise contour under
Alternative D would be similar to what would occur without approval of the project, as represented under
the No Action/No Project Alternative. Please also see Response to Comment SPC00236-3 regarding
shift in the noise contour that would occur under Alternative D. As analyzed in Section 4.1, Noise
(subsection 4.1.6) and Section 4.2, Land Use (subsection 4.2.6) of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR,
although the shift of the noise contour under Alternative D would result in some noise-sensitive uses
being newly exposed to 65 CNEL or greater noise levels, other noise-sensitive uses would be removed
from areas exposed to 65 CNEL or greater noise levels.

While noise contours would be shifted under Alternative D, runway modifications would be limited to
those necessary to reduce the risk of runway incursions, which is also consistent with FAA policy and
safety goals. Regarding FAA policy, an approval of any of the Master Plan alternatives would involve
policy decisions that would be made in light of the environmental analysis presented in the Draft
EIS/EIR and Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR.

Sections 4.1.6 and 4.2.6 of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR did identify significant aircraft noise
impacts that would occur under Alternative D. Thresholds, or metrics, used to determine significant
aircraft noise impacts were stated in Sections 4.1.4.1 and 4.2.4 of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR.
Please see Topical Response TR-LU-5 for a summary of thresholds, impacts, and mitigation measures
that were presented in the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR.

SPC00236-6

Comment:

5. The development of the A-380 and other potential jumbo jets noise characteristics have not been
analyzed or incorporated. Will this increase or decrease the single event noise and the CNEL
Contours? The actual noise characteristics of these advanced aircraft should be used in your study.
Why does the document not mention these characteristics? How do the larger jumbo's perform with tail
winds below 2, 4,6, 8, and 10 knots?
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Response:

There is no data yet available relative to the anticipated noise characteristics of the New Large Aircraft
(NLA), other than the requirement that to operate in the United States, it must meet the requirement of
Federal Aviation Regulation, Part 36, which sets noise level limits for all commercial aircraft. All aircraft
weighing more than 850,000 pounds, including the NLA and the 747-400 are subject to the same noise
level requirements. For noise modeling purposes, the NLA is considered to be equivalent to the 747-
400. Consequently, its effect in turns will be equivalent to that of the substitution aircraft. The airport is
being developed using Airplane Design Group V standards while being able to accommodate the
Airplane Design Group VI aircraft such as the Airbus A380. Please see FAA Advisory Circular
150/5300-13, Airport Design for FAA Airport Design Standards. Please see Figures V-J.51 through V-
J.53 in the Draft LAX Master Plan, Chapter V, Appendix J, for taxiways able to accommodate Group VI
standards. For additional information on the A380 please see Response to Comment AL00040-153
regarding A380 data. Following the publication of the Draft EIS/EIR, LAWA developed a new
alternative that is designed to accommodate passenger and cargo activity at LAX that would
approximate those of the No Action/No Project Alternative, has fewer environmental impacts, and
improves airport safety and security. Alternative D, the LAWA staff preferred alternative, would also
have the ability to accommodate the Group VI aircraft. For the taxiways able to accommodate Group VI
standards in Alternative D, please see Figure E-11 of the Draft LAX Master Plan Addendum Appendix
E. Future aircraft operating conditions were addressed in Appendix D and Technical Report 1 of the
Draft EIS/EIR and Appendix S-C and Technical Report S-1 of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR.
Tailwind impacts on jumbo aircraft operations is not a comment on the contents of the Draft EIS/EIR or
Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR.

SPC00236-7

Comment:

Response:

6. The World Health Organization (WHO) has upgraded noise pollution from a nuisance to a serious
hazard. According to the WHO, "prolonged or excessive noise exposure has been linked to high blood
pressure, heart disease, concentration problems and, of course, hearing loss. People who live in
neighborhoods near highways and airports experience noise risks". Why were the affects of noise from
health studies not presented in the document?

Please see Response to Comment AL00017-52, which indicates that various health studies that
address the effects of noise are discussed and referenced in Technical Report 14b. In addition, the
Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR addressed the effects of single event aircraft noise relative to nighttime
awakenings and school disruption associated with the No Action/No Project Alternative and all four build
alternatives in Section 4.1, Noise, and Section 4.2, Land Use, with supporting technical data and
analyses provided in Appendix S-C1 and Technical Report S-1.

SPC00236-8

Comment:

Response:

7. The threshold of significance for SEL single event noise used was 94 dba for exterior noise and 81
dba for interior noise for awakenings and is inadequate. The 94dBA and 81dBA is too high a threshold.
We feel the SEL single event dba should more closely be associated with 'annoyance' and not just
‘awakenings'. Why didn't the EIS/EIR deal with annoyance? Why were the reputable WHO statistics not
evaluated in the guidelines?

Comment noted. LAWA has conducted its own evaluation of the anticipated effects of its proposed
development actions on the single event noise levels in the environs of LAX to meet requirements set
forth for CEQA evaluations by the California Court of Appeal. The California Court of Appeal did not
mandate specific standards for the determination of the significance of those impacts, leaving the
determination of precisely what types of impacts and the establishment of thresholds of significance to
the project sponsor, based on the sponsor's own assessment of what is locally meaningful. Based on
the anticipated expansion of cargo facilities and the forecast growth in nighttime operations under the
various development alternatives, as well as public comments received during the review of the Draft
EIS/EIR, the potential for the public to be awakened at night was selected for single event evaluation
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and not annoyance as the commentor suggests. The term "annoyance" is related to land use
compatibility and is addressed by the use of CNEL throughout the study findings, while the term
"awakenings" is specifically related to the issue addressed by the single event awakenings threshold
adopted by LAWA in response to court directives to Oakland. Please see Section 6.1.1, Threshold of
Significance and Section 6.2.1, Threshold of Significance of Section S-C1, Supplemental Aircraft Noise
Technical Report of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR for a detailed explanation as to how the
thresholds were determined. While the World Health Organization does provide noise related
guidelines, FICAN and FICON guidelines were used since they are accepted by FAA. The 35 decibel
interior Leq(h) standard from ANSI is similar to what WHO identified in its classroom disruption
guidelines.

SPC00236-9

Comment:

Response:

8. Why in the NA/NP alternative is there an increase in nighttime noise?

The commentor is not clear where in the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR the No Action/No Project
Alternative he is referencing shows an increase in nighttime noise. Please see Section 6.1.2.2,
Projected Future Conditions, of Appendix S-C1, Supplemental Aircraft Noise Technical Report, of the
Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. Additionally, the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR addressed
nighttime noise impacts in Section 4.1, Noise, and Section 4.2, Land Use. Supporting technical data
and analyses are provided in Appendix S-C and Technical Report S-1 of the Supplement to the Draft
EIS/EIR.

SPC00236-10

Comment:

Response:

9. We recommend that SEL single event noise be used to expand the areas for noise insulation. No one
complains about a CNEL infraction. They call about single event noise. The Supplemental to the Draft
EIS/EIR does not use as a mitigation measure a program to incorporate the single event criteria as a
useful tool to a soundproofing program. Seeing as this is something that should have been included
years ago it is only appropriate that LAX use this new legal tool to expand the area of dwellings in the
soundproofing program. Why wasn't this issue addressed in the Supplemental to the Draft EIS/EIR?
How many times a day are single event noise thresholds exceeded?

The Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR comprehensively addressed noise impacts associated with single
event noise in Section 4.1, Noise, and Section 4.2, Land Use. Supporting technical data and analyses
are provided in Appendix S-C and Technical Report S-1 of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. As
described in Section 4.1, Noise (subsection 4.1.2.1) of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, in
response to the legal requirement to evaluate the effects of single event aircraft noise levels for CEQA
purposes, a threshold of significance was developed based on nighttime awakening impacts. The 94
dBA SEL represents the noise level that would awaken 10 percent of the area population at least once
in 10 days. As stated in Section 4.2.8 of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, MM-LU-2 would expand
the boundaries of the ANMP to include residential uses newly exposed to high single event nighttime
noise levels that are outside the ANMP boundaries based on the Master Plan alternative that is
ultimately approved. Actual adjustments to the ANMP contour would be based on periodic reevaluation
of the 94 dBA SEL noise contour by LAWA that would result from actual operating conditions under the
Master Plan alternative that is ultimately approved.

Regarding the number of times a day that single event noise thresholds are exceeded, these are not
presented in the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR since the 94 dBA SEL is based on an average
frequency that would occur once in 10 days on average. Since the 94 dBA SEL that would occur under
the build Alternative are modeled based on future conditions, the actual 94 dBA SEL would be
reevaluated and adjusted by LAWA based on annual average conditions. This approach would be
similar to evaluation of the 65 CNEL contour under the current ANMP and would therefore exclude any
short-term 94 dBA noise levels that may have occurred as a result of abnormal operating conditions.
Although the 94 dBA SEL is the single event noise threshold evaluated for nighttime events in the
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Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, Tables S16, S17, S18, and S19 of Technical Report S-C1,
Supplemental Aircraft Noise Technical Report in the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR included an
analysis of time in minutes above (TA) 65 dBA, 75 dBA, 85 dBA, and 95 dBA that would occur under
the Master Plan Alternatives at a variety of locations based on average annual conditions. The CNEL
considers every single event noise level to which a location in the airport environs is exposed and
converts the result to a metric of convenience. See also Topical Response TR-N-2 for a discussion of
single event and CNEL differences.

SPC00236-11

Comment:

Response:

10. The outcome of a WHO expert task force meeting in London in March 1999, includes guideline
values for community noise:

Sound Level
Environment Critical Health Effect dB (A) Time hours
Outdoor Living Areas Annoyance 50 - 55 16
Indoor Dwellings Speech intelligibility 35 16
Bedrooms Sleep disturbance 30 8
School Classrooms Disturbance of communication 35 During class

Comment noted. While the World Health Organization does provide noise related guidelines, FICAN
and FICON guidelines were used since they are accepted by FAA. The 35 decibel interior Leq(h)
standard from ANSI is similar to what WHO identified in its classroom disruption guidelines. The WHO
guidelines indicated in the chart were developed as goals to be sought, rather than as standards that
should be achieved by any governmental body. Please see Section 4.1.2.1.1 Awakenings and 4.1.2.1.2
Classroom Disruption of Section 4.1 Noise, and Section 6. Single Event Noise Analysis of Appendix S-
C1, Supplemental Aircraft Noise Technical Report of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR for a better
description of single event methodology.

SPC00236-12

Comment:

Response:

11. Percentages are very misleading when used in noise disturbance statistics. The actual numbers
including percentages are needed for analysis. Facts, figures, noise levels, estimated values, decibels,
and comparisons should have been provided. Why were the actual metrics not presented?

Comment noted. The intent of the sleep disturbance analysis was to state that 10 percent of the
population being awakened no more than once every 10 days is statistically equivalent to not more than
1 percent of the population being awakened on an average night. Actual numbers associated with
single event noise events are addressed in detail in Section 4.1, Noise, and Section 4.2, Land Use and
supporting technical data and analyses are provided in Appendix S-C and Technical Report S-1 of the
Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR.

Although the Berkeley Jets ruling directed that the significance of single event noise effects be
addressed in an EIR, there was no established basis for defining or assessing the significance of single
event aircraft noise, and the Court of Appeal did not set forth any standards of significance in the
evaluation of such events. Furthermore, although the California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook
generally discusses the relevance of single event noise to land use planning in the airport environs, it
does not suggest thresholds of significance for application to these evaluations. As such, LAWA, as the
lead CEQA agency for the LAX Master Plan EIS/EIR, has developed thresholds of significance
regarding single event noise effects, based on a comprehensive review of existing studies and research
literature pertaining to the issue. It should be noted that the thresholds of significance developed by
LAWA are intended solely for use in the CEQA evaluation of the LAX Master Plan, as addressed in this
Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. There is no federal threshold for single event levels. The intent of the
sleep disturbance analysis was to state that 10 percent of the population being awakened no more than
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once every 10 days is statistically equivalent to not more than 1 percent of the population being
awakened on an average night. Actual numbers associated with single event noise events are
addressed in detail in Section 4.1, Noise, and Section 4.2, Land Use and supporting technical data and
analyses are provided in Appendix S-C and Technical Report S-1 of the Supplement to the Draft
EIS/EIR.

Please see Section 4.1.2.1 Aircraft Noise Methodology of Section 4.1, Noise and Section
6.1.1,Threshold of Significance of Appendix S-C1, Supplemental Aircraft Noise Technical Report of the
Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR for information regarding the threshold selection. Additionally, The
Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR addressed noise impacts in Section 4.1, Noise, and Section 4.2, Land
Use. Supporting technical data and analyses are provided in Appendix S-C and Technical Report S-1
of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR.

SPC00236-13

Comment:

Response:

12. Will simultaneous landings of aircraft, on 24L, 24R, 25L, 25R runways, take place during the
construction of the aforementioned runways? If so, what impact will that have on the CNEL and singles
event noise?

13. What impact will simultaneous landings and/or takeoffs have on noise contours and single event
noise?

14. Will simultaneous landings take place when all runways are completed?

15. What will be the noise impact of air traffic rerouting during runway reconstruction?

Simultaneous approaches to all four runways 24L, 24R, 25L and 24R will not occur during construction
or after construction. The Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR addressed CNEL and single-event noise
impacts and related contours in Section 4.1, Noise, and Section 4.2, Land Use. Supporting technical
data and analyses are provided in Appendix S-C and Technical Report S-1 of the Supplement to the
Draft EIS/EIR. During runway reconstruction, aircraft operations will shift to other runways and there is
no anticipated change the air traffic routing. Please see Section 3.5 Temporary Aircraft Noise Patterns
During Construction of Appendix D, Aircraft Noise Technical Report of the Draft EIS/EIR and Section
3.1.5 Alternative D, Aircraft Noise Pattern During Reconstruction of Runway 7R/25L in Appendix S-C1,
of the Supplemental Aircraft Noise Technical Report of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR.

SPC00236-14

Comment:

Response:

16. Easterly direction take offs are very disturbing to airport neighbors for awakenings and annoyance.
It is apparent to the Roundtable that the awakenings of easterly takeoffs at night is far more disturbing
than one out of ten instances that your report indicates. How were' your figures determined?

Comment noted. The commentor misinterprets the nighttime single-event analysis. The Nighttime
Awakenings Analysis is limited to the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. However, it is not limited to
easterly departures only since LAX is only in over-ocean operations midnight to 6:30 a.m. Please see
Section 6. Nighttime Awakenings Analysis of Appendix S-C1, Supplemental Aircraft Noise Technical
Report of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR for a more detailed description on selected thresholds
and SEL noise contours. Please see Response to Comment SAL00015-127 regarding selection of the
94 dBA SEL for nighttime awakenings. Additionally, please see Section 6.1.2.2, Projected Future
Conditions, of Appendix S-C1, of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR for a description of projected
nighttime easterly operations and Subtopical Response TR-N-5.2, regarding east flow operations at
night.
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SPC00236-15

Comment:

Response:

17. Low frequency noise measurements are neglected in the Supplemental to the Draft EIS/EIR. Low
frequency noise is a serious disturbance. Why aren't there any measurements and mitigation measures
for low frequency noise included in this Supplemental to the Draft EIS/EIR? Please provide any
information you have pertaining to this problem.

The noise analysis was done in complete compliance with appropriate FAA and scientific principles
including FAA Order 1050.10 and Order 5050.4A. There are no state or federal requirements for low
frequency measurements and mitigation, nor are there any standards in use to define the significance of
low frequency noise in evaluations of land use compatibility. Consequently, low frequency noise was
not addressed in the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. The potential for berms and other barriers was
addressed in the assessment of potential alternative mitigation actions. The analyses did not suggest
that they would significantly abate noise on any residences except those in the immediate vicinity of
their location. Please see Topical Response TR-N-4, regarding noise mitigation and in particular
Subtopic Response TR-N-4.2, regarding berms, barriers, urban forest, walls proposed to interrupt
ground noise and Subtopic Response TR-N-4.3, regarding additional mitigation measures.

SPC00236-16

Comment:

Response:

18. We recommend the suspension of all avigation easement requirements on all noise insulation
programs. Why weren't the state requirements for avigational easements included in the noise
insulation programs? Why hasn't LAWA included air conditioning units in all past and future noise
insulation programs even though not funded by the Federal government?

The current status of LAWA's deliberations regarding possible suspension of all avigation easement
requirements was presented in Technical Report S-1, Supplemental Land Use Technical Report, page
12 of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. Suspension of avigation easement requirements in
exchange for funding of residential sound insulation is currently under study by LAWA as a condition of
the 2001 Noise Variance for the jurisdictions of the City of Los Angeles, El Segundo, and Los Angeles
County. As also described on pages 10 and 11 of the Supplemental Land Use Technical Report, under
the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the City of Los Angeles and City of Inglewood,
LAWA has suspended the requirement for an avigation easement for Inglewood residents receiving
residential sound insulation under the ANMP as long as there is continued cooperation between the City
of Los Angeles and Inglewood in studying, designing, and implementing mitigation measures that are
mutually beneficial to Inglewood and LAWA. Lifting this requirement for other jurisdictions, or as a
policy change, will be influenced by the result of the effort in Inglewood. As stated in Section 4.2, Land
Use (subsection 4.2.8), of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, with approval of the LAX Master Plan,
under mitigation measure MM-LU-1, suspension of the requirement for granting of avigation easements
with sound insulation mitigation is being proposed for reevaluation by LAWA.

It is unclear from the commentor what State requirements for avigational easements are not included in
the noise insulation programs, since LAWA requests that affected property owners execute avigation
easements in exchange for soundproofing.

Residential units located to the east of the [-405 and within the ANMP boundaries receive air
conditioning as part of sound insulation since the FAA considers areas east of the 1-405 to be in a
higher climate zone compared to areas west of the 1-405. Extending this program west of the 1-405
would not be necessary since this area is considered to be a coastal climate zone with an air
temperature that is on average 10 degrees cooler than east of the 1-405. Therefore an air ventilation
system, rather than air conditioning, is considered adequate to maintain comfortable indoor
temperatures.
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SPC00236-17

Comment:

Response:

19. Why is there no noise information about the Beach communities and Palos Verdes Peninsula, even
though they have had noise annoyance problems for some time? Why have they been omitted? Explain
the failure to look at noise impacts at CNEL levels below 65 that might include Palos Verdes Peninsula
and the beach communities? (For example 50, 55, 60 CNEL)

The Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR addressed noise impacts associated with Alternative D in Section
4.1, Noise, and Section 4.2, Land Use. Supporting technical data and analyses are provided in
Appendix S-C and Technical Report S-1 of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. As more fully
analyzed therein, potential impacts associated with Alternative D would not extend to the Palos Verdes
Peninsula and the beach communities. See Response to Comment PC00611-2 regarding potential
impacts on Palos Verdes Peninsula and the beach communities, see Topical Response TR-N-3.1
regarding South Bay overflights, Response to Comment PC00552-2 regarding nighttime easterly
departures circling the South Bay area, Response to Comment PC01377-9 regarding noise impacts on
the City of El Segundo, Response to Comment ALO0006-2 regarding current measures underway to
address existing high aircraft noise levels, and Topical Response TR-N-2.3 regarding CNEL noise
levels below 65.

SPC00236-18

Comment:

Response:

20. Single event noise levels should expand to include a 20 mile radius. How can you determine an
annoyance factor area if you don't expand your area of investigation? Why were areas negatively
impacted by single event noise not included in the EIR/EIS? (See comment 10)

The analysis of noise effects was not limited to a geographically defined area. Noise effects were
studied outward from LAX based on calculation of the points beyond which effects were no longer
significant. Please see Section 6. Single Event Noise Analysis of Appendix S-C1, Supplemental Aircraft
Technical Noise Report of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR for how the thresholds of significance
were determined for nighttime awakenings and classroom disruption. Public annoyance with aircraft
noise has been shown in several studies to be most closely aligned with the average cumulative noise
level rather than with infrequent single events. Numerous studies have demonstrated that annoyance
with aircraft noise is most closely correlated with the cumulative noise level (DNL or CNEL), and also
that the only useful land use compatibility guidelines for planning in an airport environment are based on
cumulative metrics. Therefore, the FAA has developed its land use guidance and compatibility criteria
around the cumulative metrics. It has determined that 65 CNEL is the level at which significant impacts
are present. Use of the CNEL does not contend that individuals are not bothered or annoyed by single
noise events, but rather that a more scientifically acceptable correlation for land use planning purposes
is present with the cumulative metric. Nighttime single event noise impacts and mitigation for LAX
Master Plan alternatives are presented in Sections 4.1, Noise, and 4.2, Land Use, of the Supplement to
the Draft EIS/EIR, with supporting information in Appendix SC and Technical Report S-1. Please see
Topical Response TR-N-2 Single Event Noise and CNEL Differences. Please see Response to
Comment SAL00115-110 regarding annoyance and single event noise levels.

SPC00236-19

Comment:

21. What feet mix in 2015 was used to arrive at the conclusions in the document? How many are turbo-
props?
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Response:

The 2015 fleet mix for Alternative D was presented in Table F-3, Hourly Design Day Total Operations by
Aircraft Type, in Appendix F of the Draft LAX Master Plan Addendum The total number of turbo-props
operations would be 479 operations out of 2,279 total operations at the 2015 design day level.

SPC00236-20

Comment:

Response:

22. The EIR/EIS states the Alternative D capacity of 78.9 MAP is a theoretical number, which may be
exceeded. The use of 78.9 MAP as a limiting factor in the future growth of LAX is not enforceable. Why
weren't noise impacts above 78.9 MAP investigated and documented? What is your plan? Will the
relocation of the "curb front" allow more passengers to use the airport and thus more operations and
thus more noise? Why were there no new theoretical MAP numbers applied to Alternative D when it
increases the capacity of LAX beyond 78.9 MAP?

If the theoretical capacity as stated in the EIR/EIS can exceed 78.9 MAP if demand increases where is
the regional plan which would reduce the demand on LAX? If there is no regional plan then where are
the numbers showing impacts above 78.9 MAP?

The constrained passenger activity level of 78.9 MAP forecast for 2015 with Alternative D was
determined based on the design of Alternative D and the projected airline response to the limited gate
facilities. The environmental analyses in the Draft EIS/EIR and Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR,
including noise and air quality, have addressed the potential impacts under the most practical and most
likely activity level for each alternative including Alternative D. The Draft EIS/EIR and Supplement to
the Draft EIS/EIR evaluated a reasonable range of alternatives as required by the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

Please see Topical Response TR-RC-1 regarding regional context.

SPC00236-21

Comment:

Response:

23. Why hasn't the City of Los Angeles continued to support the Southern California Regional Airport
Authority if they believe in a regional approach in airport capacities and a cap of 78.9 MAP at LAX?

The Southern California Regional Airport Authority (SCRAA) is a joint powers agreement among the
counties of Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, and San Bernardino, and the City of Los Angeles. The
Authority was formed to develop and implement a regional approach of providing airport capacity. After
being dormant for many years, the SCRAA was reactivated in March 2001 to deal principally with two
issues: the proposed expansion of LAX, and the proposed conversion of El Toro to a civilian airport.
The decline in air travel demand due to the economic recession, the events of September 11th, the war
in Iraq, and SARS and frequent lack of a quorum have largely driven the Authority back to inactivity.
Riverside County voted in July 2002 to withdraw from SCRAA.

SPC00236-22

Comment:

Response:

24. As demand increases when will the capacity of normal operations start to impact over ocean
operations? At what point does demand cause LAX to remain in normal operations past the 12 a.m. to
6:30 a.m. window?

FAA Airport Capacity Benchmark Report 2001 publishes two types of rates for operational capacity
Optimum Rate and Reduced Rate. Optimum Rate is defined as the maximum number of aircraft that
can routinely be handled hourly using visual approaches during periods of unlimited ceiling and visibility.
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At LAX the optimum rate is 150 operations. The Reduced Rate is defined as the maximum number of
aircraft that can routinely be handled during reduced visibility conditions when radar is required to
provide separation between aircraft. At LAX the Reduced Rate is 128 operations. None of the Hourly
Forecast Design Day Tables (V-H.31, V-H.32, V-H.33) in the LAX Draft Master Plan or the LAX Draft
Master Plan Addendum (Table F-9) forecasts exceeds an hourly demand of 72 hourly operations.
Based on discussions with LAX FAA controllers during nighttime over-ocean conditions arrival capacity
approaches for LAX are 64 operations. None of the Hourly Forecast Design Day Tables (V-H.31, V-
H.32, V-H.33) in the LAX Draft Master Plan or the LAX Draft Master Plan Addendum (Table F-9)
forecasts exceeds an hourly arrival demand of 30 hourly operations. Additionally, current noise rules
already allow ATC discretion in unusual situations to deviate from LAWA's noise abatement procedures.
Please see Section 1a of LAWA's Aircraft Noise Abatement Operating Procedures and Restrictions,
provided in Attachment 1 of this Final EIS/EIR.

SPC00236-23

Comment:

Response:

25. The EIR/EIS relies on mitigation measures based on the successful Part 161 approval by the FAA.
Is this a guaranteed approval process? Why was it assumed that this would happen? Why are there no
studies that show the impact without the Part 161?

As stated on page 147, Section 6.1.3, Mitigation of Awakening in Appendix S-C1, Supplemental Aircraft
Noise Technical Report, of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. Mitigation of the areas newly exposed
to significant levels of nighttime single events will be sought through two techniques. The first will be
the preparation of a 14 CFR Part 161 application to the FAA to limit the number of operations east of
the airport during the night hours. Mitigation measure MM-N-5 calls for LAWA to initiate a 14 CFR Part
161 study to seek Federal approval of a locally-imposed restriction on departures to and approaches
from the east when over-ocean procedures are in effect. Additionally, LAWA has recently initiated a
Request For Qualifications to prepare a 14 CFR Part 161 Study for Los Angeles International Airport.
LAWA is seeking to establish a partial curfew at LAX that would prohibit the easterly departure of all
discretionary aircraft, with certain exemptions, between the hours of 12:00 Midnight to 6:30 a.m. when
LAX is in Over-Ocean Operations. During a recent 18-month period, 82 jets departed to the east when
over-ocean procedures were in effect, an average of about one per week. When over-ocean
procedures are not practicable for reasons of adverse weather or winds (as defined in Section 4, of
LAWA's Aircraft Noise Abatement Operating Restrictions), aircraft will continue to depart to the east
between midnight and 6:30 a.m. Please see Topical Response TR-N-5, regarding nighttime aircraft
operations and TR-N-7, regarding noise abatement measures/enforcement. The second will be that
any area remaining within the newly exposed area of significant exposure subsequent to the
implementation of operational restrictions, or should operational restrictions not be approved, would
become eligible for sound insulation through expansion of the boundaries of the ANMP. Noise impacts
are addressed in Section 4.1, Noise, and Section 4.2, Land Use, of the Draft EIS/EIR and Supplement
to the Draft EIS/EIR. Supporting technical data and analyses are provided in Appendix D and Technical
Report 1 of the Draft EIS/EIR and Appendix S-C and Technical Report S-1 of the Supplement to the
Draft EIS/EIR.

SPC00236-24

Comment:

26. The EIS/EIR states 6.2.3: "Prior to the determination of sound treatment eligibility, however, a new
study of the relationship between specific aircraft noise levels and childhood learning abilities will be
undertaken by LAWA as part of the continuing environmental monitoring process obligated under
CEQA. This study will seek a predictive statistical relationship between the level of aircraft noise present
at a school and the ability of children to learn, as expressed by standardized test results. When that
study is complete and acceptable results are achieved, the potential for additions to the sound
insulation program for schools will be revisited as part of LAWA's continuing environmental
management responsibilities."

How do you plan to test the impact of noise on the ability of children to learn in affected schools like the
Lennox Elementary School District when the only learning environment has been one with aircraft
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Response:

noise? What would be their learning abilities without noise when they haven't had the opportunity to
learn without noise.

It is not clear from the comment where this reference was obtained since there is no section or page
6.2.3 in the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR and this statement does not appear verbatim in the
Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. The commentor appears to be referencing page 4-210 of the
Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, Mitigation Measure MM-LU-3, Conduct Study of the Relationship
Between Aircraft Noise Levels and the Ability of Children to Learn, which states:

"Current studies of aircraft noise and the ability of children to learn have not resulted in the development
of statistically reliable predictive model of the relative changes in aircraft noise levels on learning.
Therefore, a comprehensive study shall be initiated by LAWA to determine what, if any, measurable
relationship may be present between learning and the disruptions caused by aircraft noise at various
levels. An element of the evaluation shall be the setting of an acceptable replacement threshold of
significance for classroom disruption by both specific and sustained aircraft noise events."

As stated in MM-LU-3 and presented in Section 4.1, Noise, and Section 4.2, Land Use, of the
Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, the study to determine noise levels that affect the ability of children to
learn would be based on noise levels that result in disruption of speech in a classroom setting, rather
than a comparison of test results over time within the Lennox School District. The methodology used to
determine the relationship between levels of noise and children's ability to learn will be one of the first
elements to be developed by educational and psychoacoustical specialists retained to conduct the
study. Specific criteria for determining the relationship between levels of noise and the children's ability
to learn will be determined by the experts developing the study.

Please see Response to Comment ALO0006-2 regarding existing aircraft noise effects on the Lennox
School District and Response to Comment AL00034-38 regarding the potential for noise impacts on the
Lennox School District under the Master Plan alternatives. As presented in Response to Comment
ALO00034-38, implementation of LAWA Staff's new preferred Alternative D would not result in a
significant noise impact to the Lennox School District.

SPC00236-25

Comment:

Response:

27. Speech interference was the level of significance used in the analysis. Why was this not used to
measure impacts that would result in the need to identify mitigation actions?

Three different single event school disruption thresholds of significance were identified in the
Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. These are identified in Section 4.1.4, Thresholds of Significance, of
Section 4.1, Noise, and Section 6.2, School Single Event Analysis, of Appendix S-C1, of the
Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. These threshold levels did identify impacts that are addressed in
Section 4.1, Noise, and Section 4.2, Land Use. Supporting technical data and analyses are provided in
Appendix S-C and Technical Report S-1 of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR.  Additionally,
mitigation measures to address speech interference in the classroom are addressed in Section 4.2.8
Mitigation Measures, of Section 4.2 Land Use and Section 6.2.3, Mitigation of Single Event Effects on
Schools, of Appendix S-C1, of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR.

SPC00236-26

Comment:

28. The word 'significant' is used throughout the SUPPLEMENT TO THE DRAFT EIS/EIR MASTER
PLAN for LAX. We have come to the conclusion. After making several inquiries about the definition of
the word' significant' to high level Deputy Executive Directors of LAWA and others, there is no one
definition capable of applying to all instances of its use. The Executive Summary of Volume One of this
Supplemental Draft to the EIS/EIR does not address the definition of "significant " Therefore it is
necessary to ask the same question about similar but different statements included in the Supplemental
Draft to the EIS/EIR. Please refer to the Executive Summary, Volume One of the Supplemental Draft to
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Response:

the EIS/EIR for titles and page numbers of the Executive Summary Tables. Please do not use words
that are synonymous with 'significant' to explain. Define, and interpret the word 'significant’. Some of the
words to avoid in explaining the definition are: important, meaningful. weighty, notable, profound.
Pivotal, serious, momentous. Substantial. and other synonyms of this type. Facts, figures, noise levels.
Estimated values, decibels, and comparisons should have been provided what metric values were used
to determine these levels of significance?

Executive Summary pages 51-76 4.1 Noise

. Please define, explain, quantify, and interpret the word 'significant' as it is used in this section.
. Please define, explain, quantify, and interpret the word 'significant' as it is used in this section.
. Please define, explain, quantify, and interpret the word 'significant' as it is used in this section.
. Please define, explain, quantify, and interpret the word 'significant' as it is used in this section.
. Please define, explain, quantify, and interpret the word 'significant' as it is used in this section.
. Please define, explain, quantify, and interpret the word 'significant' as it is used in this section.
. Please define, explain, quantify, and interpret the word 'significant' as it is used in this section.

~NO O~ WN -

4.2 Land Use

1. Please define, explain, quantify, and interpret the word 'significant’ as it is used in this section.
10. Please define, explain, quantify, and interpret the word 'significant’ as it is used in this section.
11. Please define, explain, quantify, and interpret the word 'significant’ as it is used in this section.

4.24.2 Health Effects of Noise
1. Please define, explain, quantify, and interpret the word 'significant’ as it is used in this section

4.27 Schools
3. Please define, explain, quantify, and interpret the word 'significant' as it is used in this section

Please see Response to Comment PC01835-10 regarding an explanation of thresholds of significance
and where thresholds of significance were identified in the Draft EIS/EIR and Supplement to the Draft
EIS/EIR.

SPC00236-27

Comment:

Response:

29. How can noise impacts that are 'unavoidable' be acceptable?

As reflected in the requirements of Sections 21002 and 21081 of the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA), significant impacts must be avoided or reduced to the extent feasible through mitigation
measures or alternatives. Impacts that cannot be mitigated to a level that is less than significant are
considered to be "unavoidable". Prior to the lead agency approving any project that has unavoidable
significant impacts, certain findings to that effect must be made and a statement of overriding
considerations must be adopted. Through that process, as specified by CEQA, an unavoidable
significant impact can be considered to be acceptable.

SPC00236-28

Comment:

Response:

30. Will the elimination of "avigation" easements for all impacted areas help reduce the number of
legally impacted dwellings and people? How many households refused the sound insulation offers
because of avigation easements requirements?

As stated in Section 4.2, Land Use (subsection 4.2.8) of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, the intent
of reevaluating the requirement for granting of avigation easements with sound insulation, under
Mitigation Measure MM-LU-1, consistent with the recommendations of the LAX Community Noise
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Roundtable and Caltrans as stated in the 2001 Noise Variance, is to accelerate the rate of land use
mitigation to eliminate noise impact areas in a timely and efficient manner.

LAWA's policy of requiring avigation easements in exchange for funding of sound insulation has
precluded the participation of EI Segundo in Title 21 programs offered by LAWA under the current
ANMP. While this has limited funding sources for sound insulation in El Segundo, they do operate their
own program. However, it is not known how much the absence of funding has limited their progress in
providing sound insulation.

As a component of a Memorandum of Understanding between the City of Los Angeles and City of
Inglewood, LAWA has suspended the requirement for an avigation easement for Inglewood residents
receiving sound insulation under the ANMP as long as there is continued cooperation between the cities
of Los Angeles and Inglewood in studying, designing, and implementing mitigation measures that are
mutually beneficial to Inglewood and LAWA. The intent of this provision is to increase the number of
residences that receive sound insulation in the City of Inglewood. The number of households that have
refused sound insulation offers because of avigation easements requirements is not known, since
LAWA and other jurisdictions within the ANMP do not track the reasons for refusal of sound insulation.
However, since inception of the ANMP approximately 50 homeowners in the City of Los Angeles have
declined to participate. In general, reasons for refusal are due to recent renovations or unique features
of a home (e.g., large window in Playa del Rey) that a homeowner does not want altered to provide
soundproofing. In Los Angeles County areas it is known that homeowners have refused sound
insulation due to the need to correct building code violations.

SPC00236-29

Comment:

Response:

31. The California Airport Land Use Handbook concludes that no definitive, widely recognized, single
event noise level guidelines currently exist relative to land use compatibility planning. This
Supplemental to the Draft EIS/EIR would have been an ideal tool to establish single event noise level
guidelines. Why didn't the document include the necessary research to accomplish that goal?

As stated on page 139, of Appendix S-C1, Supplemental Aircraft Noise Technical Report, of the
Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, the single-event information is not intended for use at other airports,
without careful consideration of the similarities and dissimilarities of the other airports with LAX.
Because the specific factors contributing to the noise impacts vary among airports, the appropriate
single event measures and their thresholds of significance for LAX may not necessarily be the same as
those for an airport developed on a new site, or for a small airport located in a rural or suburban setting,
or even for another large urban airport with a different set of operating characteristics. Therefore this
would not make an ideal tool for single-event noise level guidelines.

SPC00236-30

Comment:

Response:

32. The Automated People Mover (APM) operation will impose undesirable noise on all 10 existing
hotels in the Century Boulevard/98the Street area. The noise level: is rated by the EIS/EIR as a severe
impact on 2 hotels and a significant impact on 4 others. High activity levels include 1755 day- trips
(about 2 per minute) and 615 night-trips (about 1 per minute). What are the mitigation measures for
noise of the APM?

The mitigation measures for APM noise are discussed on page 4-79, in Section 4.1, Noise, of the
Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR.
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SPC00236-31

Comment:

Response:

33. Some requests for easterly takeoffs during over ocean operation are based the slant of runway
25R/7L from west to east. Why was the leveling of the runways on the south side of LAX not included in
the EIS/EIR?

The commentor is correct. Some aircraft operators do request an easterly departure during over-ocean
operations as a result of the easterly slope in the south runway complex. What is suggested is
infeasible and not practical due to its environmental impacts and costs. It would be a massive project to
build the runway up high enough to level out the runways. Not only one runway needs to be elevated,
but also the adjacent parallel runway, their associated taxiways and aprons, and gates and terminals.
The enormous large amount of fill needed would not be generated at LAX and need to be transported
from somewhere else. The number of truck trips in and out of LAX just for moving the fill would be a
much added burden to the surrounding community. A preliminary cost estimate was performed for
moving the fill and re-constructing the two runways, the associated taxiways and aprons, and gates and
terminals and it concluded that elevating the south airfield is too expensive to be feasible. LAWA will be
pursuing Federal approval of a restriction (MM-N-5. Conduct Part 161 Study to Make Over-Ocean
Procedures Mandatory) to alleviate that situation by making over-ocean procedures mandatory when
they are in effect between midnight and 6:30 a.m.) During a recent 18- month period, 82 jets departed
to the east when over-ocean procedures were in effect, an average of about one per week.

SPC00236-32

Comment:
34. Do the characteristics and performance of the A380's and other jumbos interfere with its ability to
comply with over ocean operations?

Response:
The performance characteristics of an A380 will not prohibit the aircraft from complying with over-ocean
operations. Please see Response to Comment AL00040-153 regarding A380 data.

SPC00237 Karp, Jack None Provided 11/3/2003

SPC00237-1

Comment:
1. | have reason to believe and allege that the public hearing venues are purposely chosen to maximize
the inconvenience and dissuade people who live in the South Bay Area (Torrance, Redondo Beach,
Manhattan Beach, Hermosa Beach, El Segundo, Lawndale, Hawthorne, Rancho Palos Verdes, Rolling
Hills Estates, Palos Verdes Estates, & Rolling Mills) from attending. This is a blatant example of
purposely inconveniencing people to limit adverse comments.

Response:

Pursuant to Section 509 (b) (6) of the Airport and Airway Improvement Act of 1982, as amended [49
U.S.C. Section 47106(c) (1) (A)], the FAA and the City of Los Angeles (LAWA) provided sufficient public
notice of availability of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. Also in compliance with State and Federal
regulations regarding the facilitation of public involvement in decisions which affect the quality of the
human environment, FAA and LAWA conducted twelve public hearings and three Environmental Justice
Workshops at locations dispersed throughout Greater Los Angeles, in order to provide the most
convenient access for all affected and interested parties.

There were three hearings conducted in, or adjacent to, South Bay communities:

August 18, 2003 at Hollywood Park Pavilion
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August 20, 2003 at the Manhattan Beach Joslyn Center
August 23, 2003 at The Furama Hotel

Notification of those hearings, as well as the nine other hearings, was published in the following South
Bay-area circulations:

The Daily Breeze
The Argonaut
The El Segundo Herald
In accordance with City practices regarding notification for public hearings and/or meetings, LAWA's
notification included, but was not limited to, affected residents, businesses and/or organizations within a
500ft radius of LAX property boundaries. Approximately 20,000 Notices of Availability regarding this
extended public comment period, which included a schedule of the last three hearings, were also
mailed to LAX adjacent state, local and federal municipalities, and agencies, including adjacent
neighborhood councils. Additionally, notice of the three additional public hearings was published in the
following periodicals more than a month before the hearing dates:
The Los Angeles Times
Antelope Valley Press
The Daily Breeze
Los Angeles Sentinel
Los Angeles Business Journal
Daily News
Los Angeles Inland Valley Daily Bulletin (Ontario)
The Wave
Argonaut (Westchester/South Bay)
El Segundo Herald
Riverside Press Enterprise

San Gabriel Valley Tribune

Finally, please see Topical Response TR-PO-1 regarding the public hearing process.

SPC00237-2

Comment:

2. | saw no discussion about aircraft noise after departure heading south to southeast that affects the
South Bay Area. Aircraft noise is a prime complaint of our residents. Planes fly too low and turn too
soon. This issue is avoidable by demanding departures extend 5 miles west from the shore line and
reach an altitude of 10,000 feet, whichever occurs first, before changing course and heading southerly
and easterly over the Los Angeles basin.
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Response:

Comment noted. All future alternatives identified in the Draft EIS/EIR and Supplement to the Draft
EIS/EIR show aircraft crossing the coastline before initiating turns. Please see Topical Response TR-
N-3.2 regarding early turns over areas north and south of LAX.

SPC00238 Breese, Kristine None Provided 10/8/2003

SPC00238-1

Comment:

Response:

When | read $9 billion as the projected cost of Alternative D, | can't quite grasp the number. With friends
who work in the airline industry fearful of job losses and the public traveling less since 9-11, how can
this expenditure be justified?

My main concern after reading parts of the Rand Study printed in the paper is that this Alt. D will not
actually guarantee safety or security. As a community member, I'm not sure we can't find ways of
implementing security measures NOW for a fraction of the cost proposed by Alt. D. The $9 billion price
tag is really a red flag to those of us who already think that this plan is a boondoggle!

Comment noted.

SPC00239 Stanley, Eric None Provided 10/28/2003

SPC00239-1

Comment:

Response:

Alternative D of the LAX Master Plan still does not address the major concerns of the airport's
neighbors.

How long will it take to get answers to what health impacts we are being subjected to by living in close
proximity to the airport?

So far, the studies still do not answer question parents have about pollution, toxic emissions, learning
issues, sleep disturbance and noise associated with increased operations at LAX. These questions will
not go away. Until air quality can be measured and deemed safe for the surrounding communities,
Alternative D should not be given the green light to move forward.

A detailed discussion of the human health risk assessment was provided in the Section 4.24, Human
Health and Safety, of the Draft EIS/EIR and Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR and Technical Report 14a
of the Draft EIS/EIR and Technical Report S-9a of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. The human
health risk assessment includes an evaluation of potential adverse health effects associated with air
pollutants released by airport activities for the selected alternatives.

The Draft EIS/EIR and Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR addressed air quality in Section 4.6, Air Quality,
and noise in Section 4.1, Noise, and Section 4.2, Land Use. Supporting technical data and analyses
are provided in Appendix D, Appendix G and Technical Reports 1 and 4 of the Draft EIS/EIR and
Appendix S-C and S-E and Technical Reports S-1 and S-4 of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. The
Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR addressed the effects of single event aircraft noise relevant to
nighttime awakening in homes and school disruption in Section 4.1, Noise, and Section 4.2, Land Use,
with supporting technical data and analyses provided in Appendix S-C and Technical Report S-1. In
addition, please see Topical Response TR-AQ-2 regarding toxic air pollutants, Topical Response TR-
HRA-3 regarding human health impacts, and Topical Response TR-N-5 regarding nighttime aircraft
operations.
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SPC00240 Stone, Russell None Provided 10/11/2003

SPC00240-1

Comment:
Since those who conducted the RAND study have nothing to gain in the ongoing airport expansion
debate, | think the city should take heed to the points it makes rather than dismissing it. The cost of the
project for Los Angeles airport has raised many questions about how (and if) it can be financed. | was
under the impression that you could build a couple of airports for what it would cost to improve or
modernize this existing one.

| agree that something needs to be done to improve the current traffic congestion in and around the
airport - especially for those of us who live nearby. But the RAND study does point out that there are
many things that could be done in the way of improvements that would have an impact such as the
Avion Boulevard cargo road and putting all the rental car companies on one location to take the burden
off streets surrounding the airport. It seems like these would be more cost-effective solutions to current
challenges.

| guess what I'm trying to say is that I'm not convinced of the safety and security argument that we are
hearing as the reason for Alternative D. It just sounds like the new name for the Riordan Master Plan
that we heard about years ago. It seemed like a bad idea then and this one seems to be no better.

Response:
Comment noted.

SPC00241 Straube, Bob None Provided 10/25/2003

SPC00241-1

Comment:
| THINK EXPANDING THE CAPACITY OF LAX IS THE WRONG DIRECTION FOR OUR FUTURE.
OTHER SURROUNDING AREAS REJECT AIRPORTS WHICH COULD LESSEN THE NEEDS FOR A
LARGER, NOISIER LAX.
MINIMIZING LAX GROWTH SHOULD HAVE THE EFFECT OF FORCING PLACES SUCH AS
ANTELOPE VALLEY AND ORANGE COUNTY TO FIND WAYS TO SERVE THEIR POPULATIONS
AIR TRAVEL NEEDS WITHOUT USING LAX.

Response:
Alternative D for LAX, as detailed in the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, emphasizes safety and
security improvements, rather than capacity increases. By not increasing the capacity of LAX, it is
incumbent on the other airports in the region to accommodate a larger percentage of the regional
demand.

SPC00241-2

Comment:

OUR AREA IS BEING STAMPEDED BY MEGA-LAX PROPONENTS WHO GIVE NO THOUGHT TO
THE DETERIORATING QUALITY OF LIFE IN THE AREAS IMPACTED BY LAX TRAFFIC, NOISE
AND GROWTH.

EXPANDING LAX AD INFINITUM IS NOT A WISE SOLUTION TO THE AREA'S TRANSIT
PROBLEMS.
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Response:

PLEASE STOP ENDLESS LAX GROWTH BEFORE ALL OF SOUTH BAY IS ONE ENDLESS
AIRPORT!

Comment noted. The Draft EIS/EIR and Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR addressed noise impacts in
Section 4.1, Noise, and Section 4.2, Land Use, traffic impacts in Section 4.3, Surface Transportation,
and growth in Section 4.5, Induced Socio-Economic Impacts (Growth Inducement). Supporting
technical data and analyses are provided in Appendix D and Technical Reports 1, 2, and 3 of the Draft
EIS/EIR and Appendix S-C and Technical Reports S-1, S-2a, and S-2b of the Supplement to the Draft
EIS/EIR. In addition, please see Topical Response TR-LU-1 regarding impacts on quality of life and TR-
ST-5 regarding the rail/transit plan.

SPC00242 Murphy, Gary None Provided 11/1/2003

SPC00242-1

Comment:

Response:

After reviewing the presentation of the latest LAX Master Plan and supporting documents, | find that the
plan has no benefits other than the runway changes and urge those making the decision to reject it.

1. The LAX proposal does not address the congestion and environmental problems that will result from
concentrating our air transportation at one location. It does not recognize that future air travel growth will
be due to growth in population in San Bernardino County, Northern Los Angeles County and Ventura
County. The proposed plan does indicate that Ontario airport will have to carry part of the increase in
future airport traffic, but provides no funding or plans to accomplish this. It shows no utilization of
Palmdale at all. It makes no sense to put $9 billion into one location, when this funding could be used to
create alternative airports that could be a great convenience to the additional population in the area.
With the added congestion and off-site check-in, a person flying out of LAX from Riverside or Palmdale
would have to leave home 4 or 5 hours before their flight

2. Experts are also correct in calling the proposal a step backward in safety. It provides no safety
benefits, only moving the target to another location. It also seems very unwise to become dependent on
one major airport. Expanding to regional airports will insure that air transportation is available in case of
some maijor disaster or threat at one airport.

With the large government deficits we now have we cannot afford to waste $9 billion on construction
that accomplishes nothing. Regional airports will be needed and this funding could be used for them
and improved transportation to them.

The LAX Master Plan and associated EIS/EIR deal only with the proposed development of LAX. The
City of Los Angeles and LAWA can only control the development of LAX, Ontario, Palmdale, and Van
Nuys airports. Master Plan updates are currently underway for both Ontario and Palmdale. As a
responsible public agency, LAWA will only develop Palmdale when demand can be demonstrated.
Other jurisdictions are responsible for planning and developing the other regional airports. Expansion at
Ontario, Palmdale, or any of the other regional airports will not negate the need for modernization of
LAX. Please see Topical Response TR-RC-1 for more detail about planning for LAX and the other
airports in the region, and Topical Responses TR-RC-1 and TR-RC-5 regarding LAWA's planning for
Ontario and Palmdale.

Alternative D is believed to provide the best solution for improving safety and security for passengers,
aircraft, and airport infrastructure. Alternative D was formulated and refined in 2002 to provide an
additional option for the LAX Master Plan and is designed to protect airport users and critical airport
infrastructure in response to the increased risk of terrorism aimed at aviation and commercial assets.
The plan is designed with the flexibility to incorporate evolving federal airport security requirements and
allows for the dispersal of people and security processes away from critical points on the airport
complex. This allows for consistent levels of screening, an increased ability for law enforcement and
security personnel to respond to threats, and the protection of people and critical facilities essential to
the continued operation of the airport.
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The proposed Master Plan improvements would be funded with a combination of FAA Airport
Improvement Fund grants, passenger facility charges, general airport revenue bonds, airline fees, and
other state/federal grants. No taxpayer dollars or local government funds will be used to pay for any of
the proposed on-airport improvements.

SPC00243 Harrington, Marry None Provided 10/24/2003

SPC00243-1

Comment:
| am writing to you to request to be considered and added to your master plan of soundproofing my
home at the above address. My property and the area that | live in is also in the flight path of the
airplanes that fly to LAX Airport daily. Can you please re-evaluate the decimal sound of the flight path
above my property and in the area. Thank you very much for your time and consideration.

Response:

Please see Response to Comment SPC00170-1 regarding including the commentor's property in the
ANMP. See Topical Response TR-LU-3 regarding the ANMP, in particular Subtopical Response TR-
LU-3.4 regarding how eligibility of soundproofing is determined and for a description monitoring
methods used to validate the current 65 CNEL contour, and Subtopical Response TR-LU-3.14 for a
description of how approval of the LAX Master Plan would revise the ANMP, including expanding and
upgrading the current monitoring system. See also Response to Comment AL00006-2 regarding
current measures underway to address existing high noise levels and Topical Response TR-N-2
regarding single event noise and CNEL differences.

SPC00244 Burns, Barbara None Provided 11/3/2003

SPC00244-1

Comment:
The following comments are submitted be included in the public record of the LAX Draft Master Plan
and Draft EIS/EIR.

In 1988, LAX publicly announced that at 65 MAP the airspace would reach its maximum capacity.
Alternative A, B, C and D, as well as the No Action Alternative exceed this capacity by up to 50%. All
alternatives in the LAX master plan would cram more air traffic into already overcrowded space. This is
not rational. This is not safe.

Response:
Comment noted. Please see Topical Response TR-SAF-1 regarding safety.

SPC00244-2

Comment:
In the vicinity of LAX, there are ten other commercial airports ready to be used. Homeland Security
compels us to consider a regional approach to handle passenger and cargo aircraft.

All the existing variations and alternatives in the current LAX Master Plan should be rejected.
A regional planning committee composed of representatives from all areas of Southern California,

including residents and activists in the various communities, should be immediately formed to develop a
five-county air transportation master plan to cope with the realities of the 21st century.
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Response:

The LAX Master Plan and associated EIS/EIR deal only with the proposed development of LAX. The
City of Los Angeles and LAWA can only control the development of LAX, Ontario, Palmdale, and Van
Nuys airports. Other jurisdictions are responsible for planning and developing the other regional
airports.

The Southern California Regional Airport Authority (SCRAA) is a joint powers agreement among the
counties of Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, and San Bernardino, and the City of Los Angeles. The
Authority was formed to develop and implement a regional approach of providing airport capacity. After
being dormant for many years, the SCRAA was reactivated in March 2001 to deal principally with two
issues: the proposed expansion of LAX, and the proposed conversion of El Toro to a civilian airport.
The decline in air travel demand due to the economic recession, the events of September 11th, the war
in Irag, and SARS and frequent lack of a quorum have largely driven the Authority back to inactivity.
Riverside County voted in July 2002 to withdraw from SCRAA.

Officials from Los Angeles joined political leaders from the Inland Empire to form a new coalition in
October 2003 to plan as a region for the growth of air traffic in Southern California.

SCAG already has a regional aviation planning committee consisting of elected local officials from all
over Southern California that formulates a regional plan, advised by industry representatives, experts,
and citizens from affected communities. SCAG's latest official aviation plan is in the 2001 RTP. SCAG
is currently finalizing the 2004 RTP. Alternative D is consistent with the policy framework of the aviation
plan in the 2001 RTP and the draft 2004 RTP.

SPC00245 Burns, Bruce None Provided 11/3/2003

SPC00245-1

Comment:

Response:

The following comments are submitted to be included in the public record of the LAX Draft Master Plan
and Draft EIS/EIR.

The most essential ingredient for "Enhanced Safety and Security” has been omitted from the Alternative
D Supplement to the LAX Master Plan and that is dispersion of both passenger and cargo aircraft
among many airports in Southern California. Lacking this vital feature, Alternative D is unacceptable
and should be rejected.

For the same reason, Alternatives A, B and C should also be rejected.

LAWA only controls the operations and potential improvements at LAX, Ontario, Palmdale, and Van
Nuys airports. Other jurisdictions are responsible for developing the other regional airports. LAWA is
currently preparing Master Plan updates for both Ontario and Palmdale, in order for them to play their
part in addressing the anticipated regional demand. LAWA has planned Alternative D to be in
compliance with SCAG's 2001 and Draft 2004 RTP allocations to LAX. It is up to the other regional
airport operators to meet a larger percentage of the regional demand. Expansion at Ontario, Palmdale,
or any of the other regional airports will not negate the need for modernization of LAX. Please see
Topical Response TR-RC-1 for more detail about planning for LAX and the other airports in the region,
and Topical Responses TR-RC-1 and TR-RC-5 regarding LAWA's planning for Ontario and Palmdale.

SPC00245-2

Comment:

Other immediate problems that are not addressed in any of the alternatives, but which should be
considered are:

1. Runway incursions. Pilots rank LAX as one of the most dangerous airports in the nation.
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Response:
Comment noted. Please see Topical Response TR-SAF-1 regarding aviation safety.

SPC00245-3

Comment:
2. Overflights above El Segundo. These are unnecessary and hazardous, but frequent.

Response:
Please see Topical Response TR-N-3.2 regarding early turns over areas north and south of LAX.

SPC00245-4

Comment:
3. Noise and traffic in the communities impacted by LAX. These safety, health and environmental
concerns must be addressed under the present level of MAP and MAT before any changes in the
structure or operations of the airport should be considered.

Response:
Comment noted. The Draft EIS/EIR and Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR addressed noise in Section
4.1, Noise, and 4.2, Land Use, traffic in Section 4.3, Surface Transportation, human health and safety in
Section 4.24, Human Health and Safety, and air quality in Section 4.6, Air Quality. Supporting technical
data and analyses were provided in Appendix D, Appendix G, and Technical Reports 1, 2, 3, 4, and 14
of the Draft EIS/EIR and Appendix S-C, Appendix S-E, and Technical Reports S-1, S-2, and S-9 of the
Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. In addition, please see Response to Comment PC00029-1 regarding
how the Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR account for existing and future aircraft
activity.

SPC00246 Carpio, Sparky None Provided 11/2/2003

SPC00246-1

Comment:
| remember that after the last Public Hearing for the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR for the Los
Angeles International Airport Master Plan you had asked if | had a question. At the time | did not,
although afterwards | thought of one that | hope you will be able to answer.
For what length of time will the Draft, and Supplement to the Draft, EIS/EIR for the LAX Master Plan be
available for public reference at the Inglewood main library?
| greatly appreciate your time, and would respectfully inquire why the Draft EIS/EIR for the first four LAX
master plan alternatives was removed from the Inglewood main library in 2002.

Response:
Please see Response to Comment AL00033-255 regarding availability of the Draft EIS/EIR and
Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR for public review.

SPC00247 Walter, R. Mahala 10/23/2003

SPC00247-1

Comment:

Unfortunately, the SYSTEM IS NOT WORKING!!! Therefore, | must insist on NO ACTION on
ALTERNATIVE A, B, C, D, and E.
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The wishes of the airline carriers necessitate priority consideration. As I've worked through the public
hearings, it is obvious that we must start over, accommodating the demands security & modernization in
historical times. The following recommendations are submitted:

Response:
Comment noted. Please see Responses to Comments below.
SPC00247-2
Comment:
1). Moving two parallel runways on the south side farther apart so that they conform to FAA Standards.
Response:

The runway and taxiway system on the south airfield complex was designed to accommodate Group V
aircraft and is in compliance with FAA design standards for Group V aircraft.

SPC00247-3

Comment:

Response:

2). Move new runway 50 feet closer to El Segundo and farther westward; thus using available land
reducing noise/pollution for the entire city, plus obtain the much needed housing.

There are no new runways proposed in Alternative D. From the following content we inferred that the
new runway the commentor mentioned here may refer to Runway 7R/25L. Runway 7R/25L would be
moved approximately 55 feet south in Alternative D but would not be shifted westward. The suggested
shifting will create runway threshold stagger between the two parallel runways in the south airfield
complex and put Runway 7R/25L threshold west of Runway 7L/25R. This suggested configuration
would decrease the existing runway capacity especially during the primary west flow since the
departure operations on Runway 7L/25R would have to wait for the arrival operations on Runway
7R/25L cross its own runway threshold which is further west.

SPC00247-4

Comment:

Response:

3). Must remodel Bradley to welcome the air bus to truly remain a competitive International airport.

The Tom Bradley International Terminal TBIT is currently being studied outside of the Master Plan to
investigate potential modifications for accommodating the Airbus A380 prior to its initiating its service at
LAX in 2006. The LAX Master Plan does provide multiple areas within the redeveloped terminal facilities
to accommodate the Airbus A380 aircraft.

SPC00247-5

Comment:

Response:

4). Make every effort to divert cargo traffic to Ontario & Palmdale.

Cargo cannot be moved simply to suit the needs of the airport. The airlines select airports to best serve
their customers and minimize costs. LAWA is working with the all-cargo airlines and LAX freight
forwarders to provide incentives to use Ontario and Palmdale for cargo destined for or originating near
the airport. LAWA's master plan updates for Ontario and Palmdale will likely provide for increased
cargo capacity at both airports. LAWA cannot force these companies to use Ontario or Palmdale.
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SPC00247-6

Comment:

It appears to me that there is NO city planning that brings the communities all TOGETHER to best serve
southern California. Therefore, | propose that LYDIA KENNARD, the person who is most
knowledgeable about LAWA, to head a lockdown conference with one representative from the following
government agencies and communities that live with the traffic, pollution, noise, and financial benefits of
LAX. No doubt impossible, but worth a try.

Gov't agencies: Gov. Schwarzenegger, Congresswoman Waters/Harman, TSA Loy, Transportation
Sec'y Mineta, Supervisors Burke/Knabe, Mayor Hahn, Gordon (ElI Segundo), Ovitt (Ontario), City
Councilpersons Miscikowski/Parks, FFA, Green Line, MTA, L A Co. Planning Officer,

Communities: Central LA., Culver City, EI Segundo, Inglewood, LAX, Lennox, Marina del Rey,
Manhattan Beach, Osage, Playa del Rey, Playa Vista, Westchester

Other: Alliance for Regional Solution to Airport Congestion, Gateway to LA, LA Airliners Airport
Committee, LA Co. Economic Development Corp., LAX Community Noise Roundtable, Rand
Corporation, Regional Solution to Airport Congestion

Response:
Comment noted.

SPC00247-7

Comment:
Many THANKS for the opportunity to speak out at the public hearings. Also submitting my fast-track
opinion which City Council really didn't want to hear, cutting the three minutes to one. Good Luck with
successful LAX planning,

Response:
Comment noted.

SPC00248 Walter, R. Mahala None Provided 11/4/2003

SPC00248-1

Comment:
As a former airport commissioner, | am asking you, CITY COUNCIL, to vote YES on this MOTION. If
the consultants had done there job properly in the first place, there wouldn't be so many questions
about Alternative D. Why don't the CONSULTANTS stand up and answer the questions about their
design? Why send LAWA people out to face the public?

Response:
Comment noted. Please see Responses to Comments below.

SPC00248-2

Comment:

Let's start with....the underground luggage tunnel. Its' construction is due to start in 2005, but the safety
features recommended by the FAA for run-way & taxiway safety are not scheduled for completion until
2015. The under-ground luggage tunnel, is there going to be one...or NOT! Where's it going to run?

Last year | warned a couple Congressional Representatives & NATE HOLDEN that our own crazies
could put timers on bombs in their luggage and sent them through to the CTA and not even have to
commit suicide! Now YOU union PEOPLE, do you really want your union brothers & sisters to work
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there?.....And by the way, what makes you think you'll be getting the job. Time & time again, | objected
to subcontractors coming in from out of state to do the work!

You know, proponents like to couch this whole scenario around security as "Cars & LAX FACILITIES
don't mix!" Now tell me, how do they think people are going to get to this Ground Transportation
Center?......And what if you were a TERRORIST wanting to inflict major damage & loss of life, where
would you rather have the PASSENGER LOAD WIDELY DISTRIBUTED AROUND 8 DIFFERENT
TERMINALS or where EVERYONE for ALL FLIGHTS CONGREGATE AT one CHECK in/DROP off
site? You see now why proponents have had to scrap security and recently invent "modernization."

Response:
Comment noted. This comment does not raise or pertain to any environmental issues that are subject
to NEPA or CEQA review requirements. Notwithstanding, please see Topical Response TR-SEC-1,
which addresses the most frequently raised security-related issues pertaining to the design and ability
of Alternative D to enhance existing safety and security at LAX.

SPC00248-3

Comment:
Sounds like a Disneyland attraction to use the Automated People Mover to funnel an increased number
of people, travelers plus meeters & greeters, into the 200 additional businesses proposed by the mayor,
shifting money from existing businesses for the benefit of increasing airport revenues. What happens
now to the small businesses & hotels around LAX, who will have a very difficult time for many years?
SOME MAY NOT SURVIVE. And what about the AIRLINES, especially those who are either in or
fighting off bankruptcy!!!

Response:
Comment noted.

SPC00248-4

Comment:
By the way, Ted Stein, were these consultants paid by the word or by the page? It certainly wasn't for
the quality of work. Why spend millions more for a plan that will not FLY?
Vote YES to stop fast-track planning of Alternative D.

Response:
Comment noted.

SPC00249 Peterson, Linda None Provided 11/5/2003

SPC00249-1

Comment:
Although | commend Mr. Hahn for making improvements in his proposed Alternative D over the prior
plans for the airport, | do not believe there has been sufficient consideration of other alternatives for
handling safety and security at LAX and in the region. Your EIR/EIS should have more thoroughly
analyzed Alternative D, considered options other than just Alternative D,

Response:

Comment noted. The development of Alternative D was an iterative process which included the
consideration of many concepts. Please see Appendix H, Concept Development, of the LAX Master
Plan Addendum for a discussion of the different concepts considered during the development of
Alternative D and Topical Response TR-ALT-1 regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the
Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR.
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SPC00249-2

Comment:

and considered data more recent than 1996.

Response:
Please see Response to Comment AL00022-12 and Topical Response TR-GEN-1 regarding baseline
issues.

SPC00249-3

Comment:

Response:

The most significant thing you could do to impact LAX security would be to disperse air traffic
throughout the region. Instead, Alternative D would give terrorists a spruced-up, more compact and
more inviting target. A terrorist bombing of LAX would be devasting to the region's economy, but it
would be far less devastating if there were other airports that could handle the traffic that would have to
be diverted from LAX.

This comment does not raise or pertain to any environmental issues that are subject to NEPA or CEQA
review requirements. Notwithstanding, please see Topical Response TR-SEC-1, which addresses the
most frequently raised security-related issues pertaining to the design and ability of Alternative D to
enhance existing safety and security at LAX.

SPC00249-4

Comment:

Response:

The Palmdale airport should be expanded and developed, and airlines and cargo companies given
encouragement to use it. To respond to the naysayers who contend that it is too far away to develop, |
suggest looking at the experience of Dulles airport. When it was initially built, there was very little
development anywhere around it, and much skepticism about how much it would be used. Now it is the
center of a thriving commercial district, mostly businesses attracted to that area because the airport is
there. The same thing would happen if you were to expand the Palmdale facility.

Please see Response to Comment SPHF00057-16 regarding the success of Dulles. Washington
Dulles is approximately 25 miles from the central business district (CBD), and required restrictions on
Washington National to be successful. Palmdale is more than 50 miles from downtown.

SPC00249-5

Comment:

Response:

The proposed 12-year construction project at LAX is of concern to me as a neighbor of the airport. |
have seen what has happened to the Waterview landscaping project, where a lovely concept has
become a neighborhood blight because the airport failed to do adequate research or planning with the
Coastal Commission. How can you ensure that Alternative D, if adopted, would not run into similar, but
much more substantial, problems and delays?

Comment noted. Alternative D does not propose any improvements within the Coastal Zone, except for
the relocation/replacement of existing navigational aids within the dunes west of Pershing Drive. No
other approvals from the CCC are required for Alternative D. The existing navigational aids are owned
by the federal government and are required pursuant to federal safety requirements. LAWA and the
FAA will take all appropriate steps to ensure that all necessary approvals, including any required from
the California Coastal Commission (CCC), are obtained in order to allow the relocation/replacement of
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the navigation aids to occur in a timely manner. It should be noted that the Draft EIS/EIR and the
Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR provided for a comprehensive habitat restoration program for impacts
associated with relocation/replacement of the existing navigation aids, and implementation of the
program would be initiated well in advance of the impacts occurring to avoid any temporal loss of
habitat value within the coastal zone.

SPC00249-6

Comment:

Response:

As a procedural matter, | would like to know if the City Attorney has given an opinion regarding whether
it would be a conflict of interest for LAWA Commissioner Miguel Contreras to vote on the various
proposals coming before the Commission, given that he spoke out in favor of Alternative D as a
representative of a labor union at the public meeting held at the Furama Hotel on August 23. To what
extent was he involved in organizing union members to attend the various public meetings?

This is not a comment on the contents of the Draft EIS/EIR or the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR.

SPC00249-7

Comment:

Response:

As a neighbor of LAX, | am not totally opposed to anything happening at the airport. | agree that it
needs modernization and improvements in vehicular access. | am opposed to anything that would allow
the airport to expand beyond its current borders, which would be in violation of Mayor Hahn's campaign
promises. Alternative D would appear to be designed to allow future expansion.

Please ensure that whatever is done at LAX is fair to the surrounding communities, and that other areas
of Southern California shoulder their fair share of the burdens of an airport.

Comment noted. Alternative D is designed to serve a future (2015) airport activity level of 78.9 million
annual passengers (MAP), which is comparable to the 78.7 MAP projected to occur under the No
Action/No Project Alternative. As such, Alternative D is not considered to represent an expansion of
LAX. The other build alternatives (Alternatives A, B, and C) are designed to serve a future activity level
substantially more than that of the No Action/No Project Alternative, and therefore represent an
expansion of LAX.

Please see Topical Response TR-RC-1 regarding the LAX Master Plan role in the regional approach to
meeting demand.

SPC00250 Peura, Edwin Peura Enterprises 11/4/2003

SPC00250-1

Comment:

Response:

In accordance with Section 102(2)(c) of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, the California
Environmental Quality Act of 1970, Section 509(b)(5) of the Airport and Airway Improvement Act of
1982, as amended, | reviewed the Los Angeles International Airport (LAX) Draft Master Plan Addendum
and the Supplement to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report
(EIS/EIR).

Based upon my review, | respectfully offer the following observations and enclosed comments for your
consideration. My review focused on Ground Transportation into and out of LAX.

Comment noted. Please see Responses to Comments below.
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SPC00250-2

Comment:

Response:

As a member of the business community, | understand how important international trade is to this
region's and my community's economy and future economic growth. LAX and other regional airports
provide a vital international trade link for the region.

A strong regional economy requires a regional air transportation system capable of continued
accommodation of demands for such services. In this regard, projected shortfalls of 10 to 30 million
annual passengers (MAP) are disconcerting. The discussion in the Planning Objectives Section of the
Addendum raises considerable doubt regarding the region's ability to meet future demands for air
transportation. The proposed Alternative D does little to satisfy these future needs.

To really take control of the situation and make truly regional decisions in this matter, decision- making
regarding how and when airports are served cannot remain the sole purview of the airlines. | am not
suggesting regulating airlines and reestablishing the Civil Aeronautics Board abolished by the federal
Airline Deregulation Act. However, under the current unregulated environment, local or regional caps on
numbers of flights and passengers are meaningless. Additionally, suggested allocations of air traffic
growth are meaningless unless and until sponsors of other regional airports expand to handle their
share.

LAWA only controls the operations and potential improvements at LAX, Ontario, Palmdale, and Van
Nuys airports. Other jurisdictions are responsible for developing the other regional airports. LAWA is
currently preparing Master Plan updates for both Ontario and Palmdale, in order for them to play their
part in addressing the anticipated regional demand. LAWA has planned Alternative D to be in
compliance with SCAG's 2001 and Draft 2004 RTP allocations to LAX. It is up to the other regional
airport operators to meet a larger percentage of the regional demand.

SPC00250-3

Comment:

Response:

One of the more serious issues with the EIS/EIR is the cost of traffic mitigation measures and funding
sources have not been identified. Also, ground transportation projects of other jurisdictions are used to
mitigate impacts without regard to their validity. Because identified mitigation measures are primarily
north of the airport, problems created south of the airport remain unresolved.

Please see Response to Comment ALO0008-6 regarding project funding.

Only future funded transportation system improvements were added to the model networks. These
projects are all considered valid projects. The projects mentioned in the traffic mitigation plan which are
within other jurisdictions, namely the Marina Expressway extension and the MTA's Metro Rapid Bus
Program, are both considered realistic projects that are expected to be implemented.

The traffic mitigation plan proposes improvements south of the airport, including Aviation Boulevard and
El Segundo Boulevard, Aviation Boulevard and Rosecrans Avenue, El Segundo Boulevard and
Sepulveda Boulevard, Highland/Vista del Mar and Rosecrans Avenue, Rosecrans Avenue and
Sepulveda Boulevard, El Segundo Boulevard and La Cienega Boulevard, and various locations along
Imperial Highway.
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SPC00250-4

Comment:

Response:

My observation of past events regarding LAX improvements strongly suggests justifiable concern about
proposed caps on the number of flights, inadequacy of identified mitigation measures, and lack of
funding for mitigation measures.

Comment noted. Please see Responses to Comments SPC00250-2 and SPC00250-3 above and
SPC00250-5 and SPC00250-6 below.

SPC00250-5

Comment:

Response:

When the airport was expanded in the early 1980s, the EIS/EIR provided for expansion to 40 MAP. That
level proved to be meaningless. Moreover, the mitigation measures identified at that time were
inadequate (and similarly not funded) at the 40 MAP level, let alone at today's level of operation. No
measures have been implemented to mitigate increases over the 1980 EIS/EIR- approved level.
Consequently, ground transportation mitigation measures for the Master Plan Addendum must therefore
use 40 MAP as the baseline.

Please see Response to Comment PC00537-7.

SPC00250-6

Comment:

Response:

In addition, conditions of approval must contain specific funding sources, schedules, legally binding
commitments to implement signed by the responsible agencies, and remedies in the case of non-
performance. Without such funding sources, implementation commitments, and remedies, any
mitigation measures are illusory.

Please see Response to Comment AR00003-63. There are no requirements under CEQA or NEPA
that funding sources for mitigation measures be specified. A specific funding plan has not yet been
prepared for the Master Plan; however, it is anticipated that a joint funding effort would be pursued,
involving Federal and State grants and other efforts. Much of the project would likely be funded with
airport-generated revenues, such as concession fees, landing fees, revenue bonds, leases, and
passenger facility charges (PFCs). It is not anticipated that any local tax revenue would be used for this
project. Also, please see Topical Response TR-ST-2 regarding the airport's funding abilities outside of
the airport. Finally, please note that CEQA requires a mitigation monitoring or reporting program be
adopted for this project to ensure the implementation of all required mitigation measures.

SPC00250-7

Comment:

LAX Master Plan Addendum And Supplement to Draft EIS/EIR Comments
General

1. Considerable uncertainty regarding Los Angeles World Airports' (LAWA's) intention to complete
proposed mitigation measures is raised by the following comment:
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"Mitigation measures are applicable only to the extent that the use of airport revenues to fund such
measures is permissible under federal law and policies." (Technical Report 2a, page 41 and elsewhere
as indicated by specific comments below.)

Response:

Please see Response to Comment SPC00250-6.
SPC00250-8
Comment:

2. As with the 2001 Draft Master Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact
Report Draft EIS/EIR, the study area for Off- Airport Ground Access is primarily north of LAX. Little
attention is paid to streets and freeways south of the airport. More significantly, mitigation measures
appear to be limited to LADOT jurisdictions with little regard to traffic problems created in surrounding
areas outside of the City of Los Angeles.

Response:

Please see Response to Comment SPC00250-3.
SPC00250-9
Comment:

Response:

3. It is not clear how moving passenger access east outside of the Central Terminal Area improves
security. Requiring passengers with luggage and visitors to use a 1.5-mile long Automated People
Mover before entering security makes no sense. What is being protected? Obviously not passengers
because they could be subject to numerous threats while in transit. Granted the Central Terminal Area
will no longer be as insecure with removal of parking structures. That threat has been moved to the new
Ground Transportation Center and the new Intermodal Transportation Center.

This comment does not raise or pertain to any environmental issues that are subject to NEPA or CEQA
review requirements. Notwithstanding, please see Topical Response TR-SEC-1, which addresses the
most frequently raised security-related issues pertaining to the design and ability of Alternative D to
enhance existing safety and security at LAX.

SPC00250-10

Comment:

Response:

EIS/EIR Supplement, Chapter 4, Affected Environment, Consequences, and Mitigation Measures

1. Page 4-2 to 4-3, Mitigation Measures Bullet, - The comment - "It should be noted that mitigation
measures, as well as Master Plan commitments, are applicable to the extent that the use of airport
revenue to fund such measures and commitments is permissible under federal law and policies."
creates considerable uncertainty regarding the validity of any proposed mitigation measures.

Please see Response to Comment SPC00250-6.

SPC00250-11

Comment:

2. Page 4-3, The Environmental Baseline, - Using the 1998 Revision to CEQA Guidelines - "as they
exist at the time the notice of preparation is published...." as a basis for establishing an environmental
baseline ignores all environmental impacts since LAX was expanded in the 1980s and 1990s from 40
MAP to the
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Response:

current baseline. Unmitigated impacts have resulted in uncontrolled traffic growth with significant impact
on neighborhoods north, south, and east of LAX.

Please see Topical Response TR-GEN-1 regarding baseline issues and TR-GEN-3 regarding growth at
LAX beyond 40 MAP.

SPC00250-12

Comment:

Response:

3. Pages 4-3 and 4-4. The Environmental Baseline, Third Paragraph - The discussion in this paragraph
regarding "incremental" and "cumulative" impacts raises the issue of incremental changes to LAX since
the last Draft EIS/EIR of 1978 from 40 MAP to the current baseline. Our view is these incremental
changes and their impacts especially with regard to traffic should be addressed by this Supplement to
allow mitigation to 40 MAP. This would necessitate an Environmental Baseline of 1984 vice 1996/97.

Please see Response to Comment PC00537-7.

SPC00250-13

Comment:

Response:

4. Page 4-6, Formulation of Master Plan Commitments and Mitigation Measures. Third Paragraph -
What is the timetable for "formulation" of the referenced Mitigation Monitoring Plan? How will mitigation
measures be enforced?

Please see Response to Comment AR00003-63 regarding the mitigation monitoring and reporting
program.

SPC00250-14

Comment:

Response:

EIS/EIR Supplement, Chapter 4.3.2, Off-Airport Surface Transportation

1. Page 4-243, 4.3.2.2 General Approach and Methodology, Second Bullet, Third Sentence and Figure
S4.3.2-1, Off-Airport Surface Transportation Study Areas - What is the rational for limiting the area of
study south of LAX to north of Rosecrans while including a more extensive area north and east of LAX?
As indicated in our June 12, 2001 comments, the study area is biased toward those areas within the
jurisdiction of LADOT to the exclusion of other neighboring jurisdictions.

The ten additional intersections added to the traffic study in Alternative D were included because
Alternative D is the only alternative that proposes the addition of two passenger facilities on the east
end of the airport. The ten additional intersections are located relatively close to these facilities. One of
these ten additional intersections, 104th Street and La Cienega Boulevard, lies partially within the
jurisdiction of LADOT. The eastern half of that intersection is within County of Los Angeles jurisdiction.
The other 9 intersections are within Los Angeles County, the City of Inglewood, or the City of
Hawthorne.

In addition, please see Topical Response TR-ST-2 and, in particular, Subtopical Response TR-ST-2.2
regarding a discussion of the study area and facilities analyzed.
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SPC00250-15

Comment:
2. Page 4-247. Sixth Paragraph Last Sentence - What is the rationale for limiting coordination to
LADOT?

Response:
The line referenced did not intend to imply that the coordination was limited only to LADOT. Please see
Topical Response TR-ST-2 and, in particular, Subtopic Response TR-ST-2.8 for a list of other cities and
agencies that were consulted regarding integration of local plans into the baseline scenarios.

SPC00250-16

Comment:
3. Pages 4-248 to 4-250, 4.3.2.5 Master Plan Commitments - Will off-airport traffic control actions,
necessitated by these commitments, be coordinated with jurisdictions other than LADOT?

Response:
LAWA will coordinate with the appropriate transportation jurisdiction on off-airport traffic control actions
necessitated by the Master Plan commitments.

SPC00250-17

Comment:
4. Pages 4-254 to 4-261, Figure S4.3.2-4, Year 2015 Alternative D Levels of Service (Adjusted
Environmental Baseline Comparison) - What are the Levels of Service and Impacts for the following
intersections:

- Sepulveda and Marine,

- Sepulveda and Manhattan Beach,

- Aviation and Marine,

- Aviation and Manhattan Beach,

- Nash and El Segundo,

- Douglas and El Segundo,

- La Cienega and El Segundo (east of the 405),
- La Cienega and Rosecrans,

- Inglewood and El Segundo,

- Inglewood and Rosecrans,

- Inglewood and Marine,

- Inglewood and Manhattan Beach,

- Hawthorne and El Segundo,

- Hawthorne and Rosecrans,

- Hawthorne and Marine, and

- Hawthorne and Manhattan Beach/Artesia?

Response:
The summary of the levels of service and impacts for all analyzed intersections are in Chapter 4.3.2 of
the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. Further details for the analyzed intersections can be found in
Technical Report S-2b and Attachment | of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. Please also see
Topical Response TR-ST-2 and, in particular, Subtopical Response TR-ST-2.2 regarding why all
potentially impacted intersections were not included in the traffic study.
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SPC00250-18

Comment:

Response:

5. Pages 4-254 to 4-261, Figure S4.3.2-4, Year 2015 Alternative D Levels of Service (Adjusted
Environmental Baseline Comparison) - What are the Levels of Service and Impacts for the following
links:

- Sepulveda south of Rosecrans,

- Sepulveda Tunnel,

- Aviation south of Rosecrans,

- Inglewood south of Imperial,

- Hawthorne south of Imperial, and
- Rosecrans west of Hawthorne?

The summary of the levels of service and impacts for all analyzed links are in Chapter 4.3.2 of the
Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. Please see Topical Response TR-ST-2 and, in particular, Subtopical
Response TR-ST-2.2 regarding why all potentially impacted links were not included in the traffic study.

SPC00250-19

Comment:

Response:

6. Pages 4-254 to 4-261. Figure S4.3.2-4, Year 2015 Alternative D Levels of Service (Adjusted
Environmental Baseline Comparison) - What are the Levels of Service and Impacts for the following
Freeway Ramps:

- [-405 NB off-ramp and El Segundo,

- 1-405 SB off-ramp and LA Cienega S/0 Century,
- [-405 NB off-ramp and Rosecrans, and

- 1-405 NB off-ramp and Inglewood?

The summary of the levels of service and impacts for all analyzed freeway ramps are in Chapter 4.3.2
of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. Please see Topical Response TR-ST-2 and, in particular,
Subtopical Response TR-ST-2.2 regarding why all potentially impacted freeway ramps were not
included in the traffic study.

SPC00250-20

Comment:

Response:

7. Pages 4-265 to 4-269. Table S4.3.2-8, Year 2008 Alternative D Levels of Service (Adjusted
Environmental Baseline Comparison) - Concerns regarding status of Intersections, Links, and Freeway
Ramps expressed in comments 4 to 6 above also apply to this table and supporting analysis.

The summary of the levels of service and impacts for all analyzed intersections, links, and freeway
ramps are in Chapter 4.3.2 of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. Further details for the analyzed
intersections can be found in Technical Report S-2b and Attachment | of the Supplement to the Draft
EIS/EIR. Please see Topical Response TR-ST-2 and, in particular, Subtopical Response TR-ST-2.2
regarding why all potentially impacted intersections, links, and freeway ramps were not included in the
traffic study.
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SPC00250-21

Comment:

Response:

8. Page 4-273, 4.3.2.7.2 Alternative D - Enhanced Safety and Security Plan, Third Paragraph - Another
Project to be considered is the construction of up to 750 units comprising a mix of single-family
detached homes, attached and detached town houses, and high quality condominiums on the southeast
corner of El Segundo and Aviation Boulevards in Hawthorne. The City Councils of EI Segundo and
Hawthorne recently approved this project, Pacific Glen.

The analysis for Alternative D used 2001 as a base year for related projects. Projects approved after
that year could not be included in the analysis.

SPC00250-22

Comment:

Response:

9. Page 4-273, 4.3.2.8 Mitigation Measures - The statement in this paragraph: The following mitigation
measures are applicable only to the extent that the use of airport revenue to fund such measures is
permissible under federal law and policies. casts doubt regarding the validity of any proposed mitigation
measures. What agency will make the determination regarding use of airport funds? When will this
decision be made?

Please see Response to Comment SPC00250-6.

SPC00250-23

Comment:

Response:

10. Pages 4-275 to 4-278, Table S4.3.2-11, Year 2008 Alterative D Mitigation Plan (Adjusted
Environmental Baseline Comparison) - The assumed proposed improvement by County of Los Angeles
of the Intersection of Aviation and ElI Segundo is not substantiated by the Coastal Corridor
Transportation Study, Phase Il, Figure 9. Roadway Improvements Funded, South Bay Cities Council of
Governments, 2003. Widening of Aviation is funded, but intersection improvements are not funded.

At a meeting held on September 5, 2002 at the MTA to discuss Aviation Boulevard, staff from the Public
Works Department of LA County stated that the widening of Aviation Boulevard from Imperial Highway
to Hawaii Street would be released for construction bids in late 2003. Confirmation of the accuracy of
our assumption that this improvement would be in place by 2008 was obtained by Robert Yates of the
MTA on November 20, 2003.

SPC00250-24

Comment:

Response:

11. Pages 4-275 to 4-278, Table S4.3.2-11, Year 2008 Alterative D Mitigation Plan (Adjusted
Environmental Baseline Comparison) and Pages 4-279 to 4-284, Table S4.3.2-12, year 2015
Alternative D Mitigation Plan (Adjusted Environmental Baseline Comparison) - The unstudied
Intersections, Links, and Freeway ramps identified in comments 4 to 6 above must be added to planned
mitigation measures as appropriate.

Please see Topical Response TR-ST-2. In particular see Subtopical Response TR-ST-2.2 regarding
the study area and facilities analyzed.
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SPC00250-25

Comment:

Response:

12. Page 4-295, 4.3.2.10.2 Alternative D - Enhanced Safety and Security Plan, Second Paragraph -
Leaving two critical intersections nearest the new Ground Transportation Center and Intermodal
Transportation Center (Century at La Cienega and Imperial at La Cienega) unmitigated will lead to
serious access problems for vehicles from the South Bay using arterial highways. What is the intended
plan? To ignore the issue is not acceptable.

Vehicles coming from the South Bay area have alternative routes to the proposed GTC and ITC that do
not involve traveling through either of the two intersections mentioned. For northbound traffic on
Aviation Boulevard, there is a slip ramp proposed north of 111th Street which will connect to the on-
airport roadways that lead directly to the GTC. The ITC can be accessed from Aviation Boulevard via
111th Street. South Bay drivers heading to the GTC or ITC could also choose to use the 1-405 Freeway
and exit at the proposed Lennox Boulevard Interchange onto the airport roadways that lead directly to
these facilities.

SPC00250-26

Comment:

Response:

Technical Report S-2a. - Supplemental On-Airport Surface Transportation

1. Pages 24 and 25, Table 5, Key Assumptions/Inputs 2015 Alternative D, Planned - Regional
Access/Egress Directional Distributions and Attachment A - What is the basis for allocation of
percentages of passengers between entrances and ramps?

Determining the directional distribution of airport trips was a two-step process. Initially, airport trip
generation was estimated, and the regional distribution of trips was determined following the procedures
described in Subtopical Response TR-ST-2.13.8. Then the LAX Ground Access Model (off-airport
model) was run to obtain estimated traffic volumes on links and turning movements at intersections.
The directional turns at airport entry/exit points as estimated by the off-airport model were then fed back
into the on-airport model. This process was performed for each airport alternative.

SPC00250-27

Comment:

Response:

2. Page 62, Table 17, Key Assumptions/Inputs 2015 Alternative D, Refined System - Regional
Access/Egress Directional Distributions - What is the basis for allocation of percentages of passengers
between entrances and ramps?

Determining the directional distribution of airport trips was a two-step process. Initially, airport trip
generation was estimated, and the regional distribution of trips was determined following the procedures
described in Subtopical Response TR-ST-2.13.8. Then the LAX Ground Access Model (off-airport
model) was run to obtain estimated traffic volumes on links and turning movements at intersections.
The directional turns at airport entry/exit points as estimated by the off-airport model were then fed back
into the on-airport model. This process was performed for each airport alternative.

SPC00250-28

Comment:

Technical Report S-2b. - Supplemental Off- Airport Surface Transportation
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Response:

1. Page 3 and Figure 1, Revised Study Area and Key Study Locations - Why have study areas been
limited to areas north of Rosecrans?

Please see Topical Response TR-ST-2 regarding surface transportation analysis methodology.

SPC00250-29

Comment:

Response:

2. Page 8, Planned Development Projects Added to Background Assumptions, - Hawthorne should be
included in your list for projects.

It is unclear to which project the commentor is referring. The list of related projects is shown in Chapter
4.3.2 and Technical Report S-2b of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR.

SPC00250-30

Comment:

Response:

3. Page 15, First Paragraph - Another Project to be considered is the construction of up to 750 units
comprising a mix of single-family detached homes, attached and detached town houses, and high
quality condominiums on the southeast corner of El Segundo and Aviation Boulevards in Hawthorne.
The City Councils of EI Segundo and Hawthorne recently approved this project, Pacific Glen.

This comment is similar to comment SPC00250-21. Please refer to Response to Comment SPC00250-
21.

SPC00250-31

Comment:

Response:

4. Page 25, 3.2. Geographical Distribution of Trips - As indicate in above comments regarding Technical
Report 2a, the basis for trip allocation is not obvious. Here the implication is "Passenger Surveys". Have
these surveys been documented? If so where? If the basis is Technical Report 2b, Off-Airport Surface
Transportation, LAX Master Plan Off-Airport Existing 1996 Transportation Conditions Report of the Draft
EIS/EIR, the validity of this allocation is questionable. The intersections surveyed in that study were
biased toward the use of 1-405 to access the CTA via Imperial and Century. None of the intersections
surveyed were west of 1-405 and south of Imperial. Consequently no data was collected regarding LAX
traffic from Palos Verdes, Beach Cities, and bailouts from 1-405 northbound onto surface streets.

As described in the LAX Ground Access Model Calibration and Validation Report (October 1998),
distribution of airport passenger trips is based on the 1993 Air-Passenger Survey conducted by then the
Los Angeles Department of Airports. Intersection surveys were not used to determine airport
passenger distribution, but were used to validate the results of the model by comparing estimated
percentages of airport trips to observed percentages of airport trips at several select locations
throughout the study area.

SPC00250-32

Comment:

5. Page 26, Table S9, Existing and Future Transportation Deficiencies (RTP Background Assumptions)
- What is the justification for arbitrarily limiting the study area to north of Rosecrans? If the following
intersections, links, and ramps had been included in the analysis, the number impacted would probably
be higher:
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Response:

- Sepulveda and Marine,

- Sepulveda and Manhattan Beach,

- Aviation and Marine,

- Aviation and Manhattan Beach,

- Nash and EI Segundo,

- Douglas and EIl Segundo,

- La Cienega and El Segundo (east of | 405),
- La Cienega and Rosecrans,

- Inglewood and El Segundo,

- Inglewood and Rosecrans,

- Inglewood and Marine,

- Inglewood and Manhattan Beach,

- Hawthorne and El Segundo,

- Hawthorne and Rosecrans,

- Hawthorne and Marine,

- Hawthorne and Manhattan Beach/Artesia,
- Sepulveda south of Rosecrans,

- Sepulveda Tunnel,

- Aviation south of Rosecrans,

- Inglewood south of Imperial,

- Hawthorne south of Imperial,

- Rosecrans west of Hawthorne,

- [-405 NB off-ramp and El Segundo,

- [-405 SB off-ramp and LA Cienega S/0 Century,
- 1-405 NB off-ramp and Rosecrans, and

- [-405 NB off-ramp and Inglewood.

This comment is similar to comment PC01483-21; please refer to Response to Comment PC01483-21.

SPC00250-33

Comment:

Response:

6. Page 27, Third Paragraph and Figure S3, Differences in LAX Passenger Trips - 2015 PM Peak Hour
- Alternative D - Adjusted Environmental Baseline - What is the basis for the conclusion that shifting
passenger access to the eastern end of the airport will cause a measurable shift in traffic using 1-405?
Should Lincoln be included in the discussion in the third paragraph? Reduction of traffic on Lincoln is
not reflected in Figure S3.

The basis for this conclusion is a comparison between the results of runs using the LAX Ground Access
Model, which is described in further detail in Section 2.2 of Technical Report S-2b of the Supplement to
the Draft EIS/EIR. The model was run using 2015 traffic volume projections under the Adjusted
Environmental Baseline Scenario, and then run using the 2015 traffic volume projections and proposed
facilities of Alternative D. Figure S3 graphically represents the difference between the results of those
two traffic model runs, as expressed in LAX passenger trip volumes during the PM peak hour.

Although the reduction in LAX passenger trip volumes on Lincoln Boulevard during the PM peak hour in
2015 is smaller than those reductions on Sepulveda Boulevard or La Tijera Boulevard, the LAX ground
Access Model does show there to be a reduction in LAX passenger trips on Lincoln Boulevard.

SPC00250-34

Comment:

7. Page 27, Fifth Paragraph and Figure S4, Differences in Total Vehicle Trips - 2015 PM Peak Hour -
Alternative D - Adjusted Environmental Baseline - What is the basis for the conclusion regarding traffic
shift?
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Response:

These conclusions are based on results from the LAX Ground Access Model. The model was first run
using 2015 traffic volumes under the Adjusted Environmental Baseline Scenario. Then the model was
adjusted to account for the project components and facility ingress/egress locations of Alternative D.
Figure S4 of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR shows graphically the differences in total traffic
volumes for the PM peak hour based on the results of those two model runs.

SPC00250-35

Comment:

Response:

8. Page 28, Table S10, Master Plan Impacts on Surface Streets, Freeways, and Intersections vs.
Adjusted Environmental Baseline: RTP Background Assumptions - See comment 5 above regarding
Table S9.

Surface transportation impacts were addressed in Section 4.3, Surface Transportation, of the Draft
EIS/EIR and Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, with supporting technical data and analyses provided in
Technical Reports 2 and 3 of the Draft EIS/EIR and Technical Reports S-2a and S-2b of the
Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. In addition, please see Topical Response TR-ST-2 (Section 1) for a
discussion of the study area and facilities analyzed.

SPC00250-36

Comment:

Response:

9. Pages 33 and 34, 4.2 Study Area Transportation Benefits, Table 11 Study Area Average Speed and
Congested Lane Miles, and Table S12 Study Area VMT and VHT - The conclusions reflected in these
tables probably result from the arbitrary conclusion that traffic will shift as a result of the proposed shift
in passenger access to the east.

The conclusions reached are not arbitrary but are based on solid analytical procedures. Forecasts of
future year traffic volumes have been developed using the LAX Ground Access Model. Development of
this model is described in the "LAX Ground Access Model Calibration and Validation Report (October
1998)." This document is provided in the Draft EIS/EIR, at the end of Technical Report 2b, following
Appendix II-O.

SPC00250-37

Comment:

Response:

10. Pages 35 and 36, Essential Neighborhood Traffic Management Elements - Does this philosophy
extend to neighborhoods outside of the City of Los Angeles? If not, it should. Because of the reference
to LADOT procedures in the third paragraph, the impression is created that the intent is to limit to the
City of Los Angeles. The new interchange at Lennox and shift of passenger access to the east will not
increase the capacity of NB 1-405 south of the new interchange. Consequently, the risk of driver bailout
using El Segundo, Rosecrans, and Inglewood Off Ramps remains. This may well result in cut through
traffic into neighborhoods south of LAX. This should be examined.

Neighborhood Traffic Management Plans will be considered for jurisdictions outside of the City of Los
Angeles as well within the City of Los Angeles. The Neighborhood Traffic Management Plans are
intended to study whether airport traffic is cutting through residential neighborhoods and if so, what can
be done to discourage or prevent this intrusion. LAWA acknowledges that the appropriate local agency
will have responsibility for neighborhood traffic management plans within their respective jurisdictions.
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SPC00250-38

Comment:

Response:

11. Page 36, 5.2 Mitigation Measures for Alternative D, third paragraph and Figure S6 Changes in Total
Traffic Volumes Due to Lennox/I-405 Interchange and I-105 Ramps - 2015 PM Peak Hour - What is the
basis for these conclusions?

These conclusions are based on results from the LAX Ground Access Model. The model was first run
using 2015 traffic volumes without the proposed freeway interchanges on the I-105 and [-405 Freeways.
Then the model was adjusted to account for the proposed freeway improvements and the closure of
Lennox Boulevard east of the 1-405 Freeway. Figure S6 of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR shows
graphically the differences in total traffic volumes for the PM peak hour based on the results of those
two model runs.

SPC00250-39

Comment:

Response:

12. Page 36, 5.2 Mitigation Measures for Alternative D, third paragraph, last sentence - Does this
conclusion include the potential for increased bailouts from 1-405 as discussed in comment 10?

This conclusion is based on anticipated 2015 traffic conditions under Alternative D with the proposed
interchanges on the 1-105 and 1-405 Freeways.

SPC00250-40

Comment:

Response:

13. Page 41, First Complete Paragraph - Leaving two critical intersections nearest the new Ground
Transportation Center and Intermodal Transportation Center (Century at La Cienega and Imperial at La
Cienega) unmitigated will lead to serious access problems for vehicles from the South Bay using arterial
highways. What is the intended plan? To ignore the issue is not acceptable.

This comment is identical to comment SPC00250-25. Please see Response to Comment SPC00250-
25.

SPC00250-41

Comment:

Response:

13. Page 41, Fourth Paragraph - What agency will decide which mitigation measures will be funded with
airport revenues? In the event airport revenues are not to be used to fund the recommended mitigation
measures, will the proposed actions cease?

The Federal Aviation Administration will make the final determination as to which mitigation measures
may be funded with airport revenues. If the FAA determines that airport revenue sources cannot be
used for a particular mitigation measure, the proposed mitigation would not necessarily become
infeasible. LAWA could seek non-airport revenue sources in order to complete the mitigation.
Otherwise, an alternative mitigation measure, acceptable to the FAA, LADOT and the appropriate local
jurisdiction, would be developed. Additional environmental analysis would be conducted for each
alternative mitigation measure, as appropriate.
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SPC00250-42

Comment:
14. Page 41, 5.3 Alternative Mitigation Plan for Alternative D, First Paragraph - Which agency has the
authority to approve the proposed Lennox Interchange and when will they decide?

Response:
Caltrans and the Federal Highway Administration have the authority to approve the Lennox Boulevard
interchange. Conceptual approval of the interchange is expected during the first half of 2004. Final
approval by Caltrans and FHWA would require the completion of a Project Study Report and Project
Report. Those reports will be completed by LAWA at a later date.

SPC00250-43

Comment:
15. Page 41, 5.3 Alternative Mitigation Plan for Alternative D, Fourth Paragraph - Lennox Interchange
should be deleted from the mitigation measures in this paragraph since this section addresses an
alternative plan.

Response:

Comment noted. The Final EIS/EIR has been revised.

SPC00250-44

Comment:
16. Pages 41 and 42, 5.3 Alternative Mitigation Plan for Alternative D, Last Paragraph, First Sentence -
What agency will decide which mitigation measures will be funded with airport revenues? In the event
airport revenues are not to be used to fund the recommended mitigation measures, will the proposed
actions cease?

Response:

This comment is identical to comment SPC00250-41; please see Response to Comment SPC00250-
41,

SPC00250-45

Comment:
17. Attachment B, Geographic Distribution of Airport Trips - Alternative D - What is the basis for
determining the distribution. See comment 4 above.
Response:
The basis for this map is described in Section 3.2, "Geographic Distribution of Airport Trips," of the
Technical Report S-2b of the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR.
SPC00251 McCain, Jackie None Provided 11/5/2003
SPC00251-1
Comment:

Culver City certainly not consulted in the new alternative. On April 19, 2001 you spoke to the Culver City
Homeowner Assn. on the Master Plan of Los Angeles International Airport Perhaps our group too
interested in traffic on the 405 and not runways, so you checked us off the list.
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Response:
It is not clear to which group the commentor is referring. Information pertaining to the public outreach
undertaken for the Draft EIS/EIR is provided in Appendix B, Public Involvement, of the Draft EIS/EIR.

SPC00251-2

Comment:
Alternate D accommodates around 78.9 million annual passengers, almost at the same level as no
change. While previous plans had almost 19 million more passengers. Less traffic on the 405 for sure.

Response:
Comment noted.

SPC00251-3

Comment:
The runway extensions seem feasible, however, not really informed on flight safety my comments are
not one of an expert. The new parallel taxiway between existing runways does seem like a necessary
safety point.

Response:
Comment noted. Please see Topical Response TR-SAF-1 regarding aviation safety.

SPCO00251-4

Comment:
Looking at Alternate D's Manchester Square you will find many security and safety points. Traffic into
the square from the 405 is from Arbor Vitae ST. and Century Blvd. the commercial and private vehicle.
Today there does not seem to be safe commercial inspection. To think this has eliminated curb side
parking is one great safety factor.

Response:
Comment noted.

SPC00251-5

Comment:
Ancillary facilities will be consolidated. Maintenance into a smaller area, Fire Station 51 expanded, Fire
Station 80 relocated and expanded. The existing police headquarters removed by a new 110,000
square foot airport police building on the northwest corner of Westchester Parkway and Emerson
Avenue.
The public parking will consist of three garages, 7,515 stalls both short and long term parking. Even the
employees will have a new garage of 12,400 spaces and shuttled to their work sections.
The MTA Green Line will be linked to the passenger terminal by a covered walkway.
Alternative D will require approximately 77 acres of property, the least amount of land of all proposed
alternatives.

Response:

Comment noted.

The existing American Airlines, TWA and US Airway maintenance complexes on the west side of the
airport (551,000 square feet) would be removed in Alternative D. Two new facilities totaling
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approximately 300,000 square feet would be located on the west side of the airport, south of World Way
West.

The existing LAWA police headquarters would be removed and relocated by a new 110,000 square foot
facility.

Public parking would be provided in three separate locations: GTC, ITC and in an expanded Lot B.
The total number of public parking spaces included on-airport, as part of Alternative D, is 22,112.
Please refer to Table 2.3-1, Alternative D - Summary of Public Parking Facilities, on page 2-69 of the
Draft Master Plan Addendum.

An enclosed pedestrian connection with power walks would cross over Imperial Highway and under I-
105 to connect to the MTA Green Line station at Aviation Boulevard with the ITC. The ITC would be
connected to the CTA via the APM.

SPC00251-6

Comment:

Plan D - Construction

Construction workers will park from one mile to fifty miles away and be shuttle bused in. They will not
work in peak hours --- 8 a.m. to 9 a. m. - 5 p.m. to 6 p,m, and at the high airport hours -11 a.m. to noon

IMPROVEMENTS at 1-405 and 1-105
A new 1-405/Lennox Boulevard interchange, afly over the existing 1-105/Imperial Highway interchange
near Aviation. Provide new ramps between Aviation and LaCienega at the 1-105. Create a new

interchange at 1-405 and Lennox Boulevard.

They plan to build future FlyAway remote terminals and bus in passengers. This should cut the traffic to
the airport down on the 405 for Culver City.

Response:
Comment noted.
SPC00251-7
Comment:
In my opinion the Safety and Security of Plan D is designed to be flexible and will accommodate any
new requirements.
Response:
Comment noted.
SPC00251-8
Comment:
GOLFERS:
| would be remiss if | did not tell you - the three (3) holes at Manchester Golf course will be replaced.
Response:

Comment noted.
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SPC00252 Patton, Jasmine 50th Street Block Club 11/4/2003

SPC00252-1

Comment:
As a member of 50th St Block Club and as an Area Representative for the Dept of Neighborhood
Empowerment, Neighborhood Development Congress, | have read and approved Alternative D as the
best plan for the improvement of the airport at LAX.

However, the addition of shops and consumer locations will add to the already dense traffic, and is not
an adequate security alternative to gates. | believe that segment of alternative D should be re-

evaluated.
Response:
The traffic study and mitigation plan presented in Sections 4.3.1, On-Airport Surface Transportation,
and 4.3.2, Off-Airport Surface Transportation, and Technical Reports S-2a and S-2b of the Supplement
to the Draft EIS/EIR accounted for all of the proposed facilities under Alternative D.
SPC00253 Patton, Todd 50th Street Block Club 11/4/2003
SPC00253-1
Comment:
| believe that Alternative D to the Master Plan is best for the city. Leave the gates.
Response:
Comment noted.
SPC00254 Patton, Bruce 50th Street Block Club 11/4/2003
SPC00254-1
Comment:
| approve of LAX Master Alternative Plan "D".
Response:
Comment noted.
SPC00255 Beltran, Hector None Provided 11/6/2003
SPC00255-1
Comment:

ENVIRONS (UNDER SIEGE)

Seen enough
The vision gleams (and has been meet) in every air.

Had enough
Sound from loud noise pollutes our skies,
In the evening and in the sunlight of every single day

Known enough
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Response:

Oh human! Oh visions! And aching sounds. - Life comes to a halt
Departure from affection and sensitivity,

modern loud roaring raw thundering shining sound,

hovering constantly over us.

| have witness enough
Your are destroying our habitat.

- You and | are fully of that.
- So please help us make them stop and have them come to a halt.

Our normal of going about our daily life is being shatter, a once tranquil environment has been
irreversible disrupted by commercial development, perhaps beyond repair. Our senses witness and feel
such repercussion.

American naturalists, who once study the natural sounds and recorded their patterns, find today their
task increasingly more difficult. Finding a noise-free environment, a refuge from the maddening crows
is a more challenging task now than ever before in history. Thus, nature may well become, truly a
Sanctuary for those who come to realize and vision what a healthy environment really is and means to
some of us.

City officials are unable to respond to our concerns, let alone behave responsibly to demands placed in
our environment and to those who happen to live in it. | have witness a blatant disregard to demands
for an objective and accurate environmental impact study in our community.

Where | now live each and every single day, seek relief in silence, which | can only find between the
midnight hours of 1:30 and 4:30 PM. In spite our pleas for relief, we find ourselves increasingly shut-off
from the policy process, and increasingly less able, helpless and more dis-able to respond.

In addition, we ask ourselves will this be a reversible trend? We all are suffering from constant distress
and disruption in our daily activities, due to the neglect from private developers and our civil authorities
and the unfavorable outcomes from policies issued and improperly enforced.

A sacrilege has been perpetuated on our senses, and our perception of wellbeing perverted.
A psychological assault as a result of this siege

Now more than ever | seek solutions and perhaps become instrumental in finding effective and
immediate management of this alarming problem constantly hovering over us.

We have no where to go, so please before we regret future irreversible damage on our senses and our
community. Do not neglect to respond to our request. The potential faculties of future generations are
stake and our well being is in jeopardy.

The Draft EIS/EIR and Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR addressed noise in Section 4.1, Noise, and 4.2,
Land Use, impacts on biological habitat in Section 4.10, Biotic Communities, and human health and
safety in Section 4.24, Human Health and Safety. Supporting technical data and analyses were
provided in Appendix D, Appendix J, and Technical Reports 1, 7, and 14 of the Draft EIS/EIR and
Appendix S-C, Appendix S-H, and Technical Reports S-1 and S-9 of the Supplement to the Draft
EIS/EIR.

The Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR addressed the effects of single event aircraft noise relevant to
nighttime awakening in homes in Section 4.1, Noise, and Section 4.2, Land Use, with supporting
technical data and analyses provided in Appendix S-C and Technical Report S-1. In addition, please
see Topical Response TR-PO-1 regarding the public hearing process, Topical Response TR-LU-1
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regarding impacts on quality of life, Topical Response TR-LU-4 regarding outdoor noise levels, and
Topical Response TR-N-5 regarding nighttime aircraft operations.

SPC00256 Haglund, Jr., None Provided 10/30/2003
Howard

SPC00256-1

Comment:

- Where is the fuel storage system in Alternatives A&B

Response:
As indicated on page 3-33 and Figure 3-7 in Chapter 3, Alternatives, of the Draft EIS/EIR, under
Alternative A, the fuel farm would be relocated from its existing 20-acre location on the west side of the
airport along World Way West to a new 13-acre location on the airport just west of the south entrance to
the Sepulveda tunnel.
As indicated on page 3-44 in Chapter 3, Alternatives, of the Draft EIS/EIR, under Alternative B, the fuel
farm would be relocated off-airport to either the Scattergood Generating Station located in Los Angeles
or an oil refinery located approximately one mile south of LAX in El Segundo. Please see Chapter V of
the Draft LAX Master Plan for the locations for the off-site fuel farm proposed under Alternative B.

SPC00256-2

Comment:
- | don't see in alternatives A&B where the incremental work justifies the marginal increase in daily
operations potential.

Response:
Comment noted. Alternatives A and B would add one new runway either on the south airfield complex
or on the north airfield complex. The added runway increases runway capacity to serve more aircraft
operations than Alternatives D and C and No Action/No Project Alternative.

SPC00256-3

Comment:
- Encourage more passenger efficient aircraft by having cost incentives for larger aircraft - get rid of
RJ's, turbo prop traffic etc & small Boeing aircraft

Response:
Please see Response to Comment PC00222-1.

SPC00256-4

Comment:
- Don't worry about increasing capability at LAX, the freeway systems nearby can hardly handle what
you have now. Develop the other airports or new airports as a region - just because you don't own other
airports be practical and solve jointly with BUR, LGB, SNA the problem.

Response:

Alternative D for LAX, as detailed in the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR, emphasizes safety and
security improvements, rather than capacity increases. By not increasing the capacity of LAX, it is
incumbent on the other airports in the region to serve a larger percentage of the regional demand.
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LAWA is currently preparing Master Plan updates for both Ontario and Palmdale, in order for them to
play their part in addressing the anticipated regional demand. Expansion at Ontario, Palmdale, or any
of the other regional airports will not negate the need for modernization of LAX. Please see Topical
Response TR-RC-1 for more detail about planning for LAX and the other airports in the region, and
Topical Responses TR-RC-1 and TR-RC-5 regarding LAWA's planning for Ontario and Palmdale.

The Southern California Regional Airport Authority (SCRAA) is a joint powers agreement among the
counties of Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, and San Bernardino, and the City of Los Angeles. The
Authority was formed to develop and implement a regional approach of providing airport capacity. After
dormant for many years, the SCRAA was reactivated in March 2001 to deal principally with two issues:
the proposed expansion of LAX, and the proposed conversion of El Toro to a civilian airport. The
decline in air travel demand due to the economic recession, the events of September 11th, the war in
Iraq, and SARS has largely driven the Authority back to inactivity. Riverside County voted in July 2002
to withdraw from SCRAA.

In October 2003, political leaders from the Inland Empire and Los Angeles announced a new coalition to
plan as a region for the growth of air traffic in Southern California.

The decision to develop an airport is the responsibility of the local airport proprietor. There is no single
federal or local government or similar organization that has the authority to make and implement
decisions for the further development of all the various airports in Southern California.

SPC00256-5

Comment:

Response:

- Don't increase the airport size - yes | am a Westchester landowner!!

Comment noted.

SPC00257 unreadable, Los Angeles County Economic 11/6/2003
unreadable Development Corporation

SPC00257-1

Comment:

THE CHALLENGE

Modernization of LAX is not an alternative, it is an economic necessity! As the region's most important
economic engine, LAX is our front door to the world, welcoming visitors and business travelers, moving
more than 2 million tons of air cargo with a value of $60.9 billion annually and enabling more than 20
million residents to travel and do business regionally and internationally. In fact, LAX is currently the
world's busiest arrival and departure airport and fifth busiest cargo airport. Yet it has not been
significantly modernized since 1984 when it was upgraded to handle 40 million annual passengers per
year (MAP). Prior to 9-11, LAX served 67 million passengers per year. It is currently operating at 59
MAP.

J.D. Powers recently ranked LAX 18th out of 20 major international airports in terms of passenger
satisfaction. Doing nothing is unacceptable. Southern California must meet the growing needs for air
travel and commerce or forfeit the economic benefits. Other metropolitan areas like Phoenix, Denver,
Las Vegas, San Francisco, and Vancouver have been aggressively expanding their airports to attract
the business. A regional solution is required for Southern California and should include Ontario,
Burbank, Long Beach, John Wayne, Palmdale, San Bernardino, March, George (and yes, El Toro)
airports. Given the limitations at these airports, however, LAX is vital because of its unique mix of
international and regional carriers, and its proximity to the region's frequent flyers and international air
cargo shippers. LAX will remain Southern California's pre-eminent airport.
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Response:

Starting the Master Plan and EIR process over is not an option. We must maintain the "legal" viability of
this process which is based on an aging 1996 baseline. Unfortunately the process has already
consumed 10 years of the 20-year planning horizon. Building incrementally to address each future crisis
will merely result in the continuing deterioration and obsolescence of LAX. We are therefore compelled
to operate within the existing record and the limits of the worst-case environmental statement it
provides. Our only realistic choice is to identify and support those elements of the proposed alternatives
or alternatives which can be assessed in the final EIR process which make the most economic,
operational, security and financial sense today. Other alternatives may need to be considered in a
supplemental or subsequent EIR process.

LAX needs to address the economic future of the region, as well as a potential terrorist event. Plans to
modernize LAX should be based first on function, usability and economic impact, closely followed by
due consideration for safety and security. Otherwise, an inefficient reconfiguration of airport operations
on the transportation and economy of Southern California could impose unacceptable economic costs
with questionable security and safety trade offs. In the aftermath of 9-11, the need for airport security
has taken on new importance. Protecting people and facilities from a terrorist attack is a daunting
challenge because "terrorism is dynamic and terrorists adapt their methods to suit changes in weaponry
and defense tactics." Technology developments will offer new protection options in the future. Flexibility
in current planning as opposed to massive, irreversible reconfiguration of airport operations is clearly
advisable at this time.

Impacts on local communities need to be considered and economically rational solutions developed.
However, it seems that LAX modernization, as critical as it is to the region, has become the poster child
of the "not-in-my-backyard" movement. When residents in Orange County decide they don't want the
impacts of having their own airport at El Toro and suggest "L.A." needs to solve its "own airport
problems" at the expense of local residents in El Segundo, Westchester and Inglewood, issues of equity
and burden sharing are painfully evident. Communities surrounding LAX understandably want other
regional airports to share the growth in passenger and cargo needs.

Mayor Hahn should be commended for taking the political risk to try to move LAX modernization (and
the El Toro alternative) forward. The Mayor is in an unenviable position. The burden of developing a
solution for a region of some 180+ cities and communities has fallen largely on a single proprietary
department in one city (albeit the largest). Without the rejuvenation of a Southern California regional
airport authority to represent the common interests of this mega-region, our economic future is at risk.
Mayor Hahn has invited public input at this point regarding his Alternative D, and we appreciate the
invitation to share the insight and experience of the LAEDC's Critical Infrastructure Council.

The LAEDC's Critical Infrastructure Council is comprised of experts in planning, transportation, airport
and airline operations, engineering, safety and security, economics and business. This assessment
draws on meetings and dialogue with LAWA, the Mayor's Office for the City of LA, El Segundo's Mayor
Gordon, SAIC, RAND and other security experts, the airlines and the Westchester Alternative E Group.

The Critical Infrastructure Council recommends that four guiding principles be applied in the final
decision-making for the LAX Master Plan:

Comment noted. Please see Responses to Comments SPC00257-2 through SPC00257-5 below.

SPC00257-2

Comment:

1. Flexibility

In this post-9-11 world, planning for something as important as the modernization of LAX and the future
of a regional airport system in Southern California is fraught with uncertainties. How quickly will
passenger service rebound? How will passenger demand and market forces develop? What will be the
mix and relationship of international and short-haul service? Will the new large body A380 Group VI
type aircraft dominate international service? What will the TSA ultimately adopt as required airport
security measures and what technologies will develop to address these needs? These unknowns argue
strongly for a flexible plan which can adjust to future market and security requirements.
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Response:
Comment noted. The components of Alternative D are designed to allow for flexibility with regard for
advances in security technology, airline allocations, and type of operations to allow LAX to continue to
efficiently function beyond the 2015 horizon.

SPC00257-3

Comment:
2. Passenger Convenience

Without world-class user-friendly facilities and service, our region will suffer as a global competitor.
Ease of access to and use of all of our airports should be a top planning goal.

Response:

Comment noted. Alternative D is designed to provide such a facility.
SPC00257-4
Comment:

3. Security

LAX will remain a terrorist target. Security is an obvious priority. Any new plan must address
improvements in security of both airport operations and passenger safety. We must consider and
address the trade off's inherent in such planning.

Response:

Comment noted.
SPC00257-5
Comment:

4. Cost Effectiveness

The airline industry remains financially unstable. Landing and passenger fees do provide one source of
funding but are also a competitiveness factor for LAX and its carriers. The plan should seek the most
cost-effective solutions to the needs being address.

Response:

Comment noted.
SPC00257-6
Comment:

ALTERNATIVE D
ECONOMIC IMPACT

Economic impact should be a primary consideration in the development of LAX and our regional airport
alternatives. The Master Plan EIR sheds significant light on such impact. The "no growth" and
"Alternative D" scenarios, which cap LAX at 78 million annual passengers (MAP), result in regional
economic outputs of some $18-20 billion less than Alternatives A, B or C which support 89-98 MAP.
While this comparison is not by itself determinative, policy makers and residents need to understand
that this factor alone equates to potentially foregoing the benefit of the economic equivalent of more
than 500,000 jobs for our future regional economy if Alternative D is implemented and other regional
airports fail to meet the needs of travelers and cargo operations (estimated direct passenger and cargo
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Response:

related jobs approach 100,000. See Schedule A). With California facing fiscal crisis and future
population growth of five million more people in Southern California by 2020, such a plan could lead to
economic strangulation. The economic equivalent of half a million jobs equate to more than $1 Billion in
annual tax revenues to support schools and governmental services.

Comment noted.

SPC00257-7

Comment:

Response:

The region must not cap its future with a "No Growth" plan for LAX. Market forces and user preferences
will determine which airport alternatives in Southern California meet our future passenger and cargo
needs. Burbank, Long Beach and John Wayne airports are already constrained or capped. Even
Ontario with its substantial expandability has not generated sufficient traffic for Jet Blue, Aloha Air, and
Air Canada for their passenger service. Use of our other regional airports for expanded passenger and
dedicated cargo operations is a desirable goal. But, any plan which creates a real physical or capped
limitation on LAX is unacceptable from an economic impact standpoint. A "planning capacity" is one
thing. A legal or physical cap is something else. The goal of a distributed regional airport system is
something everyone can support. But any plan must be flexible enough to address changing market
forces and the traveling publics' ultimate choices of air service and airports.

LAWA only controls the operations and potential improvements at LAX, Ontario, Palmdale, and Van
Nuys airports. Other jurisdictions are responsible for developing the other regional airports. LAWA is
currently preparing Master Plan updates for both Ontario and Palmdale, in order for them to play their
part in addressing the anticipated regional demand. At the direction of Mayor Hahn, LAWA has planned
Alternative D to be in compliance with SCAG's 2001 and Draft 2004 RTP allocations to LAX. Itis up to
the other regional airport operators to meet a larger percentage of the regional demand. LAWA does
not have the authority to make and implement decisions for airports it does not own.

SPC00257-8

Comment:

GETTING TO THE AIRPORT

The concept of capping MAP can be misleading. Today's capacity limitations are not the number of
flights our airports can accommodate; they are the number of passengers current modes of ground
transportation can move to and from our airports. If the number of ground trips can be reduced and the
number of passengers per ground trip increased, capacity can be improved and congestion can be
reduced.

LAX is physically constrained today by the limits of ground access to move passengers and cargo to
and from the airport via Century and Sepulveda Boulevards. Alternatives to improve this "connectivity"
include:

1. Expansion of direct light rail service eliminating the multiple transfer issues currently extant on the
Greenline. (Rail service could also incorporate a pre-check in flyaway service component discussed
below).

2. A satellite system of dedicated "flyaway" bus service to LAX (and other regional airports) with pre-
checked baggage service.

3. Remote check-in options outside the Central Terminal Area. (CTA)

Alternative D proposes the creation of a new offsite Ground Transportation Center (GTC) at Manchester
Square adjacent to the 405 freeway, approximately two miles from the Central Terminal Area (CTA).
The current parking structures would be eliminated and a new CTA constructed in the center of the
airport. Direct truck and vehicle access would be replaced with an Automated People Mover (APM)

Los Angeles International Airport 3-6513 LAX Master Plan Final EIS/EIR Responses to Comments



3. Comments and Responses

Response:

between the CTA and the GTC. It is unclear at this point whether passengers will be able to check their
baggage at Manchester Square or will have to carry baggage through the GTC screening, onto the
APM and into the CTA. Alternative D does propose limited flyaway service with direct bus access to the
CTA. It also proposes an Intermodal Transportation Center where people can transfer from the Green
Line and buses to the APM.

From a ground access standpoint, the option of a remote drop off and check in facility could enhance
connectivity to LAX. However, due to its location the Manchester Square site raises unanswered
questions regarding bottlenecks and back ups onto the 405 freeway as well as limitations regarding
access from other highways and streets in the area. Timing regarding acquisition of the necessary land
(200 acres) for Manchester Square is also highly speculative and could delay the project 7-9 years into
the future. A site nearer LAX already under LAWA's control such as the Lot C area appears to offer a
more viable and flexible alternative.

However, the most immediate and cost effective opportunity to alleviate traffic congestion around LAX is
the creation of a world class "Flyaway" system of offsite check-in locations (e.g., Burbank, Downtown,
Ontario, Long Beach, Orange County, etc.) where passengers can pre check- in luggage and board
high quality dedicated buses designed for business travelers to travel via freeway diamond lanes direct
to their airline terminal with their luggage delivered directly to baggage screening for aircraft load on.

Rail and bus systems like this are being used at many other airports including Hong Kong and London,
and have now been approved by the TSA for use in Orlando. This option in Alternative D should be the
focus of major funding support at this time, not massive irreversible airport reconfiguration. Alternative D
will only add a .2 MAP of access capacity at a cost of approximately $5 billion Imagine what $1-2 billion
would buy in terms of a network of flyaway options. Not only could flyaway service reduce traffic at LAX,
high quality, low cost flyaway service to other regional airports (e.g., from Orange County to Ontario)
would also stimulate more passenger interest in the use of other regional airports to further reduce
demand on LAX. (One future opportunity if the Anaheim to Las Vegas high speed Maglev system is
constructed would be a spur line to Ontario as a dedicated high-speed flyaway service.) Additionally,
these flyaway facilities would provide for the ability to disperse traffic to other airports in the region by
allowing passengers to leave from one airport and return to another with no concern about where their
car is parked. Currently some business passengers are reluctant to use a secondary airport because of
uncertainty about their return schedule. Having a network of flyaway services covering the regions'
airports would alleviate this concern, promote use of other regional airports and significantly alleviate
access congestion to all airports.

Comment noted. Please see Response to Comment SPC00154-5 regarding why Lot C is not
recommended to be used for the Ground Transportation Center.

LAWA agrees that a series of remote terminal FlyAway facilities would provide airport passengers with
an attractive alternative to taking their private vehicles to the airport. Alternative D includes new
FlyAway facilities, with the additional incentive that the FlyAway buses would be the only passenger
vehicles permitted into the Central Terminal Area, with direct curbside access to the airline terminals.
Remote check-in of luggage at these facilities will be allowed, if approved by the FAA and
Transportation Security Agency.

LAWA is currently preparing a Master Plan for Ontario International Airport. The viability for FlyAway
service to that airport will be considered as part of the traffic study for that plan.

SPC00257-9

Comment:

RUNWAY SAFETY

The need for safety enhancements and center taxiways for the South runway complex are already
overdue. By completing these improvements now, LAX will be capable of accepting the new A380
Group VI large (600 passenger) aircraft which a handful of international airlines will begin operating in
2007.
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However, the massive reconfiguration of the north runway complex, especially the elimination of
Terminals 1, 2, and 3 is of questionable value. Heathrow Airport has only two parallel runways yet plans
to accommodate in excess of 80 MAP using new Group IV aircraft, suggesting LAX's reconfigured south
runways plus one of the north runways should be adequate for LAX.

Elimination of Terminals 1, 2, and 3 to accommodate Group VI international aircraft is a highly
questionable trade off, especially when one considers the impacts of reduction in gate capacity and the
elimination of low-cost short-haul flights and service provided by low-fare airlines such as Southwest.
Short-haul airline traffic is critical to feed LAX's national and international flights. Forty percent of all
international passengers using the Bradley Terminal at LAX depend upon short-haul connections.
Elimination of short-haul capacity is counter-productive to supporting international flights and service to
LAX. SFO learned this when they lost more than 20% of their international flights after the departure of
Southwest Airlines to Oakland. Baltimore-Washington International Airport on the other hand has seen
a 20% increase in international traffic and a return to pre-911 travel levels due to Southwest Airlines
expanding operations there. We need both types of service to be competitive.

Short-haul flights have grown much faster than international flights post 9-11. Loss of low fare service
would also cause competitor's fares at LAX to rise. Without Southwest, Denver's commuter fares are
some of the highest in the nation. Our region needs low cost airline service to remain economically
competitive. Any modernization plan for LAX must maintain the flexibility to serve a changing mix of
short-haul and international passenger demand. Unfortunately a change in fixed gates which
dramatically shifts LAX capacity to dedicated gates for new Group IV large aircraft will eliminate three
short-haul gates for every large aircraft gate created. Should north runway separation ultimately be
needed, shifting the northern runway to the north would be the preferable option, not elimination of
Terminals 1,2, and 3.

Comment noted. Alternative D was developed to offer a regional approach alternative for the LAX
Master Plan to ensure representation of the communities' full range of priorities as well as to increase
the safety and security of the airport. From the following content we inferred that the new Group IV
aircraft mentioned by the commentor here may refer to the new Group VI aircraft. Heathrow Airport has
two parallel runways and one cross wind runway and it serves about 60 million annual passengers. The
numbers of passengers served by airports differ widely due to many other factors such as fleet mix
even when the airports have the same number of runways. For example, a commuter aircraft would
carry fewer passengers than a Boeing 747-400 or A380, but require nearly an equal share of airfield
capacity. LAX's four runway configuration in Alternative D has the same capacity as its existing airfield.
Please see Response to Comment SPHF00021-3 regarding aircraft runway operations under
Alternative D.

The purpose of eliminating Terminals 1, 2, and 3 is not to accommodate Group VI aircraft as the
commentor stated. The purpose of moving Runway 6L/24R and Runway 6R/24L further apart is to gain
enough separation for a center taxiway between the two parallel runways. The purpose of the center
taxiway is to enhance safe aircraft operations and reduce the potential for runway incursions. At the
same time the center taxiway would be designed to meet the Group VI aircraft standards. Alternative D
does not eliminate short-haul operation by eliminating commuter gates. Alternative D would provide a
total of 153 contact and commuter gates in 2015 which is less than the exiting number of gates.
However, the existing number of gates includes 48 remote positions. The use of remote gates is not
efficient operations since it requires longer ground time due to busing the passengers. Alternative D
would require the use of fewer gates to achieve the same level due to the higher utilization rates of
contact gates. Also Alternative D provides the same number of commuter gates (32 positions) as the
No Action/No Project Alternative as described in Table 2.2-3, Number of Gates by Aircraft Group, in
Section 2.2, Aircraft Gates (subsection 2.2.7), of the Draft LAX Master Plan Addendum. The gate
facilities are planned and constructed to handle the anticipated aircraft fleet mix at the airport in the
future, which includes a wide range of aircraft sizes, from small commuter aircraft to the new Airbus 380
(Group VI aircraft).

The commentor suggested moving the northernmost runway north similar to Alternative C. The
suggested runway location would create larger noise impacts to the communities north of the airport
compared to moving the inboard runway in the north airfield complex south as proposed by Alternative
D.
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SPC00257-10

Comment:

Response:

AIRPORT & PASSENGER SECURITY

Post 9-11, airport security standards are undergoing continuous change. The Transportation Safety
Administration continues to review a broad range of threats posed by terrorists. New technologies are
under development to address the protection of passengers and facilities. Warnings have again been
issued regarding potential hijacking threats even after cockpit cabin doors have been hardened. Now
concentrations of people appear to be the preferred target. Security is a moving target and committing
now to an expensive, irreversible and radical change in airport passenger operations based on a single
threat scenario is not the best strategy.

Alternative D and the SAIC Security Report are based on the premise that car or truck bombs are the
primary threat to future LAX operations. RAND on the other hand cites historical evidence that attacks
on aircraft and luggage bombs pose a more frequent and greater threat to passengers. RAND also
points out the risks created by concentrating large numbers of people in confined areas.

Basic security doctrine recognizes that the more geography and facilities requiring protection, the
greater the size and cost of the necessary security forces and protection equipment and the greater the
margin for error due to the lack of sufficiently trained personnel. Even though Alternative D appears to
be primarily focused on protection of airport operations as opposed to passengers, the new passenger
access system proposed in Alternative D actually creates three new targets of opportunity for terrorists:
The Ground Transportation Center (GTC), the exposed, three-mile long Automated People Mover
System (APM) and the new Central Terminal Area (CTA). These facilities not only concentrate
passengers as targets, they also present distinct new opportunities to halt LAX operations if damaged
or destroyed. A hijacked private or commercial plane could be aimed at the new Central Terminal Area
where upwards of 20-25,000 passengers could be transiting on a major holiday, rendering LAX totally
unoperational at untold human cost.

When one further considers the potential for 7-9 years of delay due to property acquisition issues,
"hassle factors" for passengers and congestion on the 405 freeway, initial screening at the GTC using
as yet unproven technology, a two-mile journey on the Automated People Mover System (APM) and yet
another final security check at the Central Terminal Area (CTA), and the value, if any, of this added
security, major operational reconfiguration of LAX requires further critical evaluation, especially if this
huge cost in the early years of the project delays needed improvements for international air travel at the
Bradley Terminal.

The traffic modeling showed that much of the non-airport traffic on 1-405 would shift to Sepulveda
Boulevard and to a lesser extent, Aviation Boulevard, after the CTA is closed to future private vehicles
and more capacity becomes available on those streets. That is, the capacity of Sepulveda and 1-405
would balance itself, regardless of whether the traffic is airport- or non-airport related. As a result, 1-405
would not be burdened with both non-airport traffic that it would accommodate if the CTA was open and
the new airport traffic generated by the GTC. In addition, please see Topical Response TR-SEC-1
regarding security-related aspects of the comment.

SPC00257-11

Comment:

AIR CARGO - A REGIONAL ECONOMIC IMPERATIVE

In 2002, air cargo exports from the region reached $31.5 billion in value. Imports were $29.4 billion.
Cargo exported through our ocean ports was valued at $30.5, less than that shipped by air. Air cargo
service to and from the region is critical to the future growth of our economy. Hundreds of thousands of
high-value jobs here depend on just-in-time shipments and deliveries of goods via air. The Southern
California Association of Governments projects a tripling of air cargo over the next 20 years, from 3
million tons in 2000 to 8.9 million tons in 2020. Alternative D assumes a growth at LAX from 2.0 to 3.1
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million annual tons. The capacity shortfall of 5.8 million tons will need to be accommodated at other
regional airports such as Ontario, Norton, March, Palmdale and George, or the business and jobs will
be rerouted to Phoenix and Las Vegas. Not addressed in Alternative D are the regional enhancements
in ground access necessary to accommodate truck access to and from these regional airports and the
thousands of business and retail locations throughout Southern California.

Dedicated cargo carriers such as UPS and EVA have already agreed to operate out of Ontario. Others
such as Fed Ex might also be capable of using non-LAX alternatives. However, most of our air cargo
currently moves in the bellies of passenger aircraft and this makes it difficult or too costly for airlines to
provide cargo operations at a location distant from their primary passenger operations. Alternative D
does not address a solution to this problem. It merely limits LAX to 3.1 million annual tons. Alternatives
A, B, and C capped LAX air cargo at 4.2 million tons. Either we address the 50- 65% cargo capacity
shortfall regionally or forfeit the business and related jobs to other regions. (Using the economic data
developed by LAWA for the master plan suggests that every additional million tons of air cargo for the
region equates to 50,000 additional jobs.)

The ground access improvements needed at other regional airports are beyond the scope of the LAX
Master Plan and EIS/EIR.

LAWA is working with the LAX all-cargo airlines and freight forwarders to provide incentives to use
Ontario and Palmdale for cargo destined for or originating near the airport. LAWA cannot force these
companies to use Ontario or Palmdale.

At the direction of Mayor Hahn, the passenger and cargo capacity of LAX under Alternative D is
approximately equal to the capacity of the existing facility. It will be incumbent on the other airports in
the region to serve a larger percentage of the regional cargo demand, or that cargo tonnage will be
handled outside of the region.

SPC00257-12

Comment:

Response:

CONSIDERATION OF COSTS AND BENEFITS

The new Denver Airport was built at a cost of $3 billion, albeit constructed on open land far from the
metropolitan area. SFO has been modernized with major new ground access for cars, trucks and now
BART at a cost of $5 billion. The Mayor of San Francisco has clearly made expansion of capacity and
convenience at SFO a strategic and economic priority for his region. Given the questionable
enhancements relative to security at LAX, the downsizing of future gate capacity (from 163 to 153) to
impose a 78 MAP physical cap and the added hassle factors for ground access, one must question the
expenditure of $9 billion dollars for the results to be achieved. As previously noted, for a much lower
price tag, a system of remote fly away locations could better address commute times, remote security
and reduction of local airport congestion.

LAX today has some of the lowest landing fees in the nation and we must finance needed
improvements. The key is to choose the improvements wisely. Due to airline cost per enplaned
passenger three times higher than LAX ($6 vs. $18), SFO has not only lost short-haul and international
flights, its bond ratings have been lowered twice. SFO has now proposed discounting its landing fees to
$12 to attract more carriers and customers. Market forces are always at work and cannot be ignored.

Consolidation of rental car facilities is a clear benefit and could be served by APM or bus, depending
upon its ultimate location and can be financed through user fees. An Intermodal Transportation Center
could also be of value if and when light rail service is enhanced to LAX eliminating today's problems of
multiple transfers. Both of these elements would help reduce congestion around LAX in the longer term.

Much more than $3 billion was spent on Denver International Airport prior to its opening in early 1995.
These expenditures were also in early-1990s dollars. The replacement cost would be considerably
higher today.
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3. Comments and Responses

LAWA believes the airlines will be charged cost-beneficial rates to improve the safety and security of
the airport, reduce traffic congestion, change the airfield and terminal airside to accommodate new
aircraft, improve the efficiency of terminal operations, and eliminate the remote aircraft parking. The
design of the improvements incorporated in Alternative D was given much thought and review.

The consolidated rental car facility would be accessed by APM and financed through user fees. The
Intermodal Transportation Center would also allow seamless access between rail lines and the
passenger terminals via APM.

SPC00257-13

Comment:

Response:

PASSENGER CONVENIENCE IS CRITICAL TO A COMPETITIVE, WORLD CLASS AIRPORT

In a global economy, regions which rely on global commerce for their future have made their
international airport a key strategy for economic growth. Hong Kong, Shanghai, Beijing, Malaysia,
Singapore, Seoul, and San Francisco are all recent examples. When they market their regions, they all
point to the ease of access through their world-class airports.

Modernization of the Bradley Terminal is a necessity now. Foreign visitors frequently express frustration
with the lack of user friendliness, waits in the customs lines, difficulty in accessing destinations, etc.
Many business travelers express a clear preference to use SFO when traveling on business to
California. An international ranking of 18 out of 20 for LAX is unacceptable for a region so dependent on
global commerce and tourism. Postponing these improvements to the later years of the plan risks
further erosion of business and visitor travel and commerce for the region. The Bradley Terminal can be
renovated now in conjunction with the addition of a new interconnected west terminal facility. It appears
this option has been delayed to the later years (2020?) of the project due to the cost of the GTC, APM
and CTA reconfiguration and the 78 MAP gate capacity limitations.

The added "hassle factors" of 405 Freeway congestion, an offsite Ground Transportation Center and a
two-mile long Automated People Mover System (particularly if passengers are required to "schlep” their
luggage to the Central Terminal Area) is far from a world-class system. Anyone who has experienced
Hong Kong's remote downtown luggage and passenger check-in and the ride on a dedicated light rail
system into the Hong Kong airport without worrying about luggage being delivered to the plane,
appreciates the convenience and looks forward to the next trip. When one considers the Alternative D
impact on convenience and time in transit, one has to ask "Why would a businessman in London, Tokyo
or Shanghai want to use LAX if they could use San Francisco, Las Vegas or Phoenix to conduct their
business?" We must answer this questions affirmatively - "because of convenience and access to our
markets!"

Comment noted. Reconfiguration of TBIT to include aircraft gates on its west side would require the
relocation of Taxiways S & Q which currently function as the primary taxi routes between the north and
south airfields at LAX. Reconfiguration of TBIT and a West Satellite Concourse are planned
components of Alternative D. Figure S3-15, 2015 Alternative D Conceptual Summary Schedule, of the
Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR identifies 2012 as a target date for completion of the reconfiguration of
TBIT. The TBIT rework is scheduled to occur in Phase Ill because its construction is contingent upon
components of Phases | and Il being complete.

SPC00257-14

Comment:

CONCLUSIONS

Alternative D contains many critically needed enhancements to LAX's viability which should move
forward now. The LAEDC's Critical Infrastructure Council therefore recommends the following be
adopted:
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3. Comments and Responses

Response:

Comment noted. Please see Responses to Comments SPC00257-15 thr